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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN 

 
  

Joint Application of Wisconsin Public Service Corporation and 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company, for Authority to Construct 
the Weston Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engine Project in 
the Villages of Rothschild and Kronenwetter, Marathon County, 
Wisconsin 

Docket No. 5-CE-153 

  
 

INITIAL BRIEF OF THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 This proceeding considers the application1 that Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 

(WPSC) and Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WEPCO) (together, “Applicants”) filed on 

April 16, 2021 for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) under Wis. Stat. § 

196.491(3) to construct a natural gas electric generating facility near Wausau, Wisconsin that 

consists of seven reciprocating internal combustion engine (RICE) generators (“the Project,” 

“Weston RICE,” or “the Facility”).2 Applicants’ proposed Project would have a capacity of 

approximately 128 net megawatts (MW), be located on land WPSC owns near Wausau, WI, and 

cost an estimated $171,400,000.3 

 The Citizens Utility Board (CUB) intervened in this proceeding and was made a party to 

it on March 25, 2021. In early rounds of testimony, CUB identified analytical deficiencies in the 

 
1 Ex.-WEPCO WPSC-Application-Application. 
2 This issue presented in this proceeding is: “Does the proposed project comply with the applicable standards under 
Wis. Stat §§ 1.11, 1.12, 196.025, and 196.491, and Wis. Admin. Code chs. PSC 4 and 111?” Prehearing Conference 
Memo § II.A.   
3 Ex.-WEPCO WPSC-Application-Application:1. 
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evidence Applicants presented in support of their request for CPCN approval.4 CUB testified 

that: 

• Applicants have presented a proposal for an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)—a 

comprehensive, long-term, multi-facility generation plan that they call the Generation 

Resource Plan (GRP)—rather than a proposal for the 7-unit Weston RICE;5  

• Applicants failed to analyze two key determinants of cost-effectiveness and consistency 

with the public interest: customer discount rates and future natural gas price sensitivities; 

• the evidence presented in support of the GRP fails to demonstrate that Applicants 

performed the sort of scenario analysis that might demonstrate cost-effectiveness under a 

reasonable range of potential future real-world conditions;6 and   

• the record lacks the Project-specific alternatives analysis on which the Commission could 

base a decision of need and cost-effectiveness of the proposed 7-unit Weston RICE 

facility that is the subject of this proceeding.7 

 Applicants initially rebuffed CUB’s discovery requests seeking additional information 

regarding customer discount rates and future gas prices.8 When Applicants filed supplemental 

 
4 The Commission may only approve the issuance of a CPCN to a public utility if it finds that: 

• a proposed facility will not: 
o “[s]ubstantially impair the efficiency of the [utility’s] service” (Wis. Stat. § 196.49(3)(b)1.), 
o “[p]rovide facilities unreasonably in excess of the probable future requirements” (Wis. Stat. § 

196.49(3)(b)2.), or 
o “add to the cost of service without proportionately increasing the value or available quantity of 

service” (Wis. Stat. § 196.49(3)(b)3.); 
• “[t] proposed facility satisfies the reasonable needs of the public” for electricity (Wis. Stat. § 

196.49(3)(d)2.); 
• “the design and location. . is in the public interest, considering alternative[s]” as well as economic, safety, 

and environmental factors (Wis. Stat. § 196.49(3)(d)3.); and 
• the proposed facility will not have an undue adverse ecological, public health, or aesthetic impact (Wis. 

Stat. § 196.491(3)(d)4.). 
5 Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-3, 7.  
6 Id. at 3-6. 
7 Id. at 2-3. 
8 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-5: 7-9. 
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direct testimony on December 15, 2021 announcing their intention to purchase the 236.5 MW 

Whitewater LS Power natural gas-fired generating facility (“Whitewater”),9 which would 

represent a significantly increased proportion of gas generation in the GRP, CUB’s concerns 

regarding gas price sensitivities for the proposed 128 MW Weston RICE grew.10  

 Commission Staff requested data regarding the Project’s sensitivity to future gas price 

fluctuations in light of the revised (to include Whitewater) GRP. As discussed below, the data 

Applicants filed on January 13, 2022 in response to Commission Staff’s request11 demonstrates 

that the proposed 7-unit Weston RICE is the most cost-effective resource choice only in limited 

cases.12  Even within an unrealistically narrow band of gas price fluctuations, it is not always the 

preferred resource.13 This casts doubt on a finding that the Project is cost-effective and consistent 

with the public interest and thus meets statutory requirements for CPCN approval. 

