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1. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q Please state your name, business address, and position. 2 

A My name is Rachel Wilson and I am an Associate with Synapse Energy 3 

Economics, Inc. (Synapse). My business address is 485 Massachusetts Avenue, 4 

Suite 2, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139. 5 

Q Please describe Synapse Energy Economics.  6 

A Synapse Energy Economics is a research and consulting firm specializing in 7 

energy and environmental issues, including electric generation, transmission and 8 

distribution system reliability, ratemaking and rate design, electric industry 9 

restructuring and market power, electricity market prices, stranded costs, 10 

efficiency, renewable energy, environmental quality, and nuclear power. 11 

Synapse’s clients include state consumer advocates, public utilities commission 12 

staff, attorneys general, environmental organizations, federal government and 13 

utilities. 14 

Q Please summarize your work experience and educational background. 15 

Q At Synapse, I conduct research and write testimony and publications that focus on 16 

a variety of issues relating to electric utilities, including: integrated resource 17 

planning; federal and state clean air policies; emissions from electricity 18 

generation; environmental compliance technologies, strategies, and costs; 19 

electrical system dispatch; and valuation of environmental externalities from 20 

power plants.  21 

I also perform modeling analyses of electric power systems.  I am proficient in the 22 

use of spreadsheet analysis tools, as well as optimization and electricity dispatch 23 

models to conduct analyses of utility service territories and regional energy 24 

markets. I have direct experience running the Strategist, PROMOD, 25 

PROSYM/Market Analytics, and PLEXOS models, and have reviewed input and 26 

output data for a number of other industry models.  27 
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Prior to joining Synapse in 2008, I worked for the Analysis Group, Inc., an 1 

economic and business consulting firm, where I provided litigation support in the 2 

form of research and quantitative analyses on a variety of issues relating to the 3 

electric industry.  4 

I hold a Master of Environmental Management from Yale University and a 5 

Bachelor of Arts in Environment, Economics, and Politics from Claremont 6 

McKenna College in Claremont, California.  7 

A copy of my current resume is attached as Exhibit MEC-24. 8 

Q On whose behalf are you testifying in this case? 9 

A I am testifying on behalf of the Michigan Environmental Council (“MEC”) and 10 

Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”). 11 

Q Have you testified previously before the Michigan Public Service 12 
Commission? 13 

A No. 14 

Q What is the purpose of your testimony? 15 

A My testimony describes and evaluates the Strategist modeling performed by 16 

Consumers Energy (the “Company”) in this docket. I also describe my own 17 

Strategist modeling efforts using the Company input data and present the results 18 

of that analysis. 19 

Q What data sources did you rely upon in your review of the Company’s 20 
Strategist analysis and in preparation of your own analysis? 21 

A In my review of the Company’s Strategist analysis, I relied upon the Application 22 

for Authority to Increase Rates with accompanying witness testimony and 23 

exhibits, the Strategist input and output files provided by the Company, and select 24 

work papers provided by the Company in response to discovery requests by MEC 25 

and NRDC. Additionally,  I was permitted to ask several clarifying questions 26 

about the Strategist analysis undertaken by Consumers in this docket. 27 
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2. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 1 

Q In your opinion, does the Strategist modeling performed by the Company in 2 
this docket support the decision to retrofit Campbell Units 1, 2 and 3 and 3 
Karn Units 1 and 2? 4 

A No, it does not support the decision to retrofit all of these units. Consumers uses a 5 

flawed modeling methodology that does not allow for the model to determine the 6 

optimal combination of units to be retrofit and those to be retired. Additionally, 7 

several of its modeling input assumptions are flawed, as discussed by my 8 

colleague, Mr. Rick Hornby, in his testimony. 9 

Inclusion of updated natural gas prices in an analysis of these units on an 10 

individual basis, rather than as a portfolio, demonstrates that retirement of certain 11 

units is in fact more economic than installing environmental controls. Inclusion of 12 

a price on carbon dioxide (CO2) that is higher than the one used by Consumers is 13 

even more favorable to the retirement scenarios. 14 

3. DESCRIPTION OF CONSUMERS STRATEGIST MODELING 15 

Q Please provide a general description of the capabilities of the Strategist 16 
model. 17 

A Strategist is an optimization model capable of selecting the least-cost mix of 18 

capacity and energy resources to meet a utility’s projected peak demand and 19 

annual energy over a long-term planning horizon. It determines this least-cost mix 20 

from the range of supply- and demand-side resources the user specifies as being 21 

available during the planning horizon. Strategist is typically used in integrated 22 

resource planning, as well as in other applications involving creation or 23 

examination of a resource portfolio. 24 

Q Please provide a general description of the Company’s use of the Strategist 25 
model in this proceeding. 26 

