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POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/09

Question No. 1-1

Q. In Volume |l of the Needs Determination, Mr. Mitchell (p. 17) testified that
“PJM incorporated the MAPP Project and several other large scale projects as
part of the 2007 RTEP in order to resolve reliability problems originally identified
at the April 2006 TEAC meeting”. Mr. Mitchell (p. 16) also testifies that “PJM
considered approximately 30 transmission alternatives including the MAPP
Project.”

a. Please indicate whether the approximately 30 transmission aiternatives
reviewed by PJM in the 2006 and 2007 time frame were exclusively alternatives
to the MAPP Project.

b. if the 30 transmission options reviewed were alternatives to the MAPP Project,
please reconcile this assertion with the Direct Testimony of Mr. Mitchell at page
16.

c. Please list each reliability problem originally identified at the April 2006 TEAC
meeting.

d. Please explain how the MAPP Project helps resolves or does not resolve each
of these reliability problems.

e. Please provide maps showing the location of equipment that is associated with
each reliability problem, including the origination and termination points for any
transmission lines that are associated with any reliability problems. Multiple
reliability problems can be combined onto a single map to minimize the number
of maps required to respond to this request provided that the location of
equipment that is associated with each reliability problem is clearly identifiable by
the naked eye.

f. Please provide maps showing the location of the approximately 30
transmission system alternatives referred to in this testimony.  Multiple
alternatives can be combined onto a single map to minimize the number of maps
required to respond to this request provided that the location of each alternative
is clearly identifiable by the naked eye.

RESPONSE:




Through the performance of the RTEP analysis each year, PIM identifies numerous
future violations of reliability criteria. In the course of developing the RTEP, PIM
identifies a number of transmission system enhancement options for consideration with
respect to their ability to resolve one or more violations of reliability criteria. In some
cases, multiple transmission system enhancement options will address the same criteria
violations and may be considered as alternatives to one another. In many cases
involving backbone transmission system enhancements, individual options will resolve
different subsets of the violations identified in the RTEP analyses. As such, individual
options cannot necessarily be considered as alternatives to one another. Rather, a
package of options must be assembled to resolve all of the identified violations.
Consistent with the established regional transmission planning process, in 2006 and
2007 PJM reviewed approximately 30 transmission alternatives to ensure a reliable
transmission system that identified the MAPP Project as part of the solution to resolve a
variety of reliability criteria violations across PIM. PJM undertook an exhaustive
process to determine the most efficient, optimal set of solutions to reliability problems
and MAPP is an essential part of the overall solution. The 30 alternatives or
combination of transmission solutions were solutions to regional reliability criteria
violations that included the violations that MAPP resolved.

See response to Data Request PRPP 1-1A. The testimony of witness Mitchell quoted
in this data request question is consistent with the PJM process of evaluating
alternatives transmission projects on a regional basis.

The reliability problems noted in the April 26, 2006 TEAC material that led to the
development of approximately 30 alternatives are noted on pages 5, 7, and 9 of that
presentation, which can be accessed at: http://www.pjm.com/committees-and-
groups/committees/teac.aspx under “Past Meeting Material”

The analysis performed by PJM for the April 26, 2006 TEAC was based on a load flow
model developed for the five year analysis being performed at the time without any of
the backbone projects in service. Some of the reliability violations shown in the April
2006 TEAC were resolved by the three other backbone projects recommended by PIM.
Some of the violations however were still problems in the 2013 analysis done by PJM
and referenced in Mr. McGlynn’s Direct Testimony. PJM’s 2013 analysis included
revised load and generation forecasts from what was used in the April 2006 analysis.
The overloads shown in exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2 for the 15-year period through
2023 which are resolved by MAPP include some of the violations originally shown in
the April 2006 TEAC presentation which were not resolved by other projects proposed
by PIM.

Assuming the phrase “cach reliability problem™ in subpart 1-1C are the same identified
in subpart 1-1D, see the April 26, 2006 TEAC presentation pages 6, 8, 10 and 11,
which can be accessed at the web site referenced in the response to part C of this
question.