 Even without this demonstration of the Facility’s high sensitivity to natural gas prices as 

it relates to cost effectiveness, the Weston RICE proposal suffers from the same analytical 

deficiencies that CUB has discussed in other recent GRP dockets:14 first, that the record largely 

presents Applicants’ GRP but lacks a robust analysis of the proposed Facility that is the subject 

of this docket; second, that the PLEXOS modeling of the GRP that Applicants conducted 

provides only a limited number and range of sensitivities and does not present a meaningful 

scenario analysis at all.  

 
9  See Direct-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr. 
10 Rebuttal-CUB-Kihm-s-1. 
11 The response was filed as Response-Data Request-PSC-Grant-5.01 CONFIDENTIAL, but on January 21, 2022 
Applicants filed public testimony (Surrebuttal-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr) revealing the data in Figure 2: 
Grant 5.0 Modeling Results” that had previously been redacted. 
12 See Surrebuttal-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-4. 
13 See id. 
14 See Dockets No. 5-BS-256 and 5-BS-254. 
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 The burden is on Applicants to show that the proposed Project meets statutory requirements 

for CPCN approval. Because of the lack of relevant information on the record and the analytical 

weaknesses of the information that is presented in support of the Project, the existing record of 

evidence does not support the conclusion that the Project is in the public interest. As such, and 

for the reasons discussed below, CUB cannot support the Project as proposed based on the 

current record in this proceeding.  

  

ARGUMENT 

I. The Project’s Economic Sensitivity to Natural Gas Prices Casts Doubt on Its 

Cost-Effectiveness 

A. Natural Gas Prices are Highly Unpredictable and Should be Modeled 

Accordingly 

 Overwhelming evidence suggests that natural gas prices are impossible to predict 

accurately.15 The diagram below compares the high and low natural gas price projections (dashed 

lines) from the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) 2000 Annual Energy Outlook to the 

actual prices (solid line) that occurred over the twenty years following the release of the 2000 Annual 

Energy Outlook.16 At times, actual gas prices exceeded projections by over $14 per MMbtu.  

 

 
15 Direct-CUB-Kihm-3-7; Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-1-11. 
16 Direct-CUB-Kihm-6-7. 
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 An earlier study looking back at EIA gas price forecasts from 1982 to 2002 found a 61% 

annual error in forecasting.17  A 2018 study found that as the U.S. energy system has become 

increasingly complex the unpredictability of gas prices has increased.18  

 The EIA itself warns against using its natural gas price projections as forecasts of future 

prices:19 

 
17 Direct-CUB-Kihm-3, citing NGI Staff Report, EIA forecasters pull their hair out when it comes to natural gas, 
Natural Gas Intelligence. (November 20, 2003). 
18 Direct-CUB-Kihm-3-4, citing Sherwin, E. D., Henrion, M. & Azevedo, I. M. L., Estimation of the year-on-year 
volatility and the unpredictability of the United States energy system, Nature Energy, 3, 341-346 (2018). 
19 Direct-CUB-Kihm-4-5; Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-2-3. 
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Projections in the Annual Energy Outlook 2021 (AEO2021) are not predictions of what 
will happen, but rather, they are modeled projections of what may happen given certain 
assumptions and methodologies.20  

  

David Daniels, EIA’s chief forecaster, stated in a 2019 Forbes interview:  

EIA is really sure that what we project in here is not going to happen. . . It is wrong. 
We know it's wrong. It's biased. We know where the bias is. . . Please don't make any 
investment decisions based on this. It will be wrong.21  

 

The preceding quote was offered in direct response to EIA’s forecasting in the international 

energy market, of which the U.S. is a big part. EIA’s projections are reasonable predictions in 

neither domestic nor international markets. 