Consumers used the Strategist model to evaluate two primary strategies to comply 27 

with environmental regulations: 1) continued operation of its coal units after the 28 

installation of appropriate pollution control technologies; and 2) retirement of 29 
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those coal units at the end of the year 2014. The Company’s retrofit strategies 1 

install the suite of environmental controls that it believes will bring the units into 2 

compliance with various current and upcoming EPA regulations. The retirement 3 

strategies retire the two groups of coal-fired units and replace those retired units 4 

with various combinations of natural gas-fired generation and capacity/energy 5 

purchases. The Company then compares the present value of revenue 6 

requirements (PVRR) of these strategies to determine whether it is more 7 

economic to retrofit or retire its coal units. 8 

The Company placed its coal-fired units in two groups based on age and size: the 9 

“Classic 7” and the “Big 5,” and evaluated the retrofit or retirement of these 10 

groups of units, by which I mean that all units in the Classic 7 are either retrofit or 11 

retired together, as are all units in the Big 5. The strategies that examine the 12 

retrofit and retirement of the Big 5 units assume the mothballing of the units 13 

belonging to the Classic 7. 14 

Q Should the Company have done that analysis differently? 15 

A Yes. There are two ways that the Company should have done its analysis 16 

differently. First, Consumers offered Strategist a somewhat limited number of 17 

resource options from which to choose from in both scenarios. The model should 18 

have been used to select the optimal resource plan from a variety of options, 19 

including construction of natural-gas fired generation and market capacity and 20 

energy purchases, but also renewable generating resources like wind, and 21 

additional energy efficiency and demand response. Renewable energy and/or 22 

efficiency and demand response resources may be cheaper methods of meeting a 23 

portion of annual energy and capacity needs. While they likely would not be able 24 

to replace the entire output from a coal-fired unit, they might be able to meet 25 

enough of the need that a smaller natural gas-fired unit could be built or a smaller 26 

volume of capacity and energy could be purchased, thus lowering the cost of the 27 

resource portfolio. 28 
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Secondly, the unit retrofit/retirement options could have been modeled 1 

differently. Rather than using a portfolio approach, Consumers should have 2 

modeled the retirement or retrofit of each of its units on an individual basis. (I 3 

describe the way in which to do this below.) Larger, more efficient units may be 4 

less expensive and thus more economic to run, while smaller, less efficient units 5 

may be clearly uneconomic to run. Modeling the units individually would reveal 6 

this difference in running costs between the units. Modeling the units as a block 7 

would likely mask this difference, as the efficiencies of the larger unit would 8 

compensate somewhat for the poor economics of the smaller plant. When I 9 

plotted the variable costs of each of the Big 5 units (variable O&M plus fuel 10 

costs) I found that the operating costs of Karn 1, Karn 2, and Campbell 1 are quite 11 

similar; however, the operating costs of Campbell 2 are higher than these units,1 12 

while the operating costs for Campbell 3 are lower. 13 

Certain units may also require additional capital expenditures to bring them into 14 

compliance with environmental regulations, and older units may face the need for 15 

more capital investments to continue operating. Taking all of the coal units as a 16 

whole spreads these capital expenditures over the entire fleet, hiding the fact that 17 

certain units require more investment capital and might be a candidate for 18 

retirement rather than retrofit. Inclusion of the fixed cost component of the 19 

Strategist output (which includes environmental expenditures) in with the variable 20 

cost component reveals that this is indeed happening in the Consumers analysis. 21 

Plotting these points shows that the forward-going costs of Campbell Unit 3, 22 

which I define as fixed and variable operating costs along with environmental 23 

capital expenditures, are significantly lower than the forward-going costs of the 24 

rest of the Big 5 units. Of the remaining units, Campbell Units 1 and 2 are the 25 

                                                 
1 Variable costs were taken from the Consumers modeling run that installs pollution control retrofits at each 
of the Big 5 units. It does not include the updated information filed by Company witnesses in Supplemental 
Testimony on January 4, 2013, and does not reflect the updated costs for the installation of DSI at 
Campbell Unit 2, nor the associated 100 MW derate at that unit. Consumers did not provide updated 
Strategist modeling files with Supplemental Testimony. 
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most expensive to operate on a forward-going basis. The Karn Units follow 1 

closely behind Campbell 1 and 2, but are slightly less expensive. 2 

Strategist cannot retire a unit on its own based on economics; however, the model 3 

is able to determine if the more economic option is to retrofit or retire a given unit 4 

or group of units if given the option. For each of the coal units included in the 5 

analysis, Consumers should have set up a separate unit with an online date of 6 

2015 that represented that coal unit with the installed environmental retrofits and 7 

associated costs.  The coal units, as they currently operate, are given a retirement 8 

date of December 31, 2014. The model then has the choice to retire the existing 9 