F. Maps showing the approximate location of the transmission system alternatives referred
to can be found in the TEAC presentations from July 11, 2006 (pages 21-57) and August
30, 2006 (pages 13-61) which can be accessed at:

http://www.pim.com/Media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20060711/2006071 1 -teac-presentation.pdf and
http:// www.pim.com/Media/committees-

groups/committees/teac/20060830/20060830-teac-presentation.pdf

SPONSOR: Steven R. Herling and William C. Mitchell



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-2

Q. Please provide hardcopies and electronic copies of all documents presented at
PJM committee or sub-committee meetings between 2005 and the present that
addressed the MAPP Project.

RESPONSE:

Presentations addressing the MAPP Project, or transmission upgrades which would later
be called part of the MAPP Project, were provided at TEAC meetings and those meeting
dates and pertinent pages are:

5/23/06 65,72

7/11/06 18, 40-42 (Alternative 8)

8/30/06 10, 20-22, 32-37, 53-61 (Alternatives 17, 21, 22, 27-29)

10/30/06 49, 56 (Alternative 8)

4/5/07 8-9

4/16/07 28

5/9/07 20-24, 27-28 (DPL, PEP violations), 52 (reliability in DC area),
57 (backbone projects under consideration), 58 (next steps)

8/22/07 16 (retool of 2012), 21-26 (MAPP Project)

5/21/08 25-34 (initial 15-year results for 2013-2023)

6/12/08 1-11 (MAPP Project update)

7/16/08 2-7 (MAPP Project update)

8/20/08 3

10/15/08 2-27 (MAPP alternatives analyzed)
11/05/08 28-35

These presentations can be found at: http://www.pim.com/committees-and-
groups/committees/teac.aspx (Select “Past Meeting Material™)

PJIM is conducting a search for additional presentations, and to the extent that any
additional material is found, it will be made available.

SPONSOR: William C. Mitchell and Paul McGlynn



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-3

Q. In Volume Il of the Needs Determination, Mr. Mitchell testifies (p. 6) that “the
facilities comprising the MAPP Project are needed to address 25 electric reliability
criteria violations, arising from overloaded transmission facilities. In addition, Paul
McGlynn has identified, and Pepco and Delmarva have verified, several voltage
collapse scenarios that would occur beginning in 2013 if the MAPP Project is not
constructed.” In Volume | of the Needs Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 4) testifies that
the MAPP Project will “[rlesolve at least 36 “Reliability Violations” some anticipated to
occur as soon as 2013, including an unacceptable risk of voltage collapse and a
resulting widespread unscheduled outage or “blackout™.” Mr. Gausman (p. 25) also
testifies that “[{he MAPP Project provides a solution to a large number of potential
violations identified in PJM's 15-year planning horizon.” The Application to Establish the
Overall Need of the Project (Volume |, p. 9) states that “PJM conducted both short term
and long term analyses and found that numerous reliability violations will occur
beginning in 2013 absent significant transmission enhancements. PJM sought
transmission solutions to address these issues. PJM evaluated over 30 alternatives to
address the expected reliability viclations.”

a. Please indicate if any of these references to “reliability violations” or “issues” are to a
set of reliability violations other than those shown in Exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2
attached to Mr. McGlynn's testimony.

b. For any references to a set of reliability criteria violations other than those shown in
Exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2, e.g., Mr. Mitchell's statement on page 17 of his Direct
Testimony, please provide a list of the reliability violations to which the Application or
Direct Testimony refers.

RESPONSE:

A The reference “reliability violations™ quoted in PPRP Data Request 1-3 from
witness Gausman’s Direct Testimony and the Application to establish the overall
need of the project refer to the reliability criteria violations in Exhibits PFM-1 and
PFM-2 in witness McGlynn’s Direct Testimony and in Exhibit WMG-7C and the
2007 RTEP.