 As a result, there is no evidence in this record that EIA’s natural gas price forecasts form 

a reasonable basis for planning and resource selection if accuracy is the goal. But to get caught 

up in the discussion of EIA’s forecast accuracy misses the larger point: no individual or agency 

can forecast future natural gas prices with any reasonable degree of accuracy.22 Applicants’ 

argument that many people rely on such flawed forecasts23 represents not evidence in support of 

that approach but, rather, the logical fallacy of appeal to common practice. There is no reason for 

the Commission to adopt bad practice, no matter how popular it is. The reasonableness of any 

approach rests on its merit.24 The Commission needs to examine the economic impacts using a 

wide range of possible natural gas prices because that models the future. 

 
20 Direct-CUB-Kihm-4, citing U.S. Energy Information Administration, Annual Energy Outlook 2021 with 
Projections to 2051: Narrative, 1 (2021). 
21 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-2-3, citing McMahon, J. October 22, 2019. Why you shouldn’t believe those headlines 
about energy and emissions in 2050. Forbes. 
22 Direct-CUB-Kihm-3. 
23 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-p-5. 
24 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-3. 
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 In Applicants’ original filing, the highest natural gas price they considered in real 

(inflation adjusted or constant dollar) terms was about $4.00 per MMBtu.25 Over the past 24 

years the real wellhead natural gas price reached $12.00 per MMBtu, three times as high as 

Applicants’ upper limit.26 Given the facts regarding the unpredictability of gas prices, and given 

the significant investment in natural gas that this docket contemplates,27 CUB recommended that 

Applicants model a more reasonable range of future gas prices to understand how the cost-

effectiveness of the proposed Weston RICE facility would withstand future gas price 

unpredictability.28 CUB explained that such an analysis is necessary to protect customers from 

bearing the costs of a project that is only cost-effective over a narrow range of future gas prices.29 

 [H]ypothetically, finding that the RICE units were the most cost-effective resource choice 
whether the real (inflation-adjusted) price of natural gas averages $2.00 per MMBtu or 
$8.00 per MMBtu over the life of the project would be a powerful demonstration of their 
cost-effectiveness. If, on the other hand, the Commission found that the units were the most 
cost-effective resource only if the real price of natural gas averages $4.00 per MMBtu or 
less over the life of the project, then considering that the latest wellhead natural gas price 
observed is $5.16 per MMBtu30 the conclusion would not be so firm in that hypothetical. 
Further investigation would then be warranted.31 

 

Applicants rejected CUB’s suggestion,32 objecting to CUB’s discovery on relevance grounds, among 

others. WEPCO and WPSC reiterated their beliefs that the EIA’s natural gas price forecast is 

“widely accepted” (appeal to common practice) as the “best available non-biased public source 

 
25 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-p-6. 
26 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-6. 
27 In addition to the 128 MW Weston RICE natural gas facility that is the subject of this proceeding, Applicants 
revealed, in supplemental testimony filed December 15, 2021, their intention to purchase a 236.5 MW natural gas-
fired power plant located in Whitewater, Wisconsin. (See Direct-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr).  
28 Direct-CUB-Kihm-2-8. 
29 Id. at 5-6. 
30 Source: U.S. Energy Administration data as of September 2021. 
31 Direct-CUB-Kihm-7-8. 
32 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-5: 7-9. 
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of future natural gas prices”33 and that the suggested analytical upper boundary of $8/MMBtu is 

“not supportable.”34  

 However, Applicants did recognize that “a given forecast can turn out to be very wrong 

due to changed circumstances.”35 This reinforces CUB’s point that it is the unexpected things no 

one can see, the structural breaks in the natural gas price time series, that make those prices 

unpredictable.36 Yet Applicants’ analysis assumes EIA’s smooth transition to the future.37 Over 

the time horizons under review in this proceeding, natural gas price movements have never been 

smooth, and there is no reason to believe they will be in the future. See again Diagram 1 above. 

 Staff subsequently made a data request (“Data Request 5.01”)38 that aligned with CUB’s 

discovery request. In their response, Applicants attempted to diminish the importance of the data 

that Staff’s request yielded,39 repeating that “[t]he sensitivities modeled in response to Grant 

5.01 are exceedingly improbable”40 and “represent significant departures from where natural gas 

prices stand today.”41 However, as history shows us, natural gas prices are highly unpredictable. 