unit and replace it with the retrofit unit, or it can retire the unit and replace it with 10 

natural gas or capacity purchases. Strategist can do this for each of the Big 5 units 11 

simultaneously, which would allow Consumers to determine whether any of the 12 

Big 5 units are more economic to retire than retrofit, and also to determine the 13 

optimal combination of unit retirements, if more than one unit is uneconomic to 14 

retrofit. This methodology could have been used for each of the Company’s coal-15 

fired units to create the optimal resource portfolio rather than running two 16 

separate model scenarios and comparing PVRRs. I have attended Ventyx training 17 

sessions with Strategist modeling staff from Consumers Energy, and it is my 18 

understanding that they are aware of this methodology and how it can be 19 

executed.  20 

4. VERIFICATION OF COMPANY MODELING 21 

Q Did you request and receive the Strategist files the Company used to produce 22 
the results it presented in this docket? 23 

A Yes I did. 24 

Q Were you able to reproduce the Company’s runs? 25 

A Yes. I did not have time to produce every run used by the Company in this docket, 26 

but I was able to reproduce and verify several of the Company’s runs that underlie 27 

the results shown in Mr. Ronk’s Exhibits A-48 and A-50. The focus of this 28 
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testimony is the set of modeling runs that produced the results labeled “Base 1 

Case” in Mr. Ronk’s Exhibit A-50. 2 

5. CONCERNS WITH THE COMPANY’S STRATEGIST MODELING 3 

Q Did you identify anything that concerned you with the Company’s Strategist 4 
runs when you reproduced those runs? 5 

A Yes. I had one concern relating to capacity and reserve margin in the model. In 6 

Exhibit MEC-25, which is discovery response 17087-MEC-CE-80, the Company 7 

states that it is considering a proposal received in response to its June 2012 8 

solicitation for capacity, and also that on December 14, 2012, it announced plans 9 

to construct a 700 MW natural gas combined-cycle unit at the Thetford site. 10 

However, none of this additional capacity was considered in the modeled retrofit 11 

or retirement scenarios. Had it been included in the retirement scenario in 12 

particular, the economics of the unit retirements may have looked quite different, 13 

as the Strategist model would not have needed to procure as much replacement 14 

capacity for those retired units.   15 

Q Were there other issues that were of concern to you? 16 

A Yes. In the Company’s retirement scenarios, there were some additional fixed 17 

costs in the model inputs for the retiring Big 5 coal units between 2012 and 2014 18 

that were not present in the retrofit scenario. It is my understanding that these 19 

extra costs were non-environmental capital expenses at the individual units that 20 

would have to be depreciated at a faster rate if the units were to be retired. These 21 

are sunk costs and should not be included in the Company’s analysis of the 22 

forward-going costs of its coal-fired units. I also believe that the Commission 23 

would first need to approve these costs, and at a minimum, they should not be 24 

included until it has done so. 25 
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6. DESCRIPTION OF SYNAPSE ENERGY ECONOMICS STRATEGIST MODELING 1 

Q Did you perform any of your own Strategist modeling for this docket? 2 

A Yes. Beginning with the Company’s Strategist model run that installs pollution 3 

control retrofits at all of its Big 5 units, I executed model runs that look at the 4 

retirement of single units and pairs of units while installing controls at remaining 5 

units. These model runs are a proxy for the modeling technique I described above, 6 

as I did not feel like I could confidently separate the environmental capital 7 

expenditures component from the remaining fixed costs when analyzing the 8 

pollution control retrofits as a result of discrepancies between the information 9 

present in the Strategist input and that presented in the Direct and Supplemental 10 

Testimony of Ms. Popa. Those results are shown in Table 1, below.2 11 

Table 1. Strategist Analysis of Individual Unit Retirements. 12 

 13 
 14 

As can be seen in Table 1, under the Company’s base assumptions, it is more 15 

expensive to retire any single unit, or pair of units, than it would be to install 16 

environmental controls at that unit – although the difference between the base 17 

scenario and the retirement of Campbell 1 and 2 scenario is very small. 18 

                                                 
2 Note that all of the Strategist results shown in my testimony are direct outputs from the Strategist model, 
and do not include the same post-processing that Mr. Ronk has applied to the results in his Direct 
Testimony and accompanying exhibits. Strategist calculates the NPV in real 2009 dollars. Mr. Ronk 
escalated those dollars to real 2011 dollars. He also adds includes an adder relating to surplus capacity 
sales, which has the net effect of decreasing the NPV of revenue requirements in years that Consumers is 
able to sell surplus capacity. Neither of these additional steps would change the ultimate conclusions to be 
drawn from my results. 