B. The reference to “reliability criteria violations” on page 17, line 14 of witness
Mitchell's Direct Testimony is to the list of violations presented at the April 26, 2006
TEAC and listed in response to PPRP 1-1C.

SPONSOR: William C. Mitchell




POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-4

Q. In Volume | of the Needs Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 4) testifies that the
MAPP Project will "[p]rovide, from the perspective of system operations now and into
the foreseeable future, the most robust, economic and flexible solution to known and
expected reliability and operational challenges.” What are the known and expected
operational challenges to which Mr. Gausman refers? Please fully describe why these
operational challenges are important to consider when evaluating the MAPP Project.

RESPONSE:

The operational challenges that are referenced in the quoted testimony in PPRP Data
Request 1-4 deal with the ability to deliver energy into the Mid Atlantic region with the
known limitations within the existing transmission systems. The existing transmission
interfaces limit the amount of energy that can be moved across the interface to meet
demand without loss of load. This limitation reduces the reliability of the system by
limiting the amount of west to east transfer capability. It is important to understand and
evaluate these limitations as they result in failure of the transmission system to meet
established planning criteria. Without additional transmission that will allow the transfer
of higher levels of energy to the cast from the west and reliability of the transmission
system will decrease until it can no longer meet the energy needs of the Mid-Atlantic
region. The ultimate result will be load shedding on any high load days. MAPP will solve
this problem and allow significant increase in transfer capacity. In addition to the transfer
capacity, MAPP will also improve the reactive performance of the system and prevent
low voltage situations that could also result in the need to shed load.

SPONSOR: William M. Gausman




POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-5

Q. Page 9 of the Application (Volume [) states that “PJM evaluated over 30
alternatives to address the expected reliability violations.” In Volume | of the Needs
Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 25) testifies that “PJM reviewed approximately 30
transmission alternatives, and two other 500 kV transmission solutions.” In Volume |l of
the Needs Determination, Mr. Herling (p. 30-31) testifies that “[ijn June and October
2007, the PJM Board formally approved three additional backbone transmission
facilities as a result of the 2007 RTEP process analysis and findings. These three
backbone projects were the PATH line, the Susquehanna — Roseland line and the
MAPP Project.” Mr. Herling goes on to testify that “[tiransmission system options were
considered in approximately 30 alternative combinations and yielded a number of key
conclusions that guided selection of the upgrades submitted to and approved by the
PJM Board in 2007. Additional details are presented in the testimony of Paul McGlynn.”

a. Please list the 30 transmission alternatives to which these statements refer.

b. What were the two other 500 kV transmission solutions to which Mr. Gausman
refers?

c. Please indicate whether the 30 alternative combinations of transmission system
options referred to by Mr. Herling that were considered in arriving at the PJM
recommendations that went to the PJM Board in June and October 2007 were all
exclusively considered as alternatives to the MAPP Project.

d. Please identify where in Mr. McGlynn’s testimony he discusses the 30 alternative
combinations of transmission system options that are discussed by Mr. Herling as
referred to above.

e. Please list each "key conclusion” to which Mr. Herling is referring. Also, please
explain how each key conclusion “guided” selection of the upgrades.

RESPONSE:

A. The transmission solutions considered in approximately 30 alternatives can be found
on page 18 of the July 11, 2006 TEAC presentation (alternatives 1 through 13) and on
page 10 of the August 30, 2006 TEAC presentation (alternatives 14 through 29 and
there 1s a 25a and 25b, making a total of 30 alternatives). These presentations can be
accessed at:




POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/09

Question No. 1-1

Q. In Volume Il of the Needs Determination, Mr. Mitchell (p. 17) testified that
“‘PJM incorporated the MAPP Project and several other large scale projects as
part of the 2007 RTEP in order to resolve reliability problems originally identified
at the April 2006 TEAC meeting”. Mr. Mitchell (p. 16) also testifies that “PJM
considered approximately 30 transmission alternatives including the MAPP
Project.”

a. Please indicate whether the approximately 30 transmission alternatives
reviewed by PJM in the 2006 and 2007 time frame were exclusively alternatives
to the MAPP Project.