As discussed below, the data clearly demonstrates that the proposed Weston RICE unit is cost-

effective over only a limited range of possible future gas prices.  

B. With Small Fluctuations in Gas Prices, the Proposed 7-Unit Weston 

RICE is Not Cost-Effective 

Staff requested: 

 
33 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikwski-p-5: 17-18. 
34 Id. at 6:13. 
35 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Hagerty-p-13-14. 
36 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-7. 
37 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-p-6. 
38 See Ex.-WEPCO PSC-Gerlikowski-7p. 
39 Ex.-WEPCO PSC-Gerlikowski-7p; Surrebuttal-WPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr. 
40 Surrebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-3: 8-9. 
41 Id. at 9-10. 
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5.01 Considering the unconstrained and refreshed Generation Reshaping Plan, which 
includes the acquisition of the Whitewater facility, use the base model and increase the 
natural gas price forecasts by a scaled percentage until a point at which the PLEXOS 
model does not pick one of the following generation resources: Weston RICE, West 
Riverside purchase option, or the Whitewater acquisition. Corresponding market prices 
should be increased for each natural gas price increase by no more than half the scaled 
natural gas percentage (for example, market prices would be increased no more than 
12.5 percent for a 25 percent increase to natural gas prices). Explain the likelihood of 
natural gas prices reaching the level in which one of the facilities is not picked by the 
model.42 

 

Applicants provided a table of modeling results43 that looked at a range of gas prices from 50% 

below the gas price predicted in EIA’s Annual Energy Outlook to 200% above it.44 CUB’s 

representation of the PLEXOS model results, the table below, shows that the proposed 7-unit 

Weston RICE facility is highly sensitive to both increases and decreases in gas prices. In fact, the 

7-unit Facility is not selected at gas prices 50% below or 50% above EIA’s base case price and is 

only randomly cost effective over intermittent ranges of prices. 

 
Natural  

Gas  
Price  

Sensitivity 

RICE unit configuration  
that is cost-effective 

based on  
Applicants’ analysis  

Is the cost-effective option 
the one Applicants propose  

to construct in  
this proceeding? 

50% lower 3 units No 
Base Case 7 units Yes 
25% higher 7 units Yes 
50% higher 50% of 7 units No 
75% higher 7 units Yes 
100% higher 0 units No 
125% higher 7 units Yes 
150% higher 3 units No 
200% higher 3 units No 

 
 

 
42 Ex.-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-7p. 
43 Surrebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-4. 
44 Id. at 2: 18-23. 
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Given that EIA natural gas price forecasts from 1982 to 2002 showed a 61% annual error in 

forecasting and this margin of error has increased in the 21st century,45 a 50% upward or 

downward swing of natural gas prices would be less dramatic than historical swings. In this 

±50% range alone, the proposed Facility fails Applicants’ cost-effectiveness test half the time. At 

increases above 50%, the Proposal is cost-effective less than half the time. The table below  

summarizes these results.  

 
 
 

Sensitivity 

Natural Gas  
Price Range Relative to 

the Base Case 

Scenarios in Which  
the 7-Unit Facility is 

Cost-Effective 

Scenarios in Which  
the 7-Unit Facility Fails 
Cost-Effectiveness Test  

    
lower volatility -50% to +50% 50% 50% 
higher volatility -50% to +200% 44% 56% 

 

It is not enough that “Joint Applicants continue to believe that the gas price assumptions and 

sensitivities contained in the original modeling submitted in the Application represent a 

reasonable range of future scenarios.”46 The Commission needs evidence, not hypotheses. What 

is needed is a factual demonstration of cost-effectiveness and consistency with the public interest 

that gives the Commission, and the public, confidence in the regulatory decisions that the 

Commission makes on behalf of the customers. The record of evidence does not contain such a 

factual demonstration and instead demonstrates that the cost-effectiveness of the proposed 7-unit 

Weston RICE facility is sensitive to even relatively small fluctuations in gas prices. 