Company Base Case Assumptions NPV of System Revenue 
Requirements ($M)

Difference from Consumers 
Base Run ($M)

Percentage 
Change in NPV

Consumers Base Run (retC7 only) $32,174,120 N/A N/A
Retire Karn 1 $32,487,688 $313,568 0.97%
Retire Karn 2 $32,516,768 $342,648 1.06%

Retire Campbell 1 $32,445,358 $271,238 0.84%
Retire Campbell 2 $32,263,420 $89,300 0.28%
Retire Campbell 3 $33,036,016 $861,896 2.68%
Retire Karn 1&2 $32,508,572 $334,452 1.04%

Retire Campbell 1&2 $32,220,230 $46,110 0.14%
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Based upon input from Mr. Hornby, I then created two additional scenarios. The 1 

first updates the Consumers natural gas price forecast for the new gas-fired 2 

resources offered to the Strategist model to be consistent with the 2012 Annual 3 

Energy Outlook (AEO) published by the US Energy Information Administration 4 

(EIA).  I also removed the additional non-environmental capital that had been 5 

included in the unit fixed costs, as Consumers has not yet sought accelerated 6 

recovery for these capital expenses. Those results, shown in Table 2, below, 7 

indicate that with an updated natural gas price scenario, it would be more 8 

economic for Consumers to consider retirement of one or more of the Big 5 units. 9 

Table 2. Strategist Analysis of Individual Unit Retirements with EIA AEO 2012 Natural Gas 10 
Price Forecast. 11 

 12 
 13 

I tested the significance of the additional fixed costs due to accelerated 14 

depreciation by adding these costs back in. While the results do change, adding 15 

the costs from accelerated depreciation to the Campbell 3 retirement is the only 16 

case in which the addition of these costs causes the net benefits to shift toward the 17 

continued operation, or retrofit, strategy. These results are shown in Table 3. 18 

Table 3. Strategist Analysis of Individual Unit Retirements Absent and Inclusive of Fixed 19 
Costs due to Accelerated Depreciation. 20 

EIA AEO 2012 Reference Case 
Price Projection

NPV of System Revenue 
Requirements ($M)

Difference from Consumers 
Base Run ($M)

Percentage 
Change in NPV

Consumers Base Run (retC7 only) $31,291,084 N/A N/A
Retire Karn 1 $31,007,724 ($283,360) -0.91%
Retire Karn 2 $31,031,524 ($259,560) -0.83%

Retire Campbell 1 $30,921,990 ($369,094) -1.18%
Retire Campbell 2 $30,870,396 ($420,688) -1.34%
Retire Campbell 3 $31,279,034 ($12,050) -0.04%
Retire Karn 1&2 $30,721,454 ($569,630) -1.82%

Retire Campbell 1&2 $30,460,584 ($830,500) -2.65%
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 1 

The second scenario includes the updated natural gas price forecast, and adds the 2 

Low CO2 price forecast from the Synapse Energy Economics 2012 Carbon 3 

Dioxide Price Forecast. The Synapse Low forecast begins at a price of $17.90/ton 4 

in 2020 and rises to a price of $62.18/ton in 2040 (nominal dollars). Mr. Hornby’s 5 

testimony gives more detail on each of these forecasts. Additional non-6 

environmental capital that had been included in the unit fixed costs was once 7 

again removed from these scenario runs. Those results, shown in Table 4, below, 8 

indicate that with an updated natural gas price scenario and increased CO2 price, 9 

the benefits to retiring one or more of the Big 5 units are even greater. 10 

Table 4. Strategist Analysis of Individual Unit Retirements with Synapse Low CO2 and EIA 11 
AEO 2012 Natural Gas Price Forecast. 12 

 13 

EIA AEO 2012 Reference Case 
Price Projection

Difference from 
Consumers Base Run - 

Absent Accelerated 
Depreciation ($M)

Difference from Consumers 
Base Run - Inclusive of 

Accelerated Depreciation 
($M)

Consumers Base Run (retC7 only) N/A N/A
Retire Karn 1 ($283,360) ($200,130)
Retire Karn 2 ($259,560) ($178,998)

Retire Campbell 1 ($369,094) ($347,578)
Retire Campbell 2 ($420,688) ($403,412)
Retire Campbell 3 ($12,050) $44,506

Synapse 2012 Low Case Carbon 
Forecast + EIA AEO 2012 

Reference Case Price 
Projection

NPV of System Revenue 
Requirements ($M)

Difference from Consumers 
Base Run ($M)

Percentage Change 
in NPV

Consumers Base Run (retC7 only) $31,966,478 N/A N/A
Retire Karn 1 $31,624,678 ($341,800) -1.07%
Retire Karn 2 $31,653,580 ($312,898) -0.98%

