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I.

INTRODUCTION
Now that the Board has been presented with all of the contrasting viewpoints and

arguments made in this proceeding, they must sort out and make sense of that disparate
information. The CHC project requires the IUB to combine the uncertainty of predicting the
future, with scientific processes, and assess the facts that have been presented, while also
accounting for the information that is missing. In this Brief, Ms. Klopp will attempt to
summarize what the Board has in front of them, to provide a clear picture of the paths that have
been laid out and attempt to fill in the gaps that were left from the hearing.
What is essential for the IUB Board Members to have for them to confidently make a
decision in this proceeding? Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2) states that petitions for such
transmission lines shall set forth an allegation that “the proposed construction represents a
reasonable relationship to an overall plan of transmitting electricity in the public interest.” So,
this question comes down to “What is in the public interest?” and “Does the Cardinal-Hickory
Creek Transmission Line Project provide that?” The Public Interest necessitates a
consideration that encompasses what is best for ratepayers, the population as a whole and above
all, future generations that would be affected by the decisions we make today.
In terms of an “energy plan,” the challenge is to find a balance between what is actually
needed and what is reasonably expected to be needed in the foreseeable future, using technology
that is affordable and environmentally sustainable. Given the revolution in energy technology
that is providing opportunities for the public, businesses and communities to participate in
reducing their energy use and becoming self-sufficient, by generating their own power and even
providing the excess to their local distribution system, new paradigms must be considered.
Encouraging the public to be engaged and invested in a future that supports better, more
environmentally friendly choices has obvious benefits. Contrast this with a system that
discourages public involvement in favor of only utility-side generation with guaranteed profit,
that provides no incentive for conservation, energy efficiency or other measures that move us
towards a healthier future.
Consideration of costly new infrastructure assumes there is a need for more power or
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carbon emission reductions. The evidence in this proceeding confirms that energy usage is
essentially flat1 creating no need for more power. In the pursuit of carbon reduction, there are
many ways to reduce emissions other than adding remote utility scale renewables that require
transmission build outs. To enable CO2 reductions, it is important to look at how the current
transmission system hinders that goal. The regulations that define how energy from different
generation sources are dispatched through the transmission grid, impedes the reduction of carbon
emissions. The “open access” transmission system model, governed by FERC tariffs, favors
carbon producing energy.

II.

EXISTING FACTS
While the evidence in this proceeding provides an abundance of predictions for what our

energy world may look like and which path will land us in the best position for that future,
perhaps the best place to start, is to look at what we currently know.
!

We know that electricity rates have been increasing significantly over at least the last 10
years.2

!

We know that energy growth is essentially flat3 and has been for at least the last 10 years,4
establishing that there is not a need for additional energy.

!

We know that between 2014 and 2018, new wind generation has been steadily increasing
and over that same period, the percentage of wind power that reached ratepayers through
the MISO grid increased only 2% (from 6% up to 8%). So, the percentage of wind power
that ends up in our outlets is not growing as fast as the amount of wind energy available.

!

We know that carbon emissions have been decreased by 28% between 2005 and 20175 (at
a rate of 0.8% per year) without the CHC project in service. We know that 50.3% of
those carbon emission reductions came from reduced demand, 25.3% from conversion of
coal and oil power plants to natural gas and 24.3% from added renewable generation.6

1 Tr. Vol. I pages 1-211 page 161 lines 12-16 and page 166 lines 16-21
2 Klopp- Klopp-Reply-14, Table 2
3 Except Iowa Industrial Use is 2.2% INTERVENOR CHRIS KLOPP’S REPLY-13, “The amount of power used by
Iowa residential and commercial customers has remained fairly flat, but use by industry has increased at a much
faster rate of 2.2% per year. Electricity usage by customers of Dairyland Power Cooperative (DPC) in recent years
resembles that in Wisconsin, dropping at a mild rate of -0.44% per year”
4 Klopp- Klopp-Reply-15, Table 4
5 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-152 Page 1 of 2
6 Klopp-Klopp-Reply-26, Table 12
Klopp-Post-Hearing-Brief - 4

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on January 28, 2020, E-22386

!

We have seen how rapidly new technologies are catching on, changing not only the
present, but what considerations we have when we look towards the future. Affordable
solar generation and solar plus battery storage7 has expanded over the last 10 years and is
being used residentially, by businesses, communities and developed on a larger scale by
private investors and utilities. The MISO queue for Wisconsin currently has more solar
projects than wind.8 We know that solar generation is more flexible, as far as placement,
than wind generation. This flexibility allows it to be placed much closer to load (for
larger projects) than wind and at load for smaller arrays.

!

We know that Wisconsin has been seeing greater development of both distributed
generation and utility scale renewables that directly competes with Iowa wind power
exports that could be purchased by Wisconsin utilities. Wisconsin’s utility scale
generation will also be competing for space on the transmission grid, even if CHC is
built.

!

We have seen how the concept of Non-Transmission Alternatives (NTA’s) has grown. In
the sister project to CHC (Badger Coulee) there was no NTA proposed by the Applicants,
only 5 years later, there were 2 NTA’s presented by the Applicants in the Wisconsin CHC
proceeding and 2 presented by the intervening organization, SOUL of Wisconsin.
Discussion of NTA’s by intervenors and their experts, the attributes of NTA’s and how
they compared to the CHC project was extensive.

III.

MISSING INFORMATION
For the IUB to make a confident decision on the CHC project supported by facts, they

need more than generalizations and speculative claims. Some of the most important omissions
by the Petitioners in this proceeding include:
!

Economic Analysis – No economic analysis by ITC Midwest or by DPC was provided to
the docket. The Petitioners relied solely on MISO economics for the entire MVP
Portfolio resulting in no project specific information. In their reliance on MISO’s
economic analysis, they failed to provide the actual economic analysis that MISO
produced, asking the IUB, by default, to take MISO’s word in their deliberations of this

7 Klopp-Prehearing-Brief–21 page 21-24, Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-121 page 1-14
8 MISO Interactive Queue Viewer: https://api.misoenergy.org/PublicGiQueueMap/index.html Currently: 32- Solar (
5,200 MW ); 8-Battery ( 32 MW ); 6-Wind ( 990 MW )
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project. Bearing no disrespect for MISO’s analysis, it seems like a stretch to ask the IUB
to take anyone’s word in the determination of a multi-million dollar project that will be
paid for by ratepayers, not only in Iowa, but in ten MISO states.
!

Carbon Emission Reduction Analysis – The Petitioners have provided no
comprehensive analysis of expected carbon emission reductions over the life of the
project to the docket. What the Petitioners have provided is general statements of how
wind generation will reduce carbon emissions with no quantified data to back it up. CEI
expert, Mr. Goggin provided an example of carbon emission reductions for an unknown
timeframe, using unrealistic assumptions, based on the AVERT model, which is not
designed or intended to be used to analyze the impacts of transmission system changes on
CO2 emission reductions.9 And to the extent that the Petitioners believe that MISO has
delineated carbon emission reductions, MISO has provided two numbers for the year
2031 showing projected carbon reductions of 13.4 and 20.5 million short tons for the
entire MVP portfolio. Considering the rate of CO2 emission reductions occurring
without the CHC project present and comparing that to projected emission reductions in
Iowa in 2031, MISO’s carbon emission reduction numbers represent an annual reduction
of between 2.6-4.0%.10 Given the current state of climate change and the urgency to
reach 0% carbon, it would take us a very long time to get there using MISO’s carbon
reduction numbers. Open access transmission line dynamics (governed by FERC tariffs)
have not been considered in any of these CO2 reduction projections and would most
likely significantly reduce the potential emission reductions, based on available
generation, to that seen arriving at ones’ outlet.

!

Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives - The Petitioners have provided no
comprehensive development, analysis and comparison of alternatives to the project to
show that the CHC project is the best choice (economically, in providing carbon
reductions, in performance and resolution of reliability issues or with respect to impacts
on citizens, communities and the environment). The Petitioners have alluded to
alternatives presented in the Wisconsin proceeding for CHC, but have provided no actual
analysis to this docket. The alternatives that were given lip service, were not fully

9 CEI-Goggin-Direct-23, footnote 52, EPA, AVoided Emissions and geneRation Tool (AVERT), Under View more
information about AVERT and how it works. “AVERT’s Excel-based modules provide more functionality, but they
should not be used to examine the emission impacts of major fleet adjustments.”
10 Klopp-Klopp-Reply page 28 line 42 through page 30 line 9
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described to provide an overview for the IUB, intervenors or the Iowa Public. And in
citing specific alternatives from the Wisconsin proceeding, they have failed to mention
numerous alternatives whose performance equaled or rivalled CHC. Most importantly,
they failed to include the PSCW staff alternative, BWARA, which involves rebuilds to
only 3 transmission lines, listed as asset renewal projects for CHC, providing the capacity
needed to improve line congestion for only $900,000, a fraction of the cost for CHC. To
the extent that the Petitioners are relying on MISO’s analysis of alternatives, MISO has
not analyzed alternatives to the project since 2011.11 Technological development since
2011 all but invalidates the relevance of those alternative comparisons.
!

Analysis of Reliability Projects Relative to CHC – The Petitioners have presented no
comprehensive analysis of current reliability projects resolved by CHC to the docket.
MISO compilations of reliability projects that have been submitted to the docket include
reliability concerns for the entire MVP Portfolio lacking information as to which relate to
the CHC project and whether the list is up to date, etc. The document cited regarding
reliability information is Mr. Ellis’ Exhibit (MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 2) and is dated
July 28, 2011. It is hard to believe that an eight-year old document is being used as the
source of reliability projects resolved by CHC. From what is known about projects
included on this list: the Hillman-Darlington line is currently scheduled for rebuilding,
and; the 3 lines that were included in the PSCW BWARA alternative should not be
counted as avoided reliability projects. This, leaves one wondering, what are the actual
reliability projects and is CHC absolutely needed to resolve them. The same argument
could be used for instability mitigations. Normal upgrade and renewal for the existing
low voltage system has not been included as a back drop to the CHC project. These
upgrades are important because required upgrades would roughly double existing
capacity in this system, reducing overall congestion and the added expense of upgrading
should be considered in the overall costs facing ratepayers in the near future.

!