b. If the 30 transmission options reviewed were alternatives to the MAPP Project,
please reconcile this assertion with the Direct Testimony of Mr. Mitchell at page
16.

c. Please list each reliability problem originally identified at the April 2006 TEAC
meeting.

d. Please explain how the MAPP Project helps resolves or does not resolve each
of these reliability problems.

e. Please provide maps showing the location of equipment that is associated with
each reliability problem, including the origination and termination points for any
transmission lines that are associated with any reliability problems. Multiple
reliability problems can be combined onto a single map to minimize the number
of maps required to respond to this request provided that the location of
equipment that is associated with each reliability problem is clearly identifiable by
the naked eye.

f. Please provide maps showing the location of the approximately 30
transmission system alternatives referred to in this testimony.  Multiple
alternatives can be combined onto a single map to minimize the number of maps
required to respond to this request provided that the location of each alternative
is clearly identifiable by the naked eye.

RESPONSE:




Through the performance of the RTEP analysis each year, PJM identifies numerous
future violations of reliability criteria. In the course of developing the RTEP, PJIM
identifies 2 number of transmission system enhancement options for consideration with
respect to their ability to resolve one or more violations of reliability criteria. In some
cases, multiple transmission system enhancement options will address the same criteria
violations and may be considered as alternatives to one another. In many cases
involving backbone transmission system enhancements, individual options will resolve
different subsets of the violations identified in the RTEP analyses. As such, individual
options cannot necessarily be considered as alternatives to one another. Rather, a
package of options must be assembled to resolve all of the identified violations.
Consistent with the established regional transmission planning process, in 2006 and
2007 PIM reviewed approximately 30 transmission alternatives to ensure a reliable
transmission system that identified the MAPP Project as part of the solution to resolve a
variety of reliability criteria violations across PJM. PJM undertook an exhaustive
process to determine the most efficient, optimal set of solutions to reliability problems
and MAPP is an essential part of the overall solution. The 30 alternatives or
combination of transmission solutions were solutions to regional reliability criteria
violations that included the violations that MAPP resolved.

See response to Data Request PRPP 1-1A. The testimony of witness Mitchell quoted
in this data request question is consistent with the PJM process of evaluating
alternatives transmission projects on a regional basis.

The reliability problems noted in the April 26, 2006 TEAC material that led to the
development of approximately 30 alternatives are noted on pages 5, 7, and 9 of that
presentation, which can be accessed at: http://www.pjm.com/committees-and-
groups/committees/teac.aspx under “Past Meeting Material”

The analysis performed by PIM for the April 26, 2006 TEAC was based on a load flow
model developed for the five year analysis being performed at the time without any of
the backbone projects in service. Some of the reliability violations shown in the April
2006 TEAC were resolved by the three other backbone projects recommended by PIM.
Some of the violations however were still problems in the 2013 analysis done by PIM
and referenced in Mr. McGlynn’s Direct Testimony. PJM’s 2013 analysis included
revised load and generation forecasts from what was used in the April 2006 analysis.
The overloads shown in exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2 for the 15-year period through
2023 which are resolved by MAPP include some of the violations originally shown in
the April 2006 TEAC presentation which were not resolved by other projects proposed
by PIM.

Assuming the phrase “each reliability problem” in subpart 1-1C are the same identified
in subpart 1-1D, sece the April 26, 2006 TEAC presentation pages 6, 8, 10 and 11,
which can be accessed at the web site referenced in the response to part C of this
question.



F. Maps showing the approximate location of the transmission system alternatives referred
to can be found in the TEAC presentations from July 11, 2006 (pages 21-57) and August
30, 2006 (pages 13-61) which can be accessed at:

hitp://www.pim.com/Media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20060711/2006071 1-teac-presentation.pdf and

http://www.pim.com/Media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20060830/2006083 0-teac-presentation.pdf

SPONSOR: Steven R. Herling and William C. Mitchell



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-2

Q. Please provide hardcopies and electronic copies of all documents presented at
PJM committee or sub-committee meetings between 2005 and the present that
addressed the MAPP Project.