Retire Campbell 1 $31,651,960 ($314,518) -0.98%
Retire Campbell 2 $31,472,020 ($494,458) -1.55%
Retire Campbell 3 $31,645,770 ($320,708) -1.00%
Retire Karn 1&2 $31,278,496 ($687,982) -2.15%

Retire Campbell 1&2 $31,001,018 ($965,460) -3.02%
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7. CONCLUSIONS  1 

Q Please summarize the conclusions and recommendations that you have 2 
developed from your review of the Company’s Strategist modeling. 3 

A Based on my review, I conclude that the Company’s Strategist modeling does not 4 

capture the potential benefits of retiring any of the Big 5 units. Modeling the Big 5 

5 units as a portfolio rather than on an individual basis masks any differences in 6 

the forward-going costs of each of the units, and allows units that are larger, 7 

newer, and more efficient to compensate for smaller, less efficient units. 8 

Consumers should have executed its modeling analysis in a way that allows 9 

Strategist to select only those retrofits that are economic, and also to select the 10 

optimal portfolio of retrofits and retirements. 11 

With the inclusion of updated natural gas prices, Strategist modeling shows that 12 

the retirement of one or more of the Big 5 units would be more economic than 13 

retrofitting those units with environmental controls. Inclusion of a slightly higher 14 

CO2 price also results in increased net benefits to retiring one or more of the Big 5 15 

units. 16 
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Rachel Wilson 
Associate 

Synapse Energy Economics 
485 Massachusetts Ave., Suite 2, Cambridge, MA 02139 

(617) 453-7044 • fax: (617) 661-0599 
www.synapse-energy.com 

rwilson@synapse-energy.com 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Synapse Energy Economics Inc., Cambridge, MA. Associate, 2010 – present, Research 
Associate, 2008 – 2010. 

• Performs consulting, conducts research, and assists in writing testimony and reports on a 
wide range of issues relating to electric utilities, including: federal and state clean air 
policies; emissions from electricity generation; environmental compliance technologies, 
strategies, and costs; integrated resource planning; valuation of environmental 
externalities from power plants; and the nexus between water and energy.  

• Uses optimization and electricity dispatch models, including Strategist, PROMOD, 
PROSYM/Market Analytics, and PLEXOS to conduct analyses of utility service 
territories and regional energy markets. 

 
Analysis Group, Inc., Boston, MA. Associate, Energy Practice, 2007 - 2008. 

• Supported an expert witness asked to opine on various topics in the electric industry as 
they applied to merchant generators and provided incentives for their behavior in the late 
1990s and early 2000s.  

• Analyzed data related to coal production on Indian land and contractual royalties paid to 
the tribe over a 25 year period to determine if discrepancies exist between these values for 
the purposes of potential litigation.  

• Examined Canadian policies relating to carbon dioxide, and assisted with research on 
linkage of international tradable permit systems.  

• Managed analysts’ work processes and evaluated work products. 
  
Senior Analyst Intern, Energy Practice, 2006 - 2007. 

• Supported an expert witness in litigation involving whether a defendant power company 
could financially absorb a greater investment in pollution control under its debt structure 
while still offering competitive rates. Analyzed impacts of federal and state clean air 
laws on energy generators and providers. Built a quantitative model showing the costs of 
these clean air policies to the defendant over a 30 year period. Built a financial model 
calculating impacts of various pollution control investment requirements.  

• Researched the economics of art; assisted in damage calculations in arbitration between 
an artist and his publisher. 

 
Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy, New Haven, CT. Research Assistant, 
2005 – 2007. 

MPSC Case No. U-17087 - February 21, 2013 
Exhibit MEC - 24; Source: R. Wilson 
Page 1 of 4



 
 

Rachel Wilson Page 2 of 4 Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. 

• Gathered and managed data for the Environmental Performance Index, presented at the 
2006 World Economic Forum. Interpreted statistical output, wrote critical analyses of 
results, and edited report drafts.  

• Part of the team that produced Green to Gold, an award-winning book on corporate 
environmental management and strategy. Managed data, conducted research, and 
implemented marketing strategy.  

 
CERES, Boston, MA. Student Consultant, Spring 2006. 

• As part of a four-person team, made strategic recommendations on all aspects of 
messaging and engagement to encourage corporate directors to act on the issue of 
climate change. First strategic recommendation was sustainable governance forums, 
which were profiled in New York Times article “Global Warming Subject for Directors 
at Big Companies” on September 21, 2006.   

 
Marsh Risk and Insurance Services, Inc., Los Angeles, CA. Risk Analyst, Casualty 
Department, 2003 – 2005.  

• Evaluated Fortune 500 clients’ risk management programs/requirements and formulated 
strategic plans and recommendations for customized risk solutions.  

• Supported the placement of $2 million in insurance premiums in the first year and $3 
million in the second year.  