Assurances – MISO testified at the Iowa CHC contested case hearing that the potential
benefits presented for the project (MISO’s benefit to cost ratios) are not guaranteed.12
What is guaranteed is that the ratepayers would pay for the project including the amount
for the rate of return (profit) that the Petitioners will garner. This places the entire risk of

11 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 276 lines 23 through page 277 line 13
12 Tr. Vol. II pages 212-583, page 241 line 25 through page 242 line 3
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the project squarely on the ratepayers. There are also no guarantees that carbon
emissions would be significantly reduced by having the CHC project in place. Neither
the petitioners, nor MISO have given any assurance that they will not be bringing
[potentially many] more transmission projects like CHC to the IUB or to other MISO
states for approval based on the same types of arguments. Does it seem reasonable to
continue to burden ratepayers with endless transmission expansion, while failing to
maintain the existing low-voltage system? While the Petitioners and their supporters
have claimed that the investment in new wind generation in Iowa will lead to energy
exported to states to the East, there has been no evidence of contracts or interest
expressed by utilities to the west to substantiate a market for those resources. We can be
assured that ongoing construction of wind turbines will continue to take farmland and
increasing transmission expansion will disrupt farms and families who depend on them.

IV.

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS
The Petitioners have failed to meet the statutory requirements for approval of their

Petition to Franchise, erect, maintain, and operate an electric transmission line under the
authority of the IUB in the State of Iowa. Ms. Klopp contends that the following omissions exist
in relation to statutory requirements.
!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2) states “the proposed construction represents a
reasonable relationship to an overall plan of transmitting electricity in the public
interest” and “The possible use of alternative routes and methods of supply.” The
CHC project is only one possible plan, it is very likely not the best plan given recent
changes in technology and it is not a plan that is in the public interest. While the
Petitioners have provided no alternatives to the IUB for evaluation and comparison.
MISO, who they have relied upon for their “plan of transmitting electricity” has not
evaluated alternatives since 201113 even though technology has changed significantly
since then. They have not re-evaluated the economics of the CHC project as
circumstances changed (retirements and additions of generation) except using a model
that assumes the project to be present.14 This provides no information about what the

13 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 276 lines 23 through page 277 line 13
14 Tr. Vol. I, 1-211, page 112 line 24 through page 113 line 5
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economics would be without the project present and biases results in favor of the project.
Without a comparison to alternative plans that can be examined and reviewed, the
Petitioners are asking the IUB to trust them to represent the Public Interest. Having a
strong monetary interest in this project, at the public’s expense, it is not only reasonable,
but required, for the Petitioners to bear the burden of proof. The Petitioners have not
provided such proof.
!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(1) “The relationship of the proposed project to
present and future economic development of the area.” What relationship does the CHC
project have to present and future economic development in the area? This project
presents a huge gamble for the ratepayers of Iowa. Evidence that investments in wind
turbines by private investors will provide economic gain for the public as a whole has not
been provided to this docket. Many of the variables have not been defined or supported
by the Petitioners and their supporters. In order to sell a product, one must show there is
a market for it. The Petitioners have provided no examples of contracts or statements of
interest from out of state utilities regarding the purchase of wind power from Iowa.
There is evidence that other states are developing their own renewable resources which,
by definition, compete with the need or desire to import power. Development of solar
resources are competing with wind as a source of renewable energy.15

!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(2) “The relationship of the proposed project to
comprehensive electric utility planning.” Is the CHC project really a comprehensive
plan, if preference has been given to only one vehicle of supply – transmission? Without
comparison to NTA’s and Low Voltage alternatives, there is no overview of possibilities.
Comprehensive suggests an objective basis. While MISO may endow themselves as
objective,16 they are an organization of transmission builders finding ways to “solve
problems” by building transmission lines.

!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(3) “The relationship of the proposed project to
the needs of the public presently served and future projections based on population
trends.” There is no public need for additional generation given that energy usage is
essentially flat. The Petitioners have not established that there is a need based on future

15 Tr. Vol. III, 574-861, page 713 lines 18-22
16 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 275 lines 1-8
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population trends. In Mr. Eddy’s testimony,17 he addresses this section of the statute by
simply stating that the project will meet this section, but offers no evidence or
explanation of how the project accomplishes this.
!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(6) “The possible use of alternative routes and
methods of supply.” Alternative methods of supply have not been developed or
documented in this proceeding. The Petitioners have alluded to alternatives presented in
the Wisconsin proceeding for CHC, but have provided no actual analysis to this docket.
The alternatives that were given lip service to were not fully described to provide an
overview for the IUB. In citing specific alternatives from the Wisconsin proceeding, they
have failed to mention numerous alternatives whose performance equaled or rivaled
CHC. Most importantly, they failed to include the PSCW staff alternative, BWARA,
which involves rebuilds to only 3 transmission lines, listed as asset renewal projects for
CHC, providing the capacity needed to improve line congestion for only $900,000, a
fraction of the cost for CHC

!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(7) “The relationship of the proposed project to
the present and future land use and zoning ordinances.” There is a reasonable likelihood
that High Voltage Transmission Lines (HVTL’s) provide a disruption to both existing and
possible future land uses. The concerns of farmers and landowners who have objected in
this docket illustrates some of the issues they see, as well as how landowners and
importantly farmers, view these projects. While the Petitioners want us to believe that
HVTL’s do not affect property values, tourism, land use and human or animal health, they
have not established these opinions as fact. Ms. Klopp believes there is evidence
available to call the Petitioners claims into question. Having not had time to present this
evidence to the docket, she suggests that, short of proof for either claim, people’s
perceptions still matter. If any significant portion of the population finds HVTL’s as
problematic or unappealing, their demeanor to recreate or purchase properties close to or
in view of these lines presents a negative effect on land use in the vicinity of HVTL’s.

!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2)(a)(8) “The inconvenience or undue injury which
may result to property owners as a result of the proposed project.” Those property
owners who have objected to this project have raised many concerns regarding the
projects effect on landowners. Some of the concerns brought up in their Objections

17 ITC Midwest Eddy Direct Page 26 of 30
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and/or at the hearing include: property value losses; human and animal health impacts;
environmental concerns including pollution, clearcutting of mature forest lands, ground
water impacts, habitat destruction and wildlife impacts; vegetation management issues;
soil erosion and compaction; sulfur hexafluoride used in transmission components; and
stray voltage. The Petitioners treatment of Objector concerns in written testimony is
cursory and superficial.
!

Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(3) “For the purpose of this section, the term “public”
shall not be interpreted to be limited to consumers located in this state.” Relating to
repeated statements by the Petitioners and their supporters, that certain individuals do not
live in Iowa or own land in Iowa and should therefore not be given weight in this
proceeding, Ms. Klopp points to the fact that this project will affect landowners along its
path in both Iowa and Wisconsin equally. While Iowa is the focus of this proceeding, the
overall impact on those affected should be considered. Beyond those affected by direct
proximity to the line, ratepayers in the 10 northern states of MISO will be paying for this
project.

!

Iowa Code 2019, Chapter 476.53(1) states “It is also the intent of the general assembly
to encourage rate-regulated public utilities to consider altering existing electric generating
facilities, where reasonable, to manage carbon emission intensity in order to facilitate the
transition to a carbon-constrained environment.” Open access transmission line dynamics
(governed by FERC tariffs) have a dramatic effect on the percentage of renewable
generation that ends up being supplied to consumers and thus effects the actual CO2
reduction potential of the project. Furthermore, the Petitioners have only provided
general statements of how wind generation will reduce carbon emissions with no hard
data to back it up. Ms. Klopp has pointed to many questions related to the CO2 reduction
claims made by CEI wind expert, Mr. Goggin and that of MISO.18 One would think, if
the CHC project was poised to reduced CO2 emissions significantly, that the Petitioners
would be presenting that as part of their argument for project need.

!

Iowa Code 2019, Chapter 476.53(2) states “The general assembly’s intent with regard to
the development of electric power generating and transmission facilities, or the
significant alteration of an existing generating facility, as provided in subsection 1, shall
be implemented in a manner that is cost-effective and compatible with the environmental

18 Klopp-Klopp-Reply page 28 line 42 through page 30 line 9 and page 30 lines 19-27
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policies of the state, as expressed in this Title XI.” The question of whether this project is
cost-effective is complex. The Petitioners have not met the burden of proof in
establishing that the project will provide benefits over costs. This topic is covered
extensively in the section below.

V.

ECONOMICS
An established basis for the economics of this project has not been provided in this

proceeding. The Petitioners have not analyzed the economics of this project.19 Instead, the
Petitioners have relied on MISO20 Benefit to Cost ratios to support their economic claims.
Having chosen to rely on MISO economics, the Petitioners have substituted MISO analysis of
the entire MVP Portfolio of 17 transmission lines21 for that of project specific information. The
information they have provided amounts to generalizations about MISO’s economic analysis of
the MVP Portfolio and neglects to provide any of the supporting analyses, variables or
assumptions used to generate the Benefit to Cost ratios for review by the IUB, Intervenors or the
Public. Lacking this information, the Petitioners have left the IUB in the position of having to
guess or make substantial assumptions about the economics of the project. There are many
reasons to question whether the MISO Benefit to Cost ratios are an accurate portrayal of what the
CHC project would provide to Iowa ratepayers or the ratepayers of the entire northern and
central MISO region of ten states.
QUEST: APPROXIMATE MVP AND CHC IMPACTS ON IOWA RATEPAYERS.
A question asked over and over, prior to the hearing, and in the hearing, is whether the
Petitioners or MISO could give an estimate of what the impact would be on an average ratepayer
monthly electric bill. What follows is an attempt to address that question, based on testimony
given at the hearing.
“Right now is Alliant--Alliant customers pay approximately 2.5 cents per kilowatt hour for
transmission charge22, it accounts for 20 percent of their overall bill. Does the Consumer

19 Tr. Vol. I, 1-211, page 127 line 20 through page 128 line 8, Tr. Vol. III, 574-861, page 645 lines 12-16
20 Tr. Vol. I, 1-211, page 128 lines 5-8
21 Tr. Vol. II pages 212-583, page 248 lines 19-23 Tr. Vol. I, 1-211, page 135 lines 5-10
22 Tr. Vol. III, pages 574-681, page 669, line 10, the Regional Transmission Service Fee identified as the “RTS
Tracker Charge.“
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Advocate's office know how much of that 2.5 cents currently charged is a result of Multi Value
Projects already in operation?” 23 - Iowa State Rep. Charles Isenhart
“1. (b) Dubuque County requests clear, easy to read comparisons of average residential
commercial and industrial utility bills for 5, 10 and 20 years with and without the proposed
high-voltage transmission facility in-service.” - Dubuque County Board of Supervisors
Resolution24

Despite the statutory responsibilities of OCA25, OCA’s nine or more years of experience
as a MISO stakeholder specifically representing consumer interests in planning and decision
making26 and with the monetary significance of regional transmission service charges already
making up 20% of Iowa ratepayer bills, OCA Witness Scott Bents stated that he was unable to
answer Rep. Isenhart’s question. None of the witnesses representing parties would who benefit
monetarily from building CHC was willing to provide a rough estimate of its potential impacts
on Iowa electric bills.
Considering that MISO’s MTEP energy planning is, as its name attests, mostly
Transmission Expansion Planning:
!