RESPONSE:

Presentations addressing the MAPP Project, or transmission upgrades which would later
be called part of the MAPP Project, were provided at TEAC meetings and those meeting
dates and pertinent pages are:

5/23/06 65,72

7/11/06 18, 40-42 (Alternative 8)

8/30/06 10, 20-22, 32-37, 53-61 (Alternatives 17, 21, 22, 27-29)

10/30/06 49, 56 (Alternative 8)

4/5/07 8-9

4/16/07 28

5/9/07 20-24,27-28 (DPL, PEP violations), 52 (reliability in DC area),
57 (backbone projects under consideration), 58 (next steps)

8/22/07 16 (retool of 2012), 21-26 (MAPP Project)

5/21/08 25-34 (initial 15-year results for 2013-2023)

6/12/08 1-11 (MAPP Project update)

7/16/08 2-7 (MAPP Project update)

8/20/08 3

10/15/08 2-27 (MAPP alternatives analyzed)
11/05/08 28-35

These presentations can be found at: http.//www.pim.com/committees-and-
groups/committees/teac.aspx (Select “Past Meeting Material™)

PJM is conducting a search for additional presentations, and to the extent that any
additional material is found, it will be made available.

SPONSOR: William C. Mitchell and Paul McGlynn



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to DNR Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-3

Q. In Volume |l of the Needs Determination, Mr. Mitchell testifies (p. 6) that “the
facilities comprising the MAPP Project are needed to address 25 electric reliability
criteria violations, arising from overloaded transmission facilities. In addition, Paul
McGlynn has identified, and Pepco and Delmarva have verified, several voltage
collapse scenarios that would occur beginning in 2013 if the MAPP Project is not
constructed.” In Volume | of the Needs Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 4) testifies that
the MAPP Project will “[rlesolve at least 36 “Reliability Violations” some anticipated to
occur as soon as 2013, including an unacceptable risk of voltage collapse and a
resulting widespread unscheduled outage or “blackout™” Mr. Gausman (p. 25) also
testifies that “[tihe MAPP Project provides a solution to a large number of potential
violations identified in PJM’s 15-year planning horizon.” The Application to Establish the
Overall Need of the Project (Volume |, p. 9) states that “PJM conducted both short term
and long term analyses and found that numerous reliability violations will occur
beginning in 2013 absent significant transmission enhancements. PJM sought
transmission solutions to address these issues. PJM evaluated over 30 alternatives to

address the expected reliability violations.”

a. Please indicate if any of these references to “reliability violations” or “issues” are to a
set of reliability violations other than those shown in Exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2
attached to Mr. McGlynn's testimony.

b. For any references to a set of reliability criteria violations other than those shown in
Exhibits PFM-1 and PFM-2, e.g., Mr. Mitchell's statement on page 17 of his Direct
Testimony, please provide a list of the reliability violations to which the Application or
Direct Testimony refers.

RESPONSE:

A. The reference “reliability violations™ quoted in PPRP Data Request 1-3 from
witness Gausman'’s Direct Testimony and the Application to establish the overall
need of the project refer to the reliability criteria violations in Exhibits PFM-1 and
PFM-2 in witness McGlynn’s Direct Testimony and in Exhibit WMG-7C and the
2007 RTEP.




B. The reference to “reliability criteria violations™ on page 17, line 14 of witness
Mitchell's Direct Testimony is to the list of violations presented at the April 26, 2006
TEAC and listed in response to PPRP 1-1C.

SPONSOR: William C. Mitchell



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response; 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-4

Q. In Volume | of the Needs Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 4) testifies that the
MAPP Project will “[p]Jrovide, from the perspective of system operations now and into
the foreseeable future, the most robust, economic and flexible solution to known and
expected reliability and operational challenges.” What are the known and expected
operational challenges to which Mr. Gausman refers? Please fully describe why these
operational challenges are important to consider when evaluating the MAPP Project.

