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Q. Please state your name and business address  1 

A. My name is Andrew Kell, and my business address is 214 N. Hamilton St. Suite 2 

300, Madison, WI 53703. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed, and in what capacity? 4 

A.  I am a Policy Analyst for RENEW Wisconsin (RENEW).   5 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying?  6 

A.  I am testifying on behalf of RENEW.   7 

Q. Please describe RENEW. 8 

A. RENEW is a domestic, nonprofit corporation headquartered in Madison that 9 

works to advance the renewable energy goals adopted by the State of Wisconsin 10 

over the years. Since its founding in 1991, RENEW has worked to increase access 11 

to and development of renewable energy sources in Wisconsin to power homes, 12 

businesses, and vehicles. To that end, RENEW formulates and advocates for 13 
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policies and programs to create and expand the use of solar power, wind power, 1 

biogas, local hydropower, geothermal energy, and electric vehicles.  2 

Q.  Please describe your educational and relevant training background.  3 

A.  I graduated from the University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh with a Bachelor of Arts in 4 

English in 2002. In 2010, I completed a Master of Public Affairs degree at the 5 

University of Wisconsin-Madison, Robert M. La Follette School of Public 6 

Affairs, and received a graduate certificate in Energy Analysis and Policy from 7 

the Nelson Institute for Environmental Studies. During my employment at the 8 

Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (Commission), I received training on 9 

various topics related to the utility industry. 10 

Q.  Please describe your relevant work experience. 11 

A.  I worked at the Commission from May of 2010 to March of 2021. During my 12 

decade of work experience at the Commission, I was an energy policy analyst on 13 

various topics, including renewable energy, energy efficiency, demand-side 14 

management technologies and programs, wholesale energy markets, and utility 15 

emergency planning. In 2017, I became an energy rates analyst at the 16 

Commission, concentrating on utility cost-of-service studies (COSS), revenue 17 

allocation, rate design, and tariff program evaluation. My primary work 18 

responsibilities as a rates analyst included analysis and case coordination of 19 

municipal rate cases, rate analysis of investor-owned utility rate cases, and 20 

analysis and case coordination of utility applications for new tariff options for 21 

customers, such as innovative programs to purchase renewable energy and charge 22 

electric vehicles. As a policy analyst at RENEW, I have been concentrating on the 23 
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analysis of rules, programs, legislation, and policies that impact the development 1 

of renewable resources in the state of Wisconsin 2 

Q. Have you testified in a utility rate case proceeding before the Commission? 3 

A.  Yes. As a Commission staff analyst, I submitted several Commission staff 4 

testimonies and exhibits in electric and natural gas rate cases before the 5 

Commission. I also drafted many Commissions staff memoranda that analyzed 6 

utility regulatory compliance and program applications, and provided content for 7 

official Commission publication materials, such as the Strategic Energy 8 

Assessment. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 10 

A. I provide policy analysis on the Application submitted by Wisconsin Public 11 

Service Corporation (WPSC) and Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WEPCO), 12 

which I refer to jointly as “Applicants”, to construct the Weston Reciprocating 13 

Internal Combustion Engine (RICE) project (Project). Besides referencing 14 

Application materials, I also reference other party direct testimony statements and 15 

analysis. In particular, I concentrate my rebuttal testimony on policy analysis 16 

relating to issues previously raised by other parties in direct testimony. From my 17 

assessment of issues raised by Clean Wisconsin (Clean) and Citizens Utility 18 

Board (CUB) witnesses in direct testimonies, I have identified several interacting 19 

risk factors worthy of additional analysis. These risk factors include: 20 

• Climate change and failure to reach carbon reduction goals; 21 

• Gas price volatility risk. 22 

• Emission control cost risk; 23 

• Forced early retirement cost risk; and 24 

• Potential federal carbon taxation risk. 25 
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In short, I recommend that the Commission require the Applicants to 1 

perform further analysis relating to these risk factors before the Commission 2 

decides to approve or deny the Application. This additional analysis would be 3 

specific to the RICE Project and the risks factors that I describe. This analysis 4 

should also consider Project modifications and alternatives that I describe in my 5 

concluding remarks below. If the Commission were to ultimately approve the 6 

Application, further analysis would provide much more robust information for the 7 

Commission to assess possible Project modifications and order conditions that 8 

could mitigate these risk factors. 9 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 10 

A. At this time, I am sponsoring three exhibits: 11 

• Ex.-RENEW-Kell-1, which contains a United States (US) 12 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) press release related to a 13 

2003 EPA settlement agreement with WEPCO that required unit 14 

retirements and emission controls; 15 

• Ex.-RENEW-Kell-2, which contains a news article pertaining to 16 

upcoming legal review of federal carbon regulatory authority; and 17 

• Ex.-RENEW-Kell-3, which contains a US Department of State media 18 

notification related to a recent US-China Joint Declaration on 19 

Enhancing Climate Actions. 20 

Q. What are your opening remarks with regards to the proposed Project? 21 

A. I appreciate that the Applicants provided resource planning information in their 22 

Application materials, which puts the Project into planning context. The 23 
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Applicants call their vision for resource development a Generation Reshaping 1 

Plan (GRP). As part of the Application, the Applicants provided Ex.-2 

WEPCO/WPSC Application-Vol III AppB-pr1. On page 11 of this document, 3 

Table 3-1 presents planned resources in the Applicants’ GRP resource parameters, 4 

which include solar photovoltaic (PV), battery energy storage systems (BESS), 5 

wind, and natural gas resources.  6 

  However, almost all of the economic analysis in the Application materials 7 

pertain to the GRP as a whole, with little comparative economic analysis 8 

specifically on the proposed RICE Project currently before the Commission for 9 

decision. As