The planning is not subjected to peer review by impartial parties27;

!

Transmission builders are guaranteed return on their investment regardless of ultimate
transmission usages;

!

Iowa utilities risk no liabilities and were not made accessible for questioning in the case;

!

Monetary impacts to Iowa ratepayers would be sustained over 40 years;

!

Ratepayers in Michigan, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, Illinois, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Minnesota and Indiana are not informed;

!

Liabilities assumed by ratepayers and the Board are weighed without the benefit of
evidence presenting estimates on electric bill impacts.

23 Tr. Vol. III, pages 574-681, page 669, lines 1-7
24 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-15 pdf page 61-63
25 Tr. Vol. III, pages 574-681 page 660, lines 22-23, Bents: “The OCA's role is to represent the Iowa ratepayer in all
proceedings before the Board.
26 Tr. Vol. III, pages 574-681 page 662 lines 11-13: Bents: “The OCA is represented on a MISO Planning Advisory
Committee as part of the public sector...;”and Tr. Vol. III, pages 574-681 page 661, lines 14-16: Dating to 2011,
OCA had participated in the review and approval of MISO’s MVP lines in Iowa and Tr. Vol. III pages 574-681
page 662 lines 11-13: “participated in those votes.”
27 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 275 lines 1-8
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There was, however, one MISO monetary estimate referenced by several witnesses and
discussed at length with MISO witness, Michael Ellis, reproduced here for convenience:28

REPLICATED FIGURE E-1

Presented as a range in values to encompass the plausibilities in MISO planning, MISO
states that under 2017, MTEP17 economic planning, the entire MVP Portfolio is estimated to
have $20.1 to $71.4 billion in economic benefits from congestion and fuel savings and another
5% or $3.4 billion in other categories. With the $10 - $22.1 billion in costs for the MVP
Portfolio factored in, MISO states that the entire Portfolio, “Creates $12.1 to $52.6 billion in net
benefits over the next 20 to 40 years“ (as prominently featured in the opening section of the
Executive Summary of that document, in a bulleted list of benefits, shown below).

FIGURE NEXT PAGE
28 MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 page 6, pdf page 7
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FIGURE 1: MTEP17 TRIENNIAL MULTI-VALUE PROJECT REVIEW 29
Step 1: Estimating Ratepayer Level MVP Benefits
Due to the patience extended public intervenors by the Board, explanation of MISO data
provided to the record by MISO witness, Michael Ellis, and clarifications encouraged by IUB
Board Members, it is possible to estimate ratepayer level benefits from the entire MVP Portfolio.
Below, this is done using MISO’s $12.1 to $52.6 billion estimated net benefits, Iowa’s 9.6%
share of MVP load under Local Resource Zone 3 (LRZ3) and 1000 kWh as MISO has used to
approximate residential usage.

TABLE NEXT PAGE

29 Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 page 3, pdf page 4
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TABLE 1: ESTIMATED RATEPAYER LEVEL IMPACTS FOR REGIONAL
CUSTOMERS FOR ENTIRE MVP PORTFLIO OF ALL 17 LINES.

SEE APPENDIX FOR TABLE CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

Step 2: Estimate the Percentage of Benefits that Apply to LRZ3, Iowa Ratepayers.
No matter how one divides up $1-2 per month, the fraction for CHC (part of one of 17
transmission lines in the Portfolio) would compute to less than one dollar per month. In cross
examination, Mr. Ellis posed that CHC’s total MVP benefits would be greater acting in concert
with the entire MVP Portfolio (due to synergy of the Portfolio as a whole), than it would be as a
stand-alone project.
From MISO Discovery30 LRZ 3’s (Iowa’s) MVP Load Ratio Share is 9.6%. Using the
load share percentage seemed to be a reasonable choice for making the estimate of the CHC
Project’s share of total MVP benefits.

LOAD RATIO SHARE RABLE NEXT PAGE

30 Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, "Assumptions" tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case. Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-1 page 24 of 35, Spreadsheet cited in Data Request 15
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FIGURE 2: DETAIL FROM “ASSUMPTIONS” TAB,
MTEP17 MVP TRIENNIAL REVIEW BUSINESS CASE
To accommodate the “Synergy” effect Mr. Ellis referred to, CHC’s fraction, in the below
estimates, is assigned a 50%, increase in benefits above the simple mathematical 9.6% allocation
for Iowa, or 14.43% (9.6% X 1.5). Note: Mr. Ellis explained the difficulty in assigning a
percentage value to the CHC project.31 Knowing that CHC is only part of one of 17 MVP lines,
using a percentage benefit of 1/17th (just for comparison) would yield 5.9% of total MVP
Benefits. This is substantially lower than the 14.43% estimated above, illustrating that it is a
generous value for a rough estimate. Another comparison could be to the share of the CHC
Wisconsin destination zone, LRZ 2, which is 12.9%, also smaller than the 14.43% allocated to
CHC in this rough estimate. Knowing that this rough benefits calculation also assumes that all
of the benefits from the project that are provided to MISO’s “customers” (the utilities) are passed
on to ratepayers adds an additional degree of “generosity” to the calculated benefit (relative to
the project).

SEE TABLE 2 NEXT PAGE

31 Tr. Vol. II Pages 211-583, page 249 lines22 through page 250 line 4
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TABLE 2: ESTIMATED RATEPAYER LEVEL IMPACTS FOR IOWA CUSTOMERS
FROM CHC.

SEE APPENDIX FOR TABLE CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

Step 3: Estimate Comprehensive Ratepayer Impacts by including AGEAS Spending
In the cross-examination of Mr. Ellis, there was considerable discussion of Figure 27
from MISO’s MTEP17 FUTURES ASSUMPTIONS DOCUMENT. 32 This figure provides
greater details of the assumptions in MTEP17. Figure 27 is represented here for convenience:

SEE FIGURE 27 NEXT PAGE

32 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22, page 37
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REPLICATED FIGURE 27: EGEAS COSTS 33
In the hearings Iowa Board Member Wagner confirmed that MISO analyzed all proposed
transmission lines, including the MVP Projects under the same economic modeling or MTEP17
process.34 The MVP 2017 Triennial Review briefly explains how MISO economic planning
accounts for new capacity assumptions in the modeling, “The EGEAS model is used annually in
MISO’s MTEP process to identify future capacity needs beyond the typical five-year projectplanning horizon.”35 The description above figure 27 explains that the estimated future capacity
needs under three future scenarios, ”compares all of the cumulative present value of the costs in
EGEAS for the 15-year study period.” In cross examination, Mr. Ellis described for Ms. Klopp,
33 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22, page 37
34 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 278 line 20 through page 279 line 2; Board Member Wagner: “Does an transmission
project that is built in the MISO footprint go through the process ? . . .Ellis: “Which process?
process?” Wagner: “Yes.” Ellis: “Yes, it does.”
35 MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 page 17, Section 3.2 Capacity Expansion Models
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the three categories of new capacity expenses and explained that the blue bars showing
Production Cost would actually be higher were it not for production cost savings from the MVP
portfolio.36 The EGEAS stage containing the capacity resource expansions is part of the green
MTEP futures refinement loops incorporating PROMOD economic analysis as shown here:

REPLICATED FIGURE 3:
EGEAS IN MTEP FUTURES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS & REVISION37
While Replicated Figure 3 shows that EGEAS future capacity additions affect the
PROMOD economic output, it is not clear why the hundreds of billions in future capacity costs
as portrayed in Figure 27 (that would be assumed by ratepayers), are not included in the $12.2 $52.6 billion estimates of “Net Benefits” in the Executive Summary. These “net” figures are not
what ratepayers expect them to be: comprehensive net impacts on electric bills. Instead, these
calculations are only38 comparisons of congestion and fuel savings relative to the construction
cost of the added transmission facilities themselves.
36 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 268 line 9-22, Mr. Ellis: “Production costs, which is the blue bar, this is generally your
fuel costs and your operations and maintenance, how much did it actually cost to run your generators. Fixed cost is
the overhead of the plants. It doesn't impact how much the plant runs or not, that is the annual charge. The top part is
the capital costs, so the new generation that is added in that resource forecast annualized out and this is on a present
value basis. That is the capital costs of those. When we do our benefits-to-cost analysis, we are solely looking at the
difference in production costs, so the blue bar.”
37 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22, page 9, Section 1.2
38 MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 page 6, 91-95% of the benefits are from Congestion and Fuel Cost savings
(determined by simple division of congestion and fuel cost numbers by total Benefits column numbers)
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It seems that Board Member Lozier could have been attempting to clarify the relationship
of the future EGEAS costs to the MVP benefit calculations in this exchange:39
“Board Member Lozier: In the Klopp Exhibit 22 which was just up on the screen while
ago, it shows cumulative present value of cost. Is that for the total MVP projects?
Witness Ellis: This doesn’t relate to the MVP projects.
Board Member Lozier: Doesn’t it?
Witness Ellis: Yes.
Board Member Lozier: Does it not relate to the MVP?
Witness Ellis: No. This is more just a general reflection of the state of the entire MISO
footprint.”

Perhaps Witness Ellis’ perceived Board Member Lozier as asking about something else?
In any case, MISO documentation on record explains that:
! EGEAS reflects the state of expanded capacity going forward,
!

EGEAS assumptions affect MVP Projects economics 40;

! Costs associated with new EGEAS capacity range from $200 billion to $272 billion
for the immediate 15-20 years; and,
!

The costs of this added future capacity will be borne by ratepayers across MISO and
are not included in the confusingly named, $12.1 to $52.8 billion”net” benefit
estimates.