RESPONSE:

The operational challenges that are referenced in the quoted testimony in PPRP Data
Request 1-4 deal with the ability to deliver energy into the Mid Atlantic region with the
known limitations within the existing transmission systems. The existing transmission
interfaces limit the amount of energy that can be moved across the interface to meet
demand without loss of load. This limitation reduces the reliability of the system by
limiting the amount of west to east transfer capability. [t is important to understand and
evaluate these limitations as they result in failure of the transmission system to meet
established planning criteria. Without additional transmission that will allow the transfer
of higher levels of energy to the east from the west and reliability of the transmission
system will decrease until it can no longer meet the energy needs of the Mid-Atlantic
region. The ultimate result will be load shedding on any high load days. MAPP will solve
this problem and atlow significant increase in transfer capacity. In addition to the transfer
capacity, MAPP will also improve the reactive performance of the system and prevent
low voltage situations that could also result in the need to shed load.

SPONSOR: William M. Gausman



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 8179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-5

Q. Page 9 of the Application (Volume 1) states that “PJM evaluated over 30
alternatives to address the expected reliability violations.” In Volume | of the Needs
Determination, Mr. Gausman (p. 25) testifies that “PJM reviewed approximately 30
transmission alternatives, and two other 500 kV transmission solutions.” In Volume il of
the Needs Determination, Mr. Herling (p. 30-31) testifies that “[ijn June and October
2007, the PJM Board formally approved three additional backbone transmission
facilities as a result of the 2007 RTEP process analysis and findings. These three
backbone projects were the PATH line, the Susquehanna — Roseland line and the
MAPP Project.” Mr. Herling goes on to testify that “[tjransmission system options were
considered in approximately 30 alternative combinations and yielded a number of key
conclusions that guided selection of the upgrades submitted to and approved by the
PJM Board in 2007. Additional details are presented in the testimony of Paul McGlynn.”

a. Please list the 30 transmission alternatives to which these statements refer.

b. What were the two other 500 kV transmission solutions to which Mr. Gausman
refers?

¢. Please indicate whether the 30 alternative combinations of transmission system
options referred to by Mr. Herling that were considered in arriving at the PJM
recommendations that went to the PJM Board in June and October 2007 were all
exclusively considered as alternatives to the MAPP Project.

d. Please identify where in Mr. McGlynn's testimony he discusses the 30 alternative
combinations of transmission system options that are discussed by Mr. Herling as

referred to above.

e. Please list each “key conclusion” to which Mr. Herling is referring. Also, please
explain how each key conclusion “guided” selection of the upgrades.

RESPONSE:

A. The transmission solutions considered in approximately 30 alternatives can be found
on page 18 of the July 11, 2006 TEAC presentation (alternatives 1 through 13) and on
page 10 of the August 30, 2006 TEAC presentation (alternatives 14 through 29 and
there is a 25a and 25b, making a total of 30 alternatives). These presentations can be

accessed at:




http://www.pim.com/Media/committees-
groups/committees/teac/20060711/2006071 | -teac-presentation. pdf

http://www.pim.com/Media/committees-

groups/committees/teac/20060830/20060830-teac-presentation.pdf

B. The Conastone and Peach Bottom 500 kv line and the Peach Bottom and Keeney 500
kv line.

C. The approximately 30 transmission alternatives reviewed by PJM in the 2006 time
frame were tested to determine the extent to which they could resolve a variety of
reliability criteria violations across PJM. See response to PPRP Data Request 1-1A.

D. Witness McGlynn makes a general reference to the selection of the MAPP Project
transmission alternatives when the witness states at p. 27 of his Direct Testimony,
beginning at line 12, “ultimately, the MAPP Project was selected as the best
alternative to resolve the multiple reliability criteria violations that were identified
throughout the 15-year planning horizon.”; again at p. 30, beginning at line 1,
witness McGlynn testifies, “based on a review of all the alternatives considered, PIM
recommended the construction of the MAPP Project as the best solution because the
MAPP solution was the most effective at resolving the multiple reliability criteria
violations.”; again at p. 30, beginning at line 7, witness McGlynn testifies regarding
specific alternative circuits considered; and again in response to the question on p. 31,
at line 15, witness McGlynn testifies about alternatives considered that included
upgrading or expanding existing transmission facilities.