II. Even if the Natural Gas Price Economics Were Not a Basis for Denying the 

Proposed Weston RICE Project, the Analytically-Deficient Record Does Not 

Provide a Basis for Approval 

 
45 Direct-CUB-Kihm-3-4. 
46 Ex.-WEPC-WPSC-Gerlikowski-7p. 
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A. Except for Natural Gas Price Sensitivities, the Record Does Not Present 

Analytical Evidence Evaluating the Project and Alternatives  

1. Applicants Failed to Include Customer Discount Rates in the 

Analysis of Net Present Value of Revenue Requirements 

 The Commission’s confidence in concluding that the 7-unit RICE facility is cost-

effective would likely be further undermined if Applicants had performed the other important 

sensitivity CUB requested, that related to the discount rate used in calculating the present value 

of revenue requirements. Rather than conducting that necessary analysis, Applicants have used 

the one rate that the Commission has explicitly found to be the wrong one—the Applicants’ cost 

of capital.47  

 Applicants agree that cost-effectiveness must be calculated from a customer 

perspective,48 yet they use investor-based discount rates. A customer discount rate quantifies 

customer preferences for spending money today versus tomorrow, which is unrelated to 

Applicants’ weighted average costs of capital.49 Applicants attempt to justify the weighted 

average cost of capital as the rate that reflects the cost customers must pay when Applicants raise 

capital,50 but they are mistaken. The cost of capital to customers is quantified in the economic 

cost of capital, which the Commission designates in every rate case.51 The economic cost of 

 
47 See Ex.-CUB-Kihm-3. In Re: Advance Plans for Construction of facilities 05-EP-5, 102 P.U.R. 4th 245, the 
Commission found: “the ratepayers' discount rate, not the utilities' cost of capital, should be used to discount the 
revenue requirements associated with all demand and supply-side resource options.” 
48 Direct-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-5: 2-3. “Joint Applicants chose PLEXOS as their long-term capacity 
expansion model to evaluate the economic value the GRP will provide to customers.” 
49 Direct-CUB-Kihm-9: 11-16. 
50 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Hagerty-p-15. 
51 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-10: 16-19. 
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capital, the one customers must pay, is typically about 200 basis points higher than the weighted 

average cost of capital.52 

 Applicants also wrongly suggest that the weighted average cost of capital reflects risk 

sharing between the utilities and their customers.53 However, the weighted average cost of 

capital reflects only the macroeconomic risk exposure that diversified institutional investors face 

when they buy utility securities; it does not reflect most risks the utilities and their customers 

face.54 By using their weighted average costs of capital as their discount rates, Applicants reflect 

the perspectives of a BlackRock portfolio manager in Los Angeles or an investment banker in 

New York rather than a residential customer in Pewaukee or a small business customer in De 

Pere.55 This leaves the question of cost-effectiveness from the customers’ perspective 

unanswered. 

2. Applicants Did Not Undertake a Meaningful Scenario Analysis  

 A sensitivity analysis, such as the natural gas price analysis and customer discount rate 

analysis discussed above, gives the modeler important information on the sensitivity of a model 

to that one variable.56 A sensitivity analysis is, therefore, a useful tool for measuring the cost-

effectiveness of a proposal in light of a future unknown such as gas prices or a variable that a 

decision-maker specifies, such as the customer discount rate.57 A scenario analysis, by contrast, 

examines the effect of a combination of independent variables on cost-effectiveness.58 Scenario 

analysis considers a more complex, realistic world59 and complements sensitivity analysis. Both 

 
52 Id. at 10. 
53 See Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Hagerty-p-16. 
54 Surrebuttal-CUB-Kihm-11: 3-15. 
55 Id. at 10: 5-15. 
56 Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-5. 
57 See id. at 3-4. 
58 Id. at 4. 
59 Id. at 4-5. 
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types of analyses are important aspect of a robust record of economic evidence regarding a 

proposal.60 When a robust scenario analysis is conducted, the resource mix typically changes 

noticeably.61 Resources that are cost-effective under some scenarios are not cost-effective under 

others.62  

 Applicants initially did test some limited sensitivities in the context of their GRP 

analysis,63 and once pressed they undertook a telling natural gas price sensitivity analysis, as 

discussed above. However, Applicants did not perform and present results from a meaningful 

scenario analysis of the GRP, let alone of the proposed Weston RICE facility.64 Applicants’ 

repeated assertion that they did conduct a scenario analysis illustrates their misunderstanding of 

what a scenario analysis is. Applicants testified that they undertook “two scenarios that varied 

multiple planning assumptions at once.” 65 However, neither of the cited “scenarios” tests 

independent variables (unless one accepts the unlikely claim that carbon taxes and natural gas 

prices are unrelated). These are better described as sensitivity analyses.  