In the following Table, the range of $200-$272 billion in EGEAS future capacity costs
are similarly converted into per kWh charges and integrated into the estimated benefits to create
more comprehensive net figures.

TABLE 3 NEXT PAGE

39 Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 285 line 23 through Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 286 line 10
40 Replicated figure 37, MTEP 17 Cumulative Present Value Costs, page 19 of this document
Klopp-Post-Hearing-Brief - 21

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on January 28, 2020, E-22386

TABLE 3: ESTIMATED COMPREHENSIVE, NET IMPACTS ON REGIONAL
RATEPAYERS INCORPORATING EGEAS COSTS:

SEE APPENDIX FOR TABLE CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

Step 4: Estimate Iowa Ratepayer Level Impacts for CHC and EGEAS COSTS
Finally, the small benefits from CHC can be subtracted from the considerable EGEAS
costs to produce an estimate of impacts on Iowa monthly electric bills:

TABLE 4 NEXT PAGE
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TABLE 4: MORE COMPREHENSIVE NET IMPACTS ON IOWA RATEPAYERS
WITH CHC BENEFITS and EGEAS COSTS.

SEE APPENDIX FOR TABLE CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

In this proceeding, MISO’s economic planning was described as reliable because it
presents a range of possible outcomes designed to be inclusive of a wide distribution of future
developments over 15-40 years. We were led to believe that some of the benefit from the MVP
lines is already evident and would therefore be impacting electric bills in affected MISO North
and Central states.41 While it may be tempting to challenge the exact amount ratepayers may see
on their electric bills, any person can see from the results presented here, that the sheer scale of
the veritable pennies per month from the CHC project are insignificant in proportion to steady
retail electricity price increases in Iowa and in other states. We can be sure, short of MISO
providing their own ratepayer impact estimates, that the monthly congestion and fuel cost
savings from the entire MVP Portfolio going forward does not exceed $2.09 per month for 1000
kWh of use.
Likewise, if the Board takes MISO’s EGEAS energy planning at its word, MISO’s
projected lowest amount of spending tags the same households, $15.86 per month. Combining
the benefits with the costs to determine a “net” benefit (or cost) yields a cost of $15.86. Using
the highest potential monthly benefit of $2.09 per month, the Iowa ratepayer’s Investment to
Benefit ratio for MISO North and Central customers is 15.86/2.09 or a 7:1 loss ratio. This
means that for every dollar that each Iowa household is required to spend under MISO’s current
41 MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3, under Historical Review
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expansion planning, the household would, at best, get only 14 cents back.
Many profound changes have taken place in electrical service since the advent of MISOdriven regional utility expansions in 2001. To name just a few: the historic flattening of
electrical energy use with the onset of steadily increasing energy efficiency; dramatically falling
wholesale power prices; the gamble of affordable natural gas power generation based on
domestic hydraulic fracturing; the rapid scale increases in wind generation facilities, and, more
recently rapid onset of solar development both on utility and distributed scales, increasingly in
conjunction with battery storage.
With this highly dynamic and consequential realm, state regulators must be able to
precisely track and compare the economic consequences and CO2 emission reductions. Even if
they are only ballpark estimates, the numbers intervenors have provided are far more valuable
planning tools. Intervenors asked in discovery:
! How much wind power does Iowa use internally and export each year?
! How fast are those numbers changing?
! Are the costs of greatly increasing the size of network lines prohibiting power plant
economics?
!

Do remote renewables developers expect ratepayers to start paying for
interconnection costs?

!

How much CO2 is Iowa reducing each year and from what measures?

The Petitioners and their supporters in this proceeding chose to provide answers to these
questions. Ms. Klopp thanks them for their efforts in doing so. Still, on the question of the
effect the CHC project would have on “average residential, commercial and industrial utility
bills” the Petitioners and MISO had no forthcoming answers. Due to patience on the part of the
IUB Board Members, one state representative and a few regular citizens insisted on evidence of
ratepayer impacts. The Board can now see for themselves why the Petitioners and MISO are
defending their silence on this topic.
To answer Representative Isenhart’s highly practical question about what is going on with
the current $20-$25 per month RTS fee and how continuing on the MISO expansion planning
path will affect it in the future? The numbers presented above, by their mere proportion indicate
that the net cost additions for Iowa ratepayers from this expansion path are on par with the
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current $25 per month RTS fee. When 20% of every bill goes to prior regional expansions
wouldn’t it be prudent for the Board to at least require as much economic accountability for
infrastructure investments as it does for a rate case? This leads to the question “Should major
utility infrastructure projects like transmission lines be treated as a rate case?”
MISO’s economics are neither sound nor sustainable. The overall resistance to providing
the IUB with detailed and comprehensive information on topics of importance like economics
and carbon emission reductions is unacceptable. The IUB has the statutory authority to ask for
and expect such documentation so that they are able to make informed, cost effective and
environmentally sound decisions. Following Iowa Code 2019 Section § 478.3(2) and Section §
478.3(2)(a)(2) regarding energy planning, the Board’s requirement options are broad and defined
around the “Public Interest.” Does the Board want to do as MISO planning suggests, leading to
further rate increases (with bills going up around 2.5% per year42), or stop and ask if there are
other options? Are there other kinds of energy planning we should be comparing this proposal
to? Such as substantial Energy Efficiency programs, similar to states that spend $5-$6 per month
on energy efficiency and reap the benefits of this choice.
BANKING ON WIND DEVELOPMENT FOR IOWA’S ECONOMIC FUTURE
The prior ratepayer level impacts based on MISO’s expansion planning model can also be
used to inform the Board about the economic risks of continuing on the path of greater wind
power development.
Clean Energy Intervenor (CEI) Witness Michael Goggin confirmed during cross43 that all
economic potential, described as savings from “lower cost” wind power are captured within
MISO’s (sub set) “net” benefits from all 17 MVP projects44. Of the total $12.1 to $52.6 billion
over 20 and 40 years, respectively, the portions pertaining to savings from existing and added
wind generation are small in percentage and are easily overwhelmed by the hundreds of billions
42 MISO assumed inflation rate is 2.5% per year, see Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, "Assumptions" tab in
spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review Business Case.
43 Tr. Vol. III, 574-861, page 720 line 8 to page 271 line 3 MS. KURT: You mentioned low-cost wind. You used
that phrase, "low-cost wind”? Mr. GOGGIN: Yes. MS. KURT: Are there any economic benefits from low cost
wind that do not show up as congestion and fuel cost savings in MISO's benefit-to-cost ratio chart? That would be
their--if you need us to bring that up, I could do that. Mr. GOGGIN: I believe MISO's analysis accounts for the
benefits of accessing that low-cost wind . . . MS. KURT: I'm going to ask you to just please answer that question,
yes or no. Mr. GOGGIN: Yes, I believe it's accounted for in MISO's analysis.
44 Ellis-Exhibit-3, page 3
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in costs for EGEAS power plant additions.
In the prior section, a MISO household’s monthly electric bill was estimated to receive
20-40 year savings from all 17 MVP lines ranging from $1.01 to $2.09 based on 1000 kWh hours
of monthly use. Of this 1000 kWh per month, savings from wind power can now be estimated:
!

In 2017 and 2018, the MISO footprint averaged 8% wind power consumed by
ratepayers45. As a percentage of 1000 kWh use, the exampled MISO
household is currently saving about 8 to 17 cents per month from existing
MISO wind power.

!

The opening section of MVP Executive Summary states the 17 MVP lines,
“would enable 52.8 million MWH of wind energy... through 2031”46 However,
52.8 million of the 12.8 billion MWH consumed over the fifteen year period
computes out to 0.4%, or less than a penny per month of added savings.47

!

A more optimistic projection in MISO’s planning, proposes a 7% increase in
wind power in Midwest outlets over the same period.48 This percentage would
increase the present 8-17 cents of savings per month to 15-32 cents per month.

While there are many large numbers in MISO, Petitioner and CEI materials, there is no
evidence grounded in electric bill realities suggesting that existing or accelerated development of
remote wind power in Iowa and in MISO can be an influential economic driver of the MISO
electricity market. To become economically significant, incentives would have to be increased
many fold and Iowa ratepayers are already seeing a lion’s share of regional utility expansion
costs. As displayed in the corrected Table below, while Iowa is in second rather than first place,
Iowa’s rates have been climbing at a clip of 2.63% per year since 2008. Even if electric service
costs are controlled with larger deployment of energy efficiency, MISO’s energy planning
emphasis on capital spending assumes an inflation rate of 2.5% per year growth in overall energy
45 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-151, Page 2 of 4, 2018 STATE OF THE MARKET REPORT FOR THE MISO
ELECTRICITY MARKETS, Table 1: Capacity, Energy Output, and Price-Setting by Fuel Type, Klopp-ReplyBrief ; MISO states the 2017 percentage as 9% in Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22 page 34 of 45
46 Ellis-Exhibit-3, page 3
47 2016-2031 Enabled Wind (MWH) 52,800,000 / 2016-2031 Total (MWH): 12,802,499,203 = .412% Enabled
Wind as Percentage MISO LRZ 1-7; All MVP Lines - Potential Wind Benefit Per MISO Ratepayer @1000 KWH =
2.09 *.0412 = .01
48 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-151, Page 2 of 4, 2018 STATE OF THE MARKET REPORT FOR THE MISO
ELECTRICITY MARKETS, Table 1: Capacity, Energy Output, and Price-Setting by Fuel Type. MISO states the
2017 percentage as 9% in Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22 page 34 of 45. The Policy Regulation future is used because only
because only 26% MISO stakeholders found the ATT future to be probable (Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-161, Page 1 of 2)
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costs49.
FIGURE 3: RETAIL ELECTRICTY RATE INCREASES BY PERCENTAGE SINCE
200850

County governments and the Utility Board may be experiencing a steady stream of wind
developer sales pitches, but from an economic planning standpoint, is there evidence in this case
to indicate there is a net gain in a significant number local economies across the state related to
concentrated wind development? Here is some of the concern that the lack of evidence and
discussion raises:
! The relatively small congestion and fuel cost savings in MTEP17 calculations and the
lesser amounts estimated in 2018 suggest that a utility scale renewable energy
development going forward will add to, not lower utility bills.
! There is no supporting evidence showing that there are new contracts from Wisconsin
utilities requesting Iowa wind power.
! Midwest states’ RPS requirements have generally been met.
49 Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, “Assumptions" tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case.
50 EIA Electricity Data Browser, https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/browser/ or hopefully with used settings and
data sheet http://bit.ly/EIA_Data_Browser
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! Wisconsin

utilities are increasingly committing to solar facilities located within their

service territories or in-state.51
! Despite being a national leader in renewable energy generation, coal and gas generation
still underscore the major percentage of Iowa’s fuel mix whether exported or not;
! Iowa has already committed a significant amount of land to the production of renewable
energy generation and much more is likely required to meet ambitious renewable energy
goals in Iowa other states.
Because of these concerns, CEI witness Michael Goggin was asked in discovery to
estimate the megawatts and costs required to satisfy 100% of Iowa’s electricity coming from
renewable energy resources by 2050. Instead of providing information that would increase
parties’, Board Members’ and the public confidence in MISO’s planning, CEI attorneys replied
that the, “information is outside the knowledge, possession, and control of CEI’s expert
witness.52”
Scale and Impacts of MISO’s Planned Generation
It is evident that MISO’s expansion planning is endorsed by the large numbers of
prospective wind generators lined-up in MISO’s queue, but is this necessarily a good prognosis
for Iowa? It is also important when sizing up the queue, to realize it only applies to the
immediate future, not to the longer time frame of MTEP17 and beyond.
There are several lists of proposed generators provided by MISO and CEI experts but
they provide little useful detail. There is no description of:
!