• Utilized quantitative models to create loss forecasts, cash flow analyses and 
benchmarking reports.  

• Completed a year-long Graduate Training Program in risk management; ranked #1 in the 
western region of the US and shared #1 national ranking in a class of 200 young 
professionals. 

 
EDUCATION 
Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, Master of Environmental Management, 
New Haven, Connecticut, 2007.  
Concentration in Law, Economics, and Policy with a focus on energy issues and markets. 
 
Claremont McKenna College, Bachelor of Arts in Environment, Economics, Politics (EEP) 
Claremont, California, 2003. 
cum laude and EEP departmental honors. 
 
School for International Training Quito, Ecuador. Spring 2002.  
Semester abroad studying Comparative Ecology. Microfinance Intern – Viviendas del Hogar de 
Cristo in Guayaquil, Ecuador.  
 
SKILLS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS  
Microsoft Office Suite, Lexis-Nexis, Platts Energy Database, Strategist, PROMOD, 
PROSYM/Market Analytics, and PLEXOS, some SAS and STATA. 
Competent in oral and written Spanish. 
Hold the Associate in Risk Management (ARM) professional designation. 
 
PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS 
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Wilson R., P. Luckow, B. Biewald, F. Ackerman, and E.D. Hausman. 2012 Carbon Dioxide 
Price Forecast. Prepared by Synapse Energy Economics, October 4, 2012. 

Hornby, R., R. Fagan, D. White, J. Rosenkranz, P. Knight, and R. Wilson. Potential Impacts of 
Replacing Retiring Coal Capacity in the Midwest Independent System Operator (MISO) Region 
with Natural Gas or Wind Capacity. Prepared for the Iowa Utilities Board. September 14, 2012. 

Fagan, R., M. Chang, P. Knight, M. Schultz, T. Comings, E. Hausman, and R. Wilson. The 
Potential Rate Effects of Wind Energy and Transmission in the Midwest ISO Region. Prepared 
for the Energy Future Coalition. May 22, 2012. 

Wilson, R. Comments Regarding MidAmerican Energy Company Filing on Coal-Fired 
Generation in Iowa. Prepared for the Iowa Office of the Consumer Advocate. December 15, 
2011. 

Johnston, L., and R. Wilson. Global Best Practices: Strategies for Decarbonizing Electric Power 
Supply. Prepared for Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP). December 14, 2011. 

Hausman, E., T. Comings, R. Wilson, and D. White. Electricity Scenario Analysis for the 
Vermont Comprehensive Energy Plan 2011. Prepared for the Vermont Department of Public 
Service. September 2011. 

Hornby, R., P. Chernick, C. Swanson, D. White, J. Gifford, M. Chang, N. Hughes, M. 
Wittenstein, R. Wilson, and B. Biewald. Avoided Energy Supply Costs in New England: 2011 
Report. Prepared for the Avoided-Energy-Supply-Component (AESC) Study Group. July 21, 
2011.  
 
Wilson, R. and Paul Peterson. A Brief Survey of State Integrated Resource Planning Rules and 
Requirements. Prepared for the American Clean Skies Foundation. April 28, 2011. 
 
Johnston, L., E. Hausman., B. Biewald, R. Wilson, and D. White. 2011 Carbon Dioxide Price 
Forecast. February 11, 2011.  
 
Fisher, J., R. Wilson, N. Hughes, M. Wittenstein, and B. Biewald. Benefits of Beyond BAU: 
Human, Social, and Environmental Damages Avoided Through the Retirement of the US Coal 
Fleet. Prepared for the Civil Society Institute. January 25, 2011. 
 
Peterson, P., V. Sabodash, R. Wilson, and D. Hurley. Public Policy Impacts on Transmission 
Planning. Prepared for Earthjustice, December 21, 2010. 
 
Fisher, J., S. Levy, Y. Nishioka, P. Kirshen, R. Wilson, M. Chang, J. Kallay, and C. James.  Co-
Benefits of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy in Utah. Prepared for the State Energy 
Office of Utah, March 2010.  
 
Wilson, R. “The Energy-Water Nexus: Interactions, Challenges, and Policy Solutions.” Presented 
at the National Drinking Water Symposium 2009, October 2009.  
 
Fisher, J., C. James, L. Johnston, D. Schlissel, R. Wilson, Energy Future: A Green Alternative 
for Michigan. Prepared for Natural Resources Defense Council and Energy Foundation, August 
2009.  
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Schlissel, D., R. Wilson, L. Johnston, D. White, An Assessment of Santee Cooper’s 2008 
Resource Planning. April 2009.  
 
Schlissel, D., A. Smith, R. Wilson, Coal-Fired Power Plant Construction Costs. July 2008. 