 Whether Applicants call it a sensitivity analysis or a scenario analysis, under their limited 

analysis the 7-unit RICE facility was always the preferred choice. Rather than being evidence 

that the RICE facility is cost-effective, this points to insufficient analytics.66 In the increasingly 

 
60 Id. at 5. 
61 Id. at 4. 
62 Id. at 7. 
63 Id. at 3. 
64 Id. at 4. 
65 “Sensitivity 7 looked at the combined effect of higher natural gas prices and the impact they would have on 
market energy prices. Sensitivity 8 studied the combined effect of three variables – alternative natural gas prices, a 
carbon tax, and the impact they both would have on market energy prices.” Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-
p-2: 13-16.   
66 See Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-4, 7. 
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complex electric utility industry, it is unlikely that any single resource will be the clear economic 

winner under all reasonable future scenarios.67  

 The record in support of the proposed Facility is analytically deficient because it lacks a 

scenario analysis that evaluates economic performance, and thus customer costs and benefits, 

over a range of comprehensive and coherent futures.68 This is the case whether consideration is 

Applicants’ GRP or the 7-unit Weston RICE facility that is the subject of this proceeding. As a 

starting point for a robust scenario analysis of the GRP per se, Applicants might consider the 

“Blueprint” that Wisconsin Power and Light Company (WPL) offered in recent dockets in 

support of the facilities that are the subjects of those respective dockets.69 If Applicants were to 

conduct a thorough analysis along these lines, input variables could include natural gas prices, 

customer discount rates, future loads, reserve requirements, generation capital costs, and future 

public policies.70  

B. Information Regarding Applicants’ Integrated Resource Plan is Useful 

Context for Weston RICE but Does Not Substitute for Project-Specific 

Information 

 Applicants introduced into the record Facility-specific information regarding: 

• the engineering, operating characteristics and performance, and environmental impacts of 

the proposed 7-unit Weston RICE facility;71 

• comparison of the net present value benefits of the Whitewater PPA versus Weston RICE;72 

 
67 Id. 
68 Id. at 6. 
69 Id. at 5-6. 
70 Id. at 6. 
71 Id. at 7. 
72 Applicants undertook this analysis in response to Staff Data Request. See Ex.-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-5.  
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• a “refreshed” GRP economic analysis73 reflecting Applicants’ proposed purchase of the 

Whitewater LS Power facility along with the removal of the Badger Hollow and Blue Sky 

Green Field (BSGF) BESS facilities from the GRP;74 75and, finally, 

• the natural gas price sensitivity analysis that compared the proposed 7-unit RICE Facility to 

smaller facilities.76  

Outside of the context of the Whitewater announcement, Applicants provided no analysis of 

generation alternatives to the Weston RICE facility.77 For example, Applicants introduce no 

evidence, through their PLEXOS modeling or otherwise, that they considered energy conservation 

and efficiency,78 zero-carbon renewable energy generation resources,79 combustible renewables,80 

natural gas facilities of different types,81 or RICE generators in different locations as an alternative 

to Weston RICE.  