How each power plant would benefit from CHC;

!

How many average acres each plant would occupy;

!

What network line improvements are required; and,

!

If ratepayers would be asked to pay for them.

There are no state level statistics provided such as what percentage of Iowa wind power
is being used in state and what is being exported. These are some of the questions asked in
51 Klopp-Prehearing-Exhibit-165 page 1-2 Oct 31, 2019, Alliant Energy releases Powering What's Next plan,
accelerates renewable energy in Wisconsin
52 Klopp-Prehearing-Exhibit-163 – Page 19 of 26
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discovery that produced only objections. 53
Board Members Lozier and Wagner asked MISO Witness Mr. Ellis about the state
locations of the most prospective power plants that would benefit from CHC.54 For clarity
purposes, the below table combines the power plants from the first two lists that Mr. Ellis cited
and sorts them by state. 55
TABLE 5: DATA FROM ELLIS-DIRECT-EXHIBIT 5, PAGES 1 & 2: GENERATOR
INTERCONNECTION PROJECTS WITH SIGNED INTERCONNECTION
AGREEMENTS AND WITH “ACTIVE - PHASE 3+” QUEUE STATUS 56

Knowing the exact locations of potential generators that would supply power to CHC is
important. Generators located near the Hill Valley substation in Wisconsin would negatively
impact the economics on CHC. With CHC’s predominate West to East flow, generation feeding
directly into the Hill Valley substation would reduce the amount of generation that can feed-in
from Iowa under the limitations of CHC’s 1380 MW transfer capability. The ability to access
lower cost power at significant distances is a key, economic driver of expansion transmission
lines.
The first two lists that Mr. Ellis described to Board Members contain 890 MW of power
53 Klopp-Prehearing-Exhibit-163 – Page 20 of 26
54 In response to questioning by Board Member Wagner, witness Michael Ellis explained that there is 31.3 GW of
generator requests of all fuel types in the MISO queue as of August 2019 (Tr. Vol. II 212-57 282, at line 22, and that,
“Currently there is 5.3 gigawatts of generating units with a signed generation interconnection agreement--that's on
the bottom of page 50--which are conditional on the Cardinal-Hickory Creek project, meaning their reliable
interconnection is dependent on the Cardinal-Hickory Creek project.” (Tr. Vol. II 212-57 page 282 line 2) Under
questioning by Board Members Wagner (Tr. Vol. II 212-573 page 289 line 13) and Lozier (Tr. Vol. II 212-573 page
289 line 13) about the type and location of generation, WITNESS Ellis’ directed parties to his most recent listing in
MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 5-1. On page 1 is 5,348 MW generation with signed GIA’s. On page 2, projects in the
later queue stages, “Active Phase 3+” are listed totaling 3,114 MW. The final pages list projects at earlier queue
stages totaling 28,220 MW which make up the remainder of the 36,682 MW or 36.7 GW.
55 Ellis-Direct-Exhibit-5 data
56 See Footnote above. Wind Capacity factors from “Wind Zone Benefit Spread” tab in the MTEP17 MVP
Triennial Review Business Case, Klopp-Prehearing Brief
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in Wisconsin with 300 MW of it directly adjacent to Hill Valley. However, the on-line map57 of
MISO’s queue shows another 200 MW also next to substation making. This means 500 MW of
generation would feed Hill Valley CHC under the ideal conditions. There is another 500 MW in
the immediate area bringing the total to 1000 MW. Witness Ellis’ answers in cross did not
capture the significance of the impacts of Wisconsin generation. This is another liability of the
Petitioners and MISO not doing sufficient planning in the form of cost benefit analysis using
PROMOD. The PSCW staff found considerable negative economic impact from the large
presence of potential Wisconsin generation that was not anticipated even three years ago. 58
The liberties taken in attributing benefits to CHC don’t stop here. In total, there are just
short of 250 proposed power plants that claim “conditionality on the building of CHC. None of
them are explained. Some reported by CEI Witness Craven, are projected to have reliability
issues if CHC is not built. This reporting, as discussed in the hearings, stems from MISO having
inserted CHC and 16.5 other MVP lines into MISO system modeling in 2010. It is not surprising
that proposed generators inserted into this modeling 8 years later would require “re-study” when
CHC is then assumed to not exist.
To demonstrate that an additional high voltage line like CHC is the best solution does,
indeed, require more study. It requires examination of what low voltage or network line
improvements would address the issue. What costs are involved? Would other generators
benefit from the network improvement too? A few, key Improvements to network lines could
address a significant percentage of the issues.
Perhaps the most useful information about the new generator reliance on CHC is what
the experts do not provide. They do not provide a list of generators that are fully dependent on
CHC-- that would lose their eligibility to remain in the MISO queue if CHC is not built.
MISO’s decision in this case to distribute benefits far and wide without justification for
each facility is a few steps away from an argument of prima facie need.
MS. KLOPP: “Do you know what the status of the remaining wind resources in Iowa is relative
to how many wind turbines have been put up in those wind zones and how many other wind
zones are available?”

57 https://api.misoenergy.org/PublicGiQueueMap/index.html
58 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-159, Page 6 of 8, Table 3-12 Comparison of monetized benefits and costs of the proposed
Cardinal Hickory Creek project to Wisconsin customers, using a nominal 6.4 percent discount rate (numbers
expressed in year 2018 millions of dollars) from Cardinal-Hickory Creek Transmission Line Final Environmental
Impact Statement, WI DNR
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CEI WITNESS MICHAEL GOGGIN: “Yes. In my direct testimony I reference the amount of
total wind resource potential by state and I aggregated it for Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota,
and South Dakota. But I don't remember the numbers off the top of my head, I would have to
look back at my testimony. But I know the numbers are very significant, many, many times,
hundreds of times, at least, greater than what has been developed to date for these four states.
It's significantly larger than what has been developed to date.” 59

“Hundreds?” If only the generators in the present MISO queue were built over the next
few years, what impacts would this amount of development have on the face and lands of Iowa?
FIGURE 4: INDICATIONS OF LAND IMPACTS OF EXISTING WIND POWER PLANTS IN
IOWA AND CURRENTLY CONSIDERED GENERATION DIN THE MISO QUEUE 60

In addition to the capital costs driving-up Iowa electric bills, here are some land based
impacts that seem paramount to consider:
!

At 8 acres of land use per MW and a total capacity of 3,044.4 MW, the 22
solar power plants currently in MISO’s Generation Queue would blanket 38
square miles of Iowa land.

59 Tr. Vol. III, 574-861, page 708 at lines 9-22
60 Existing wind generations in blue from MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 page 47 Figure 8-2: Wind Installations in
MISO North/Central and RGOS Zones (detail). Light green and yellow icons for additional wind and solar
generation (not to scale) from the pictorial representation of MISO Queue with all MISO DPP requests to January
2019 from https://api.misoenergy.org/PublicGiQueueMap/index.html These facilities are also listed in MISOEllis-Direct-Exhibit 5
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!

At 75 acres of land use per MW and a total capacity of 11,106.8 MW, the 37
wind power plants currently in MISO’s Generation Queue would occupy
1,301.6 square miles of Iowa land.

!

Collectively, the 59 power plants and the required 1,339 square miles would
occupy land in Iowa equivalent to 6 times the land used by Des Moines
and suburbs.

!

For reference purposes only: If the value of the land 1/2 mile from the
perimeter of the 59 power plants (1,121 linear miles, 358,720 acres) was
devalued 10%, at the 2019 average Iowa value of $7,432 per acre, this
would result in $267 million in property value losses as the properties
exchanged hands. 61 These losses do not include those on land occupied by
the power plants.

!

For reference purposes only: If the property value of the 358,720 affected
acres grew 1% slower, or at the rate of 1.3% per year instead of the state
2019 average of 2.3%, over the course of 40 years, this would create an
additional loss of $2.6 Billion ($2,597,850,240).62 These losses do not
include those on land occupied by the power plants.