E. The key conclusions to the 30 alternative combinations of transmission system
options are noted in the July 11, 2006 TEAC material and the August 30, 2006 TEAC
material. For example, alternative 1 on slide 20 of the July 11, 2006 TEAC material
indicates that the “majority of the northern New Jersey overloads are resolved
through 2021 with this alternative™ and “the western and central interface overloads
were resolved with this alternative.” In addition, summary conclusions for
alternatives 1-13 are noted on slides 62 and 63 of the July 11, 2006 TEAC material
and alternatives 14—29 are noted on slides 66 and 67 of the August 30, 2006 TEAC
material.

SPONSOR: Steven R. Herling and Paul McGlynn



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-6

Q. Within the Needs Determination, Volume 1, Gausman testimony, exhibit WMG-
7C, provides the 2007 RTEP. Under section heading “3.2.3 — Alternatives Considered”
for the Susquehanna — Lackawanna — Jefferson — Roseland 500 kV line (p. 60), the
2007 RTEP explains that “PJM considered various transmission alternatives to the
Susquehanna — Roseland line. One main alternative considered was a circuit from
Bossards through Jefferson to Roseland.” Under a section heading “3.3.3 -
Alternatives Considered” for the Amos — Bedington — Kemptown line (p. 65), the 2007
RTEP explains that “[s]everal transmission alternatives were evaluated prior to selecting
the Amos — Bedington — Kemptown solution” and then lists seven different transmission
lines that were considered. Under a section heading “3.3.4 — Alternatives Considered”
for the Project (p. 72), the 2007 RTEP explains that “[tjhe MAPP transmission project
was considered in two pieces, as noted. The first section — “MAPP |I" — included the
portion of the line between Possum Point and Calvert Cliffs. The second section —
“MAPP II” — included the remaining portion of the line from Calvert Cliffs to Salem.”

a. Will Mr. Herling confirm that multiple transmission alternatives to the Susquehanna ~
Lackawanna — Jefferson — Roseland 500 kV line were considered by PJM as part of the
2007 RTEP, as is clearly shown in the 2007 RTEP in Section 3.2.37

b. Will Mr. Herling confirm that multiple transmission alternatives to the Amos -
Bedington — Kemptown line were considered by PJM as part of the 2007 RTEP, as is
clearly shown in the 2007 RTEP in Section 3.3.37

¢. Will Mr. Herling confirm that first section of the MAPP Project and the second section
of the MAPP Project are, in total, the MAPP Project? If not, please explain why not.

d. Please indicate whether the transmission alternatives listed in Section 3.4.3 of the
2007 RTEP, which is the section of the 2007 RTEP that describes the alternatives to the
MAPP Project that were considered by PJM, actually are transmission alternatives to
the MAPP Project? If so, please explain why.

RESPONSE:

Objection

A. Applicants object to Data Request 1-6A. as it does not make a request for discovery
from Applicants and, instead, seeks to cross examine a specific witness by asking for



confirmation of the meaning of a public document that speaks for itself. Without
waiving Applicants’ objection, Applicants state that yes, multiple transmission
alternatives to the Susquehanna-Roseland 500 kV line were considered by PJM as
part of the 2007 RTEP.

B. Applicants objects to Data Request 1-6B. as it does not make a request for discovery
from Applicants and, instead, seeks to cross examine a specific witness by asking for
confirmation of the meaning of a public document that speaks for itself. Without
waiving Applicants’ objection, Applicants state that yes, multiple transmission
alternatives to the Amos-Bedington-Kemptown line were considered by PIM as part
of the 2007 RTEP.