TESTIMONY 
Kentucky Public Service Commission. Direct testimony before the Commission on behalf of 
the Sierra Club. Testimony included discussion of STRATEGIST modeling relating to the 
application of Kentucky Power Company for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, 
and for approval of its 2011 environmental compliance plan and amended environmental cost 
recovery surcharge. March 12, 2012. 
 
Kentucky Public Service Commission.  Direct testimony before the Commission on behalf of 
Sierra Club and Natural Resources Defense Council. Testimony included discussion of 
STRATEGIST modeling relating to the applications of Kentucky Utilities Company, and 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, and 
approval of its 2011 compliance plan for recovery by environmental surcharge. September 16, 
2011. 
 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. Rebuttal testimony before the Commission on behalf 
of Izaak Walton League of America, Fresh Energy, Sierra Club, and Minnesota Center for 
Environmental Advocacy. Testimony described STRATEGIST modeling performed in the 
docket considering Otter Tail Power’s application for an Advanced Determination of Prudence 
for BART retrofits at its Big Stone plant. September 7, 2011. 
 

Resume dated October 2012. 
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Question: 

31. Refer to the direct testimony of David Ronk: You indicate that the 
Company is considering certain "alternatives to replace the 942 MW of 
capacity to be removed from service. 

a) Provide additional detail on ,yach alternative you list, including but not 
limited to the capacities, fuel· types, and locations of the units being 
considered for new construction or modification, and any new information 
since the date your testimony was filed. 

b) In discovery response 16890-MEC-CE-122, the Company stated that it 
was currently investigating the cost and feasibility of converting the 
Zeeland 1 a and 1 b units to combined cycle. Is this one of the alternatives? 
Describe the status of the investigation, and if reduced to writing, produce 
a copy of the document comprising the investigation. 

c) Is the Company preparing an integrated resource plan for any of the 
alternatives being considered? If yes, describe in detail the status of the 
integrated resource plan for that alternative. 

d) Produce the study or evaluation upon which the Company based its 
conclusion that the cost of power from renewable resources is likely to be 
more expensive than the cost of purchasing zonal resource credits, 
purchasing an existing gas-fueled plant, or building a new gas-fueled 
combined cycle plant. 

e) Produce the study or evaluation upon which the Company based its 
conclusion that the cost of power from new generators fueled by coal is 
likely to be more expensive than the cost of purchasing zonal resource 
credits, purchasing an existing gas-fueled plant, or building a new gas
fueled combined cycle plant. 

f) Has the Company considered or evaluated replacement of a portion of the 
capacity with any of, or a combination of, the following: renewable 
energy, transmission efficiencies, and enhanced EO? IRP being 
conducted on any of these options? If yes, provide the document(s) 
comprising that evaluation. 

08701120 
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Response: 
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a) On page 13, line 17 though page 15, line 2 of direct testimony of David 
Ronk, numerous alternatives are discussed. The alternatives being 
modeled for potential replacement of the seven coal-fueled electric 
generating units include units included in Attachment 1 to 17087-MEC
CE-78. Additionally, the Company is considering proposals received in 
response to the Company's June 2012 Solicitation for capacity. Generally, 
likely replacement units are 600 MW natural gas-fueled combined cycle 
plants located in Michigan. On December 14, 2012 the Company 
announced that it is planning to build a 700 MW gas-fueled combined 
cycle electric generating plant. No decisions have been made with regard 
to additional replacement capacity at this time. 

b) David Kehoe provided the response 16890-MEC-CE-122 and will provide 
a response to this question as well. 

c) The Company is in the initial stages of its integrated resource plan 
process. The Company expects to file the integrated resource plan in the 
second or third quarter of2013. On October 25,2012, the Company 
announced during its third quarter earnings call that it was in the initial 
stages of evaluating the need to build or purchase new capacity in 
Michigan. 

d) On page 14, lines 3 through 9 of the direct testimony of David Ronk the 
conclusion is presented that the cost of power from renewable resources 
and new generators fueled by coal are likely to be more expensive than the 
cost of purchasing zonal capacity credits, purchasing an existing gas
fueled plant or building a new gas-fueled combined cycle plant. Exhibit A-
48 (DFR-3) provides the results of optimized replacement alternatives. 
Renewable resources were included in the initial group of alternatives but 
were screened out of the final optimization based on the relatively high 
bus bar expense. The Company has performed extensive production cost 
modeling of renewable resources as part of its compliance program 
associated with Michigan Public Act 295 of 2008. In that modeling the 
least expensive renewable resources produce a net cost of compliance 
indicating the uncompetitive cost compared to energy and capacity from 
other sources. 