61 1,339 sq. miles / 56 power plants = 22.7 = 4.75 X 4.75 sq mile area for each plant with 19.0 perimeter miles per
plant. X 59 plants = 1,121 linear miles X 320 acres per mile = 358,720 acres X .1 * $7,432 = $266,528,960; Land
value source https://www.extension.iastate.edu/AGDM/wholefarm/html/c2-70.html
62 The value of the depreciated land ($6,688.80 per acre) escalated at 1.3% over 40 years has a value $11,213.11
per acre. The value of unaffected land ($7,432 per acre) escalated at 2.3% over 40 years is $18,455.72 per acre. The
difference in per acre value is $7,242.61 at the end of 40 years. 358,720 * $7,242 = $2,597,850,240
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RELIABILITY AS IT RELATES TO ECONOMICS
Since 201163, MISO and the Petitioners have used a congestion bottleneck created by
two, aging 161 kV transmission lines at and near the Mississippi River cross-over to help justify
CHC and other capital transmission improvements. Whenever PROMOD economic analysis of
CHC or MVP lines was conducted, the presence of the low transfer capability of the 1949, 198
MVA, Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV line in the modeling baseline, helped ensure the 345 kV
~1300 MW CHC Project would show improved economic benefits.
When the Nelson Dewey power plant closed and transmission lines in the area were
experiencing even more congestion, ITC elected to make a modest, 198-238 MVA64 improvement
in the 1949, bottlenecked Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV line, and two years later, completely
rebuild the younger Lore-Turkey River 161 kV line, uprating it from 238 to 366 MVA65: This
history and rationale was discussed in the technical hearings:
MS. KLOPP TO ITC WITNESS EDDY: “So do you know why a 48-year-old transmission
line would improve from 238 to 366 MVA, which is, oh, let's just say roughly 50 percent,
when a 20-year-older line, or a line that was much older than that, was only modified to go
from 198 MVA to 238, which is just a small jump up?
MR. EDDY: The Turkey River-Stoneman line had to be upgraded, I believe, as a condition
for the retirement of the Dubuque 8th Street Plant. I think that was the one that broke the
camel's back. We knew that the MVPs were coming down the road, so we said "Don't put a
lot of money into it. Just replace the conductor to something the structures can support,"
and that gave a little bit of capacity and that's all we needed. So that would take care of the
reliability issue, but it did not make sense to do a full rebuild on that.
MS. KLOPP: So the assumption was Cardinal-Hickory Creek would be built?
MR. EDDY: That was the assumption we made, yes.”66

In 2018, independent PROMOD analysis of CHC by PSCW staff found very marginal

63 MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 2 page 63, Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV and Stoneman-Nelson Dewey 161 kV are
shown among other mitigations relieved by CHC in this July 2011 MISO publication.
64 Tr. Vol. I pages 1-212, page 114 line 19 through page 115 line 2, (as stated in discovery, Klopp-Reply-Exhibit - 2
Page 55, it was rebuilt from 195-238 MVA)
65 Tr. Vol. I pages 1-212, page 114 lines 3-18, (as stated in discovery, Klopp-Reply-Exhibit - 2 Page 51, it was
rebuilt in 2015, from 195 to 349 MVA)
66 Tr. Vol. I, 1-211, page 115 line 9 through page 116 line 3
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economic benefit for the proposed expansion transmission line.67
At the start of the Iowa CHC proceeding, Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV and StonemanNelson Dewey 161 kV were included as Reliability Projects that CHC would avoid68.
Considering the 1949 transmission asset in this manner, Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV adds
$4,065,000 in economic benefit in MISO accounting.
But as the CHC review entered the hearings, out of the blue, DPC and ITC proposed that
the standing, 1949 Stoneman-Nelson Dewey 161 kV line be demolished and electrically replaced
by another, larger transmission asset with the CHC project, in fact, mounted directly under the
345 kV CHC line as both would cross the river from the Turkey River to the Nelson-Dewey
substation.
Due, in part, to the marginal economic performance of CHC, going ahead and upgrading
the Turkey River-Stoneman 161 kV and the Stoneman-Nelson Dewey Line (with a third line in
central Wisconsin) and not building CHC forms the basis of the PSC’s Low Voltage Alternative
to CHC, The Base With Asset Renewal Alternative, BWARA.

VI.

REDUCING CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS

CO2 PERFORMANCE: MISO MTEP17 vs. END-USER / COMMUNITY
INVESTMENTS
With the knowledge that historical energy use has been essentially flat69; that improving
end user efficiency is the most cost-effective means to reduce CO2; that rebuilding retiring
network transmission lines dramatically increases their transfer capability (around 79 %70), a
comparison of MTEP17 energy planning to end-user/community spending, based on
67 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-159, Page 6 of 8, Table 3-12 Comparison of monetized benefits and costs of the proposed
Cardinal Hickory Creek project to Wisconsin customers, using a nominal 6.4 percent discount rate (numbers
expressed in year 2018 millions of dollars) from Cardinal-Hickory Creek Transmission Line, Final Environmental
Impact Statement, WI DNR. In this analysis by PSC staff in 2018-2019, CHC was found to have net economic losses
in 8 of the 11 future scenarios they evaluated.
68 Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, “Avoided Investment Split” tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial
Review Business Case.“ Not rebuilding TRK RIV5-STONEMAN is designated with savings of $4,065,000
69 As noted in Klopp-Reply-13, Iowa Industrial Sector energy use is an exception, but collectively Iowa,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois and Missouri energy use 2008-2018 is .2% per year
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/browser/#/topic/5?
agg=1,0&geo=0000tm&endsec=g&linechart=ELEC.SALES.IL-ALL.A~ELEC.SALES.INALL.A~ELEC.SALES.MI-ALL.A~ELEC.SALES.WI-ALL.A~ELEC.SALES.IA-ALL.A~ELEC.SALES.MNALL.A~ELEC.SALES.MO-ALL.A&columnchart=&map=&freq
70 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-2 Page 51 of 65. 2015 Rebuilding and re-wiring of the 1968 Lore-Turkey River 161 kV
facility realized an improvement from 195 MVA to 349 MVA or 79% improvement.
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responsiveness to climate change can now be made. With climate change threatening our quality
of life and with limited dollars to apply, There is no need to add transmission or utility scale
generation of any type that does not support the comprehensive goal of dramatically reducing
CO2 emissions.
Currently, MISO’s MTEP17 expansion planning applies traditional, centralized, utility
expansions with a $200-272 Billion, 15 year budget to reduce MISO CO2 from 3.8% to 5.8% in
the evaluated year of 2031.71
TABLE 6: MISO MTEP17 CO2 EMISSIONS IN 2031 AS PERCENTAGES OF MISO
EMISSIONS72

Considering increasing public discussion about reaching zero carbon by 2050, a 3.8% to
5.8% annual reduction in MISO-wide CO2 emissions by 2031 is under-performing by all
measures. If MISO’s MTEP energy planning was comprehensive and had examined all of the
ways that effectively reduce CO2, then a state regulator would know how MTEP planning stands
up to the competition. As is, MTEP mostly dismisses advances that end users and communities
are making in other RTO’s. In weighing drivers for MTEP17 economic analysis, “diverse”
71 13.4/350 = 3.8%; 20.5 / 350 = 5.8%
72 Replicated Figure 28 from Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-13, page 37 (pdf page 182); Replicated Figure 7-5 from
MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3, page 39
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stakeholders at MISO chose to “not select”73 accelerated energy efficiency and distributed
generation.
MISO stakeholders had the chance to incentivize, to at least build-in modest funding
increases for accelerated energy efficiency and distributed generation resources and the effects
they have. So, the question raised now is: “Why were these resources screened out?” Would the
competition over the best driver for CO2 reduction undercut MISO’s “must grow” methodology.
Due to of the absence of energy efficiency and distributed generation resources in MISO
planning, it is important to apply facts we have established and other common indicators to see
how effective MTEP is at CO2 reduction.
Using incentives of $4 or more dollars per month, accelerated energy efficiency programs
are capable of annual or “incremental” energy savings approaching 3%. Over 15 years, this rate
has the potential to reduce annual energy use more than 30%. Given that CO2 emission
reductions result from avoided energy use, these facts, alone, are enough to see that it is
important to compare the CO2 reduction powers of accelerated energy efficiency to those that
MTEP would deliver.
As was discussed in cross examination of MISO expert witness Mr. Ellis, the $200-$272
billion in EGEAS cost over 15-20 years covers production cost, fixed O+M and capital fixed
costs associated with new power plants. The charge calculated for EGEAS costs, per household,
is $15.86 to $20.4474 per month based on 1000 kWh of use. This is new debt being
contemplated, not old debt already in electric bills.
Most of the “tools” of accelerated energy efficiency are familiar and proven to be highly
effective at reducing CO2 at a reduction rate of about 2% per year75: Energy Efficiency (EE),
Load Management (LM) and Grid-Tied Distributed Generation (DG). Distributed Generation +
Battery Storage (DG Solar+Bat) can be adapted for both home and community scales. Given the
profitability of local ownership, increased reliability and feelings of actually being self-sufficient,
municipal scale DG Solar+Bat is certain to take-off. Mostly communities need to observe how
others, (like Minster Ohio Municipal Utility with 15 MW solar) use batteries to withstand

73 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22 page 34 of 45; In Table 11, pertaining to MTEP17 Demand Side spending assumptions,
“High-cost Energy Efficiency” and “Distributed Generation” are not selected for any of MISO’s three futures.
74 See Table 1 in this document.
75 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-152 US Dept. of Energy, [How] Carbon dioxide emissions from the U.S. power sector
have declined 28% since 2005.
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outages and keep businesses running.76
What many do not yet understand77 is these facilities are very effective in reducing load
on network lines to prolong their lifespan and reduce congestion, lowering the cost of
transmission for utilities as well. Home, business and community/municipal resources can
maximize CO2 reduction by directly lowering use of centrally-supplied power while creating
benefits to local ratepayers, local investors and to participating utilities78.
Another novelty of end user resources, including locally owned municipal scale Solar+
Storage: is it does not add utility debt through recovery from ratepayers. Through local and joint
investment, Municipal Solar+DG can even compete with utility assets using cost sharing.
Finally, in the largest applications, Solar + Storage has been scaled to provide increases in
transmission transfer capabilities as great as 1300 MW.79 This enables levels of performance that
can compete with the transfer capability of the CHC Project.80
These principles tell the overall story, but a comparison with MISO requires glancing at
the performance of state Energy Efficiency Programs to get some sense of how a respectable
level of CO2 reduction would impact electric bills81:

SEE TABLE NEXT PAGE

76 Klopp-Prehearing-Brief–21 page 21-24; Descriptions of Dr. Chao and Powers Non-Transmission Alternatives;
Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-121 page 1-14 Aggregated Residential Storage, Minster OH, Municipal Utility Solar+ Storage
77 As Dr. Chao’s work in the WPSC case showed
78 Rate structure and “de-coupling” changes are essential to allow utilities to continue rate recovery on prior
investments and to participate in the revenue from avoided demand and energy use and developed distributed
generation, storage and other local improvements.
79 Klopp Reply page 44 “As the Wisconsin proceeding. . .Applicants consultant, Mr. Chao from Quanta, designed
an NTA under both time and project constraints. Upon completion of the essential elements of NTA design that Mr.
Chao’s was contracted to do, he concluded, based on a preliminary analysis, that a non- transmission alternative
solution can provide near-identical functionality as the Cardinal Hickory Creek 345 kV transmission line at a
significantly lower cost than the Applicant’s proposed solution.”
80 An instance of this would be combining “BWARA,” the low-voltage transmission alternative developed by
PSCW engineering staff involving rebuilding the Turkey River-Stoneman/Stoneman Nelson Dewey increasing its
transfer MVA where congestion has been identified since 2010. Similarly, Bill Powers paired his NTA with an older,
138 kV network also identified as experiencing congestion.
81 2019 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Table 7. 2018 net
incremental electricity savings by state; Table 12, 2018 electric efficiency program spending by state;
https://aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u1908.pdf
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TABLE 7: 2018 STATE ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND
ESTIMATED ACCELERATION COSTS TO INCREASED CO2 REDUCTION. 82

In this example, the seven states are averaging -1.06% per year reduced energy use. As
Michigan, Illinois and Minnesota started to accelerate their programs around 2008, the
respectable average rate of 1% per year helps explain why we have sustained an -0.8% per year
decline in CO2 emissions from 2005-2017 as MISO has observed.
In accelerating an EE program, it is possible to correlate the targeted CO2 reduction
amount with an achievable, annual percentage drop in a designated year-- such as MISO
planning through 2031. Energy and CO2 emission declines should be similar, especially if the
program offers grants to municipalities and larger businesses to develop community level Solar+
Storage facilities. A $200,000 amount is enough to hire an expert to work with community
82 See Appendix of this document for Table 7. 2018 net incremental electricity savings by state and Table 12. 2018
electric efficiency program spending by state, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy in, The 2019
State Energy Efficiency Scorecard
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volunteers. For only $42 million over 15 years, this amount would nurture 50, 100 or more
facilities into existence avoiding 40 to 80 million tons of CO2 emissions per year.83 The ability
of Solar + Storage to increase transmission transfer capabilities will also reduce emissions by
allowing more efficient flow of renewable energy that is in the neighborhood.
TABLE 8: A ROUGH COMPARISON OF CO2 REDUCTION PERFORMANCE AND
COSTS BETWEEN MTEP17 ENERGY PLANNING AND END USER – COMMUNITY
ENERGY INVESTMENTS

TABLE 8 Note (1) 84 Note (2)85 Note (3)86 Note (41)87 Note (5)88 Note (6)89

83 Klopp-Prehearing-Exhibit-163 – Page 23 of 26, “The $177 million investment level of Powers Engineering
Optimized Non-Transmission Alternatives is estimated to reduce 33.1 million metric tons of greenhouse gas
reductions over the next 40 years.
84 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22 page 37 of 45; (pdf page 181) Figure 27: Present Value Costs. For this comparison, the
EGEAS the $240 billion amount for the Policy Regulation future scenario was used. An average of the the HIGH
and LOW comprehensive net values from Row (18) Table 3 was used to obtain the $16.60 per mo MTEP17 cost.
Inflation and the time value of money is not considered in these estimate.
85 State Energy Efficiency performance data and calculations leading to the suggested monthly EE payment in
previous Table. Average incremental energy saving of -1.06% per year is allowing about 0.2% per year growth
across the seven states, and that adding twice the effect of the -1.06% achieved a reduction in the neighborhood of
-30% by the year 2031. The initial 2016 energy amount for MISO LRZ 1-7 based on MISO discovery suppling the
LRZ3 2017 energy amount as 54,548,578 MWH and dividing it by the LRZ Load Ratio Share of 9.6202% from
Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, “Assumptions Tab.” tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case.
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Based on this rough comparison of performance in 2031, there could be as much as a
28% reduction in use and CO2 emission from paying an additional $4.05 per month. This is
based on net decline of 2.1% per year and overcoming a small growth rate. Because the annual
reduction in 2031 of 28% is at least a 5 times greater reduction than MISO’s at 3.8 to 5.8%, it is
safe to observe that the end user solution would outperform the CO2 reduction potential of
MTEP17 planning and for about one-sixth of the cost.
This analysis does account for the $1-2 a month congestion and fuel savings from the
MTEP plan, but it does not include the much, much larger savings from avoided energy use90
with solar owners credited at retail price no matter how much rates increase. The savings from
taking the “right-sized” rather than the utility expansion path will be appreciated by all
ratepayers, not just those making costlier improvements. The $12 per month difference from $16
to $4 provides an additional $144 per year to save up for solar panels.
Home, business and community battery storage builds reliability, on site, where end users
can manage it. In fifteen years, home and community based electricity services like these will be
very familiar, whereas expansion transmission lines will look more and more like relics of the
past.

VII. CONCLUSION
The CHC Project is designed to address the interests of transmission builders and
investors in generation. It is expensive and does not sufficiently support carbon dioxide
emission reductions. The list of public and environmental impacts is long. The effects it would
have on individual landowners and communities within its path could be life changing.
86 Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, "Avoided Invest" tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case. Claimed benefit from building high voltage transmission line instead making 271 miles of upgrades
is $713,561,628 or $2.6 million per mile.
87 Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit 167, "Avoided Invest" tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case. End-User and Community investment path can involve going ahead and making the network
transmission line rebuilds to increase transfer capability or may use Solar+Storage to further extend the lifespan of
an older line. Budgeting is set at three times the MTEP17 allotted amount of $713,561,628.
88 Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-22, page 35 of 45 Accelerated EE and DG are “not selected” in Table 11: DSM Program
Impacts
89 Klopp-Prehearing-Brief–21 page 21-24; Descriptions of Chao and Powers Non-Transmission Alternatives;
Klopp-Reply-Exhibit-121 page 1-14 Aggregated Residential Storage, Minster OH, Municipal Utility Solar+ Storage
90 Klopp-Prehearing-Exhibit-163 – Page 23 of 26, “The $177 million investment level of Powers Engineering
Optimized Non-Transmission Alternatives expands implementation of the same resources to deliver avoided energy,
capacity and other savings that are estimated to net Wisconsin ratepayers, municipalities and third-party investors
$4,488,563,709 over 40 years. “See also, Klopp-Prehearing-Brief -22
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The Petitioners have failed to provide critical analyses to this proceeding. Their claims
do not venture far from broad unsupported statements. They have not analyzed the economic
viability of the project or its ability to reduce carbon emissions. They failed to compare the
project to alternatives. For all these reasons, they have failed to meet the statutory requirements
for approval of this project (see Section IV of this document for a detailed analysis).
The Petitioners reliance on MISO for all details of importance is problematic at best. In
choosing to rely on MISO, they have subjected this proceeding to operating with virtually no
project specific data. Instead, they have substituted information from MISO’s entire MVP
Portfolio of 17 transmission lines as evidence that the CHC project meets Iowa’s statutory
requirements. To compound these issues, they have not submitted actual data from analyses,
variables and assumptions underlying MISO’s assertions about the MVP Portfolio. The
reliability claims are based on old information (2011), presented in a confusing format. Data on
forecasted carbon emission reductions are comprised of only two numbers for the year 2031.
Substantiating the need for CHC based on generalizations, information on the MVP
Portfolio, an absence of hard data and confusing documentation makes determination of the
actual facts extremely difficult. It is important to remember that ultimately, what underlies
the data is going to color the results. This has the effect of benefiting the Petitioners, as it makes
refuting their claims difficult. The Petitioners make no assurances that the claims made about
project economics, reliability or CO2 reductions will come to pass. In contrast, the responsibility
of the Public is to pay for the project including a guaranteed rate of return (profit) for the
Petitioners is clear.
Calculations presented in this brief, based on information discussed with MISO’s Mr.
Ellis during cross examination, show that what ratepayers might expect to see in benefits are on
the order of pennies per month. These meager benefits are flanked by substantial costs (not
included in MISO’s Net Benefit numbers). The outcome shows the CHC project costing
ratepayers thousands91 over the 40 year life of the project. Are Pennies per Month Enough to
Warrant the Impacts that will be Imposed on Peoples’ Lives by the CHC project?
The Public asked the Petitioners to provide ratepayer level economic impacts of the
project. This information was not forthcoming. The Public asked the Petitioners to develop,
analyze and compare alternatives to the project, specifically that of a NTA. The Petitioners have
91 Calculated net cost of $15.71 per month (for a 1000 kWh electric bill), multiplied by 480 months leads to a 40-yr
cost of $7540.80
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refused, claiming that the question of alternatives has been decided in the Wisconsin CHC
proceeding. It seems surreptitious that, in claiming that the project was superior to alternatives,
they failed to mention an alternative designed by PSCW engineers (named BWARA) that would
provide the essential functions of the project at a cost of only $900,000.
The Petitioners have sought to minimize or eliminate public input in this proceeding.
Their treatment of Objector concerns was cursory and superficial.92 They sought to strike
testimony and exhibits of two out of only three citizen intervenors that submitted testimony. The
Petitioners have stated in their Pre-Hearing Brief that, essentially, because Ms. Klopp is not an
expert, “the Board should not consider Ms. Klopp’s reply testimony.”93 It is interesting that, for
the most part, they have not questioned what was said, simply that it was said by a non-expert
witness. If all citizen testimony required expert level qualifications, citizen input in these
proceedings would, for all intents and purposes, be eliminated. Ms. Klopp is certain that the
Petitioners and their supporters will pick apart every answer she gave in cross examination. Ms.
Klopp asks the Board to consider whether the objections made question the actual content of her
testimony. Ms. Klopp believes that citizens have legitimate and worthwhile arguments to
contribute to proceedings such as these and their arguments should be judged based on their
merit. Ms. Klopp thanks the Board for the opportunity to participate in this proceeding.
To close, Ms. Klopp is opposed to the CHC project and asks the IUB to deny the Petition
for Franchise. She asks that the Boards’ deliberations give serious consideration to the lives of
the families and individuals who would be dramatically affected by this project.
Respectfully Submitted on January 28, 2020
/S/ Chris Klopp
Chris Klopp
4283 County Road P,
Cross Plains, WI 53528
(608)-438-0883
gypsydancer@tds.net
gypsydanc3r@gmail.com

92 ITC-Dublinske Pre-Hearing Brief-14
93 ITC-Dublinske Pre-Hearing Brief-12
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APPENDIX
NOTES FOR TABLES 1-4
Note

Description

Citation

TABLE 1: “NET” BENEFITS FROM ALL MVP
PROJECTS

(1)

20 & 40 Year “Net” Benefits (billion $). The $12.1 (LOW)
and $52.8 billion (HIGH) are the MISO defined
“net”amounts as discussed in Klopp cross of Ellis
regarding Figure E-1. The Economic Benefits are
described in the opening of the Executive Summary of the
2017 MVP Triennial Review as “Creating $12.1 to $52.6
billion in net benefits over the next 20 to 40 years.“ Note
use of the word, “net.”