 Applicants concede this fact: “. . Joint Applicants compared the Generation Reshaping 

Plan (“GRP”)—including the RICE project--to the status quote of continuing to operate the 

existing generation fleet”82 believing that “combined modeling in support of the entire GRP is 

superior to. . piecemeal, project-by-project, modeling.”83 

 
73 Ex.-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-6c.  
74 Direct-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-3. 
75 In WEPCO and WPSC testimony filed December 15, the Company revealed that it plans to seek regulatory 
approval to buy the Whitewater natural gas combined-cycle generating facility (Whitewater) rather than let the 
Whitewater PPA expire. Direct-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-1-2. It appears, then, that Applicants substituted 
these two BESS facilities with Whitewater, raising the question of why purchasing Whitewater obviates the need for 
the Badger Hollow and BSGF BESS facilities and not some other resource in the GRP. 
76 See Ex.-WEPCO WPSC-Gerlikowski-7p. 
77 Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-3, 7. 
78 Wis. Stat. § 1.12(4), Wisconsin’s Energy Priorities Law, provides a list of generation alternatives that should be 
considered when determining how to best meet customer demand, and energy efficiency tops the list. Wis. Stat. § 
1.12(4)(a). 
79 See Wis. Stat. § 1.12(4)(b). 
80 See Wis. Stat. § 1.12(4)(c). 
81 See Wis. Stat. § 1.12(4)(d). 
82 Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-p-2: 8-11. 
83 Id. at 3: 21-23. 
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 Nothing in the law precludes an applicant from presenting modeling of an IRP in a 

project proposal.84 Indeed, CUB acknowledges the benefits of combined modeling along the 

lines of what Applicants have performed in preparing their GRP, since this sort of analysis 

provides the Commission with a more informative map of how a proposed project fits within an 

overall resource plan.85 CUB commends Applicants for having prepared the GRP86 and 

recommends that the GRP be vetted through a proper review process that protects the due 

process rights of customers and other stakeholders.87 Yet regardless of the robustness of the GRP 

evidence on the record in this docket, the record would still lack the Weston RICE-specific 

analysis required to grant CPCN approval of the Project.88  

 Applicants repeatedly assert that the need for reliable generation makes the proposed 

Weston RICE facility necessary.89 It may be the case that the Project is necessary, but if 

Applicants do not supply a record of evidence demonstrating the truth of the assertion that the 

proposed facility is the preferred way to meet customer need, it cannot be accepted as fact. For 

CPCN approval, Applicants must show, not tell, the Commission that the proposed Facility is a 

reasonable, cost-effective choice compared to feasible alternatives. 

 
84 By legislative repeal of Wisconsin’s IRP statute (1997 AB 940), utilities are no longer required to submit biennial 
advance plans to the Commission. The IRP statute’s replacement, Wis. Stat. § 196.491(2), requires the Commission 
to “prepare a biennial strategic energy assessment that evaluates the adequacy and reliability of the state’s current 
and future electrical supply.” Wis. Stat. § 196.491(2) imposes duties on the Commission and in no way limits what 
evidence an applicant may or may not present to strengthen a demonstration that a proposal is cost-effective and 
consistent with the public interest,  
85 In Docket 6680-CE-181, Wisconsin Power and Light (WPL) presented its Blueprint to stakeholders out of a 
litigated setting. (Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-12). WPL developed the Blueprint using a more robust analytical 
process than WEPCO and WPSC use here, including a reasonably wide-ranging scenario analysis and stochastic 
modeling through Aurora to produce probabilistic, rather than point estimate, results. (Id.) While not a best-practice 
model for stakeholder engagement, WPL’s approach is easily distinguished from, and preferable to, WEPCO and 
WPSC’s in the docket before us. (Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-12-13.) 
86 Surrebuttal-CUB-Singletary-r-5:17-18. 
87 Direct-CUB-Singletary-r2-13-14. 
88 Surrebuttal-CUB-Singletary-r-6-7. 
89 See, e.g., Rebuttal-WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-p-13; Direct-WEPCO/WPSC-Hagerty-5, 19; Direct-
WEPCO/WPSC-Gerlikowski-spr-3. 
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CONCLUSION 

 As set forth above, based upon the record evidence the Project does not meet statutory 

requirements for approval. Accordingly, CUB requests that the Commission, on behalf of 

Wisconsin customers, deny the application for the Project as proposed. 

 

 

 

 Dated this day, February 9, 2022. 
   
  Respectfully Submitted, 
  

/s/ Cara Coburn Faris 625 North Segoe Rd, Suite 101 By: 
Madison, WI 53705  General Counsel for Citizens Utility Board 
608-251-3322   
faris@cubwi.org  
 
  
       

  