C. Yes, the first and second sections of the MAPP Project are, in total, the MAPP
Project.

D. See the response to PPRP 1-1A.

SPONSOR: Steven R. Herling



POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-7

Q. Table 3.1 (p. 58) in the 2007 RTEFP lists the reliability criteria violations driving the
need for the Susquehanna — Lackawanna — Jefferson ~ Roseland 500 kV line. Tables
3.7 and 3.8 (p. 70} list the impact of the MAPP Project on load deliverability criteria
violations.

a. Will Mr. Herling confirm that no reliability criteria violations shown on Tables 3.7 and
3.8 also appear on Table 3.17

b. Is it then fair to conclude that transmission alternatives to the Susquehanna —
Lackawanna - Jefferson — Rosefand 500 kV line considered by PJM during the 2007
RTEP process cannot also be legitimately considered as transmission alternatives to
the MAPP Project? If this is not a fair conclusion fo reach, please explain.

RESPONSE:

A. No reliability criteria violations shown on Tables 3.7 and 3.8 of the 2007 RTEP
Report also appear on Table 3.1 of the same report.

B. No. The addition of a new backbone transmission line can have impacts across a
broad portion of the transmission grid. Thus, there may be instances where a new
backbone transmission line being considered to resolve a set of reliability criteria
violations in one region may also positively impact reliability criteria violations in
another region of the grid. The Susquehanna — Roseland 500 kV line and the MAPP
Project are both part of a package of transmission upgrades to resolve a wide range of
criteria violations identified in the 2006 and 2007 RTEPs. They are not meant to be
alternatives to each other. However, it is possible that other transmission expansion
options could serve as an alternative to the Susquehanna — Roseland 500 kV line with
respect to one or more criteria violations and as an alternative to the MAPP Project
with respect to some other criteria violation.

SPONSOR: Steven R. Herling




POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
AND DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
MARYLAND CASE NO. 9179
Response to BPU Staff Data Request Set No. 1
Date of Response: 04/23/2009

Question No. 1-8

Q. Table 3.4 in the 2007 RTEP (p. 65) lists the reliability criteria violations driving the
need for the Amos — Kemptown line. Tables 3.7 and 3.8 (p. 70) list the impact of the
MAPP Project on load deliverability criteria violations.

a. Will Mr. Herling confirm that only three reliability criteria violations shown on Tables
3.7 and 3.8 also appear on Table 3.4, and these three reliability criteria violations are:
Keystone — Airydale 500 kV, Airydale — Juniata 500 kV #1, and Airydale - Juniata 500
kV #27

b. Regarding the Keystone — Airydale 500 kV reliability criteria violation, Table 3.4
indicates that this facility will be overloaded in 2012, and Table 3.7 indicates that this
facility will be overloaded in 2020 without the MAPP Project. Please confirm that the
information presented in Table 3.7 reflects the assumption that the Amos — Kemptown
line is already in service.

c. Is it then fair to conclude that transmission alternatives to the Amos — Kemptown line
considered by PJM during the 2007 RTEP process cannot also be legitimately
considered as transmission alternatives to the MAPP Project? If this is not a fair
conclusion to reach, please explain.

d. What transmission alternatives or combinations of transmission alternatives did PJM
review during the 2007 RTEP process to resolve the seven reliability criteria violations
listed in Table 3.7 that do not involve the Keystone — Airydale 500 kV line or the
Airydale — Juniata 500 kV lines?

e. What transmission alternatives or combinations of transmission alternatives did PJM
review during the 2007 RTEP process to resolve the eight reliability criteria violations
listed in Table 3.8 for the Delmarva Peninsula?

RESPONSE:

A. Yes, 3 reliability criteria violations shown on Tables 3.7 and 3.8 of the 2007 RTEP also
appear on Table 3.4 of the 2007 RTEP.

B. The information presented in Table 3.7 regarding the impact of the MAPP Project on the
Keystone-Airydale 500 kV line assumes that the Amos-Kemptown line is in service.



























































































































































































