(2)

Annual Benefits (billion $) Row 1 figures divided by 20
and 40, respectively, to create simple average per year
amounts. MISO and Petitioners did not direct intervenors
to annualized figures to work with nor did they indicate in
the hearings that using a simpler annual average would
significantly affect the estimated values.

(3)

MISO Annual Average Energy Use Over 20 & 40 Years
(MWH); Through discovery, MISO supplied 2017 LRZ3
energy use of 54,548,578 MWH. This usage divided by .
0962021959927441 to estimate total 2017 usage for LRZ
1-10 as 567,020,092 MWH. This 2017 values was
escalated through 2057 at .5% per year, the net growth of
MTEP17 PR future scenario.

MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 at p.6
MISO-Ellis-Direct-Exhibit 3 at p.3

Klopp-Reply-Exhibit -1 p. 5 of 35:
MISO Response to Klopp Data
Request 3(B); Klopp Prehearing
Brief Exhibit 167, "Assumptions"
tab in spreadsheet, MTEP17 MVP
Triennial Review Business Case

Benefit Per MWH ($); Row (2) Divided by Row 3 to
convert the 20 and 40 year annual benefits to rate per
MWH; The distribution of benefits to ratepayers on a per
MWH basis was confirmed as a means of providing an
estimate by MISO Witness Ellis in cross. Parts of that
discussion are excerpted here:

(4)

Klopp: ”If you were to take, like, one-year annual benefit,
because this megawatt hours that you provide was for a
year, and divide it by the total megawatts that MISO sold,
that would give you an idea of how much--of a benefit like
that, a one billion dollar benefit in one year, what it might
look like on a megawatt-hour basis, which would relate
maybe not absolutely with every detail, but would relate
to, perhaps, what someone would see on their bill?. . .”
Ellis: “You could do that. And, again, there is so many
details and minutia whether or not that is the actual
impact, but that's possible.”
Klopp: “So it would like a rough estimate?”
Ellis: “Sure.”
Klopp: “So we discussed the idea of trying to get a per
megawatt hour amount . . . the complication gets to be,
Klopp-Post-Hearing-Brief - 43
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you know, as far as having a ratepayer amount is that you
don't have control or necessarily knowledge about what
happens between the wholesaler and the actual
ratepayer; is that correct?
Ellis: “Yes.”
Klopp: “And so any amount that was not passed on from a
wholesaler to the customer [ratepayer], we're not going to
define what that is because that's part of the complication,
right? But any amount of that would just reduce it
whatever amount they did not pass on; Is that correct?”
Ellis: “And that's--that's where the complication lies and
that's where MISO's not the rate maker.”
(5)

Benefit Per KWH ($); Row (4) Divided by 1000 to attain
ratepayer level units.

(6)

All MVP Lines Benefit Per MISO Ratepayer @1000
KWH / Mo ($); The per kWh rate in Row (5) multiplied by
1000; The value of “1000 kWh” to approximate residential
monthly use was established by MISO in MVP analysis in
or around 2011. A reference to a portion of this early
analysis was made by the Petitioners in their letter
response to Dubuque County but no citation was
provided. The 1000 kWh amount was also used by
Synapse in a 2012 study of MVP projects that is cited by
CEI Witness Goggin.

Petitioners’ letter: Klopp-ReplyKlopp-Reply-Exhibit – 5. pdf p.
106. p. 6 (Page 5 of 7)
Synapse Study Reference: CEIGoggin-Direct-17 at line 25.

TABLE 2: CHC BENEFITS UNDER ISOLATED
AND SYNERGIZED PERFORMANCE

(7)

CHC BENEFITS UNDER ISOLATED AND SYNERGIZED
PERFORMANCE In the discussion provided below,
MISO Witness Michael Ellis suggests that the economic
performance for CHC could be greater than if considered
in isolation due to a “synergy” effect with other MVP
projects. If benefits were in proportion to the MVP LRZ 3
Load Ratio Share, CHC’s fraction of benefits would be
9.6%. If in proportion to Wisconsin LRZ 2 use, they would
be closer to 12.9%. To account for the suggested
“synergy” effect, the fraction of 14.43% was used (.1443 X
1.01 and 2.09) The amount is based on substantially
increasing CHC’s share of benefits above the simple or
isolated 9.6% by 50%. Here is an excerpt of the
Tr. Vol. II, 211-573, page 248 line
discussion:
23 through page 249 line19
Ellis: "The Multi Value Project was designed and
optimized to function together as a portfolio of projects.
And so, especially from an economic perspective, which is
really looking at the regional flows, it's important that each
of those pieces are modeled together in order to truly
capture the economic benefits.
Klopp. Okay. So then it's safe to say that the benefits, if
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someone was to calculate what the benefits were for just
the Cardinal-Hickory Creek project, that it would be a
fraction of the overall benefits of the 17 projects?
ELLIS. That is correct. In fact, I can provide a different--a
little bit more perspective. If each of the projects was
calculated individually--like I said, they were designed to
optimize to work together--if looked at in isolation, and if
you look at each of those 17 projects in isolation and
added up the individual benefits, it would be well less than
the sum of the--of looking at it as a portfolio because,
again, there's some synergies there. The projects are
designed to work together.

(8)

(9)

CHC BENEFIT AS A FRACTION OF ALL MVP LINES
OPERATING WITH “ISOLATED” PERFORMANCE
BASED ON IOWA (LRZ3) MVP LOAD RATIO SHARE
OF 9.6% (1000 kWh, $ per month) Row 6 values multiplied
by 9.6%
CHC BENEFIT FRACTION OF 14.4% BASED ON 50%
PORTFOLIO “SYNERGY” EFFECT (1000 kWh, $ per month)
($ per month); Row 6 values multiplied by 14.43%. See
discussion in (7), above

(10)

TABLE 3: EGEAS FUTURE CAPACITY
RELATED COSTS

(11)

Klopp Reply Exhibit 22, pdf. p.181, Figure 27, 20 Year
Cost (Billion $)

Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit
167, "Costs" tab in spreadsheet,
MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case.
Klopp Prehearing Brief Exhibit
167, "Costs" tab in spreadsheet,
MTEP17 MVP Triennial Review
Business Case.

Klopp-Reply-Exhibit 22, pdf. p.181

Adjusted for 20 and 40 Years (billion $) While Figure 27
(12)

indicates the period is through 2031 or 15 years, the 20 Year Amount
from Row (11) is duplicated in Row (12). The 40 Year Amount from Row
(11) is doubled in Row (12).

(13)

Adjusted for Annual Amount (billion $) The values in
Row (12) are divided by 20 and 40 respectively. MISO
and Petitioners did not direct intervenors to annualized
figures to work with nor did they indicate in the hearings
that using a simpler annual average would significantly
affect the estimated values.

(14)

MISO Annual Energy Use, Averages Over 20 and 40
Year Periods (MWH) The LOW: 651,461,757 MWH figure
is the annual average amount over 20 Years calculated
from MISO 2017 Energy Use of 599,634,758 (supplied by
MISO through discovery) escalated at MISO’s net rate of .
4% per year as per the Extended Fleet future scenario.
The HIGH: 637,017,689 MWH figure is the annual
average amount over 40 Years calculated from MISO
2017 Energy Use of 599,634,758 is escalated at MISO’s
net rate of .6% per year as per the Extended Fleet future
scenario.

(15)

MISO Ratepayer EGEAS COST Per KWH ($) Low Figure:
After converting MWH to kWh in Row (14), Row (13)
Klopp-Post-Hearing-Brief - 45

Klopp-Reply-Exhibit 22, pdf. p.181

MISO 2017 Energy Use:
Response 3B to Klopp Data
Request in Klopp-Reply-Exhibit 1 Page 5 of 35
Energy Growth Rates: KloppReply-Exhibit-22 p. 36 of 45,
Figure 26: MISO Gross and Net
Energy;
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divided by Row (14) to attain a per kWh rate for the
annual EGEAS costs, HIGH Figure: After converting
MWH to kWh in Row (14), Row (13) is divided by Row
(14) to attain a per kWh rate for the annual EGEAS costs,
MISO Ratepayer EGEAS COST Per Month @1000 KWH
($) The Low and High Rates per kWh in Row (15) are

(16)

(17)

multiplied by 1000. The value of “1000 kWh” to
approximate residential monthly use was established by
MISO in MVP analysis in or around 2011. A reference to a
portion of this early analysis was made by the Petitioners
in their letter response to Dubuque County but no citation
was provided. The 1000 kWh amount was also used by
Synapse in a 2012 study of MVP projects that is cited by
CEI Witness Goggin.

Petitioners’ letter: Klopp-ReplyKlopp-Reply-Exhibit – 5. pdf p.
106. p. 6 (Page 5 of 7)
Synapse Study Reference: CEIGoggin-Direct-17 at line 25.

Low and High Figures are from Row 6, previous Table
See Notes for Row (6)
with MISO Ratepayer MVP BENEFIT Per Month @ 1000
KWH ($)

(18)

MISO Ratepayer NET BENEFIT Per Month @ 1000 KWH
($) The LOW and HIGH Benefit figures in Row (17) are
added to the larger cost figures in Row (16)

TABLE 4: CHC Benefits with More
Comprehensive Costs For Iowa Ratepayers
(19)
(20)
(21)

Figure from Row 9, previous Table, CHC BENEFIT
WITH SYNERGY EFFECT @ 1000 KWH PER MO ($)
Figure from Row 16, previous Table, EGEAS COSTS
@ 1000 KWH PER MONTH ($ )

IOWA RATEPAYER NET COST @ 1000 KWH PER
MONTH ($) The LOW and HIGH Benefit figures in Row
(19) are added to the larger cost figures in Row (20)
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See discussion in Row (7) above
See discussion in Row (16) above
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