e) On page 14, lines 3 through 9 of the direct testimony of David Ronk the 
conclusion is presented that the cost of power from renewable resources 
and new generators fueled by coal are likely to be more expensive than the 
cost of purchasing zonal capacity credits, purchasing an existing gas
fueled plant or building a new gas-fueled combined cycle plant. Exhibit A-
48 (DFR-3) provides the results of optimized replacement alternatives. 
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Coal-fueled generators were included in the initial group of alternatives 
but were not selected in the final optimization based on the relatively high 
expense. Additionally the lead time associated with building a new coal
fueled plant would likely cause interim solutions to be needed before the 
new coal plant could be placed in service. The Company had previously 
conducted extensive production cost modeling on a coal-fueled electric 
generating unit and announced the results of that modeling with the 
December 2011 announcement cancelling work on the coal-fueled plant 
due to the uneconomic outcome of those studies compared to the cost of 
electricity produced by natural gas. 

f) The Company has considered replacement of a portion of the capacity 
proposed to be removed from service with renewable energy, however the 
Company has concluded that that the cost of power from renewable 
resources and new generators fueled by coal are likely to be more 
expensive than the cost of purchasing zonal capacity credits, purchasing 
an existing gas-fueled plant or building a new gas-fueled combined cycle 
plant. The Company has not considered replacement of a portion of the 
capacity proposed to be removed from service with transmission 
efficiencies and enhanced Energy Optimization ("EO"). The Company is 
in the initial stages of its integrated resource plan process and will address 
alternatives such as replacement with renewable energy, energy 
optimization. The Company does not provide transmission service. 

David F. Ronk, Jr. 
December 18, 2012 

Transactions and Wholesale Settlements Department 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of the application of
CONSUMERS ENERGY COMPANY for
authority to increase its rates for the
generation and distribution of electricity
and other relief.

Case N  U-17087o.

ALJ Mark E. Cummins

ELECTRONIC SERVICE LIST

On the date below, an electronic copy of Direct Testimony of Rachel S. Wilson
on Behalf of the Michigan Environmental Council and the Natural Resources Defense
Council and Exhibits MEC- 24 and MEC- 25 was served on the following:

Name/Party E-mail Address

Mark E. Cummins, ALJ cumminsm1@michigan.gov

[hard copy sent by regular mail]

Counsel for Consumers Energy Co.

John C. Shea

Jon R. Robinson

Raymond E. McQuillan

H. Richard Chambers

Bret A. Totoraitis

mpscfilings@cmsenergy.com

jcshea@cmsenergy.com

jrrobinson@cmsenergy.com

remcquillan@cmsenergy.com

hrchambers@cmsenergy.com

bret.totoraitis@cmsenergy.com

Counsel for MPSC Staff

Anne Uitvulgt

Amit T. Singh

Lauren DuVal Donofrio

uitvulgt@michigan.gov 

singha9@michigan.gov 

donofriol@michigan.gov 

Counsel for NRDC

Jessie Rossman

Shannon Fisk

jrossman@nrdc.org 

sfisk@earthjustice.org 

Counsel for Kroger 

Kurt J. Boehm

Jody M. Kyler

kboehm@bkllawfirm.com 

jkyler@bkllawfirm.com 

Counsel for Hemlock Semiconductor Corp.

Jennifer Heston jheston@fraserlawfirm.com 

Counsel for Municipal Coalition

Leland Rosier llrosier@clarkhill.com

Counsel for Mich. State Utility Workers Council

Steven D. W eyhing sweyhing@kelley-cawthorne.com  

Counsel for Midland Cogeneration Venture, L.P.

David W hitfield

Richard J. Aaron

dwhitfield@wnj.com

raaron@wnj.com 
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Counsel for FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.

Laura Chappelle

Timothy J. Lundgren

lachappelle@varnumlaw.com  

tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com  

Counsel for Energy Michigan, Inc.

Eric J. Schneidewind ejschneidewind@varnumlaw.com  

Counsel for Michigan Cable Telecommunications

Assn.

David E. S. Marvin dmarv@fraserlawfirm.com 

Counsel for MCAAA

Don L. Keskey donkeskey@publiclawresourcecenter.com  

Counsel for ABATE

Robert A. W . Strong rstrong@clarkhill.com  

Counsel for Interstate Gas Supply (IGS Energy)

John M. Dempsey

Brandon C. Hubbard

jdempsey@dickinsonwright.com  

bhubbard@dickinsonwright.com  

Counsel for the Attorney General

Michael Moody moodym2@michigan.gov 

The statements above are true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

OLSON, BZDOK & HOWARD, P.C.
Counsel for MEC & NRDC

Date:  February 21, 2013
By: ________________________________________

Ruth Ann Liebziet, Legal Assistant
Kimberly Flynn, Legal Assistant
420 E. Front St.
Traverse City, MI 49686
Phone: 231/946-0044
Email: ruthann@envlaw.com and
kimberly@envlaw.com 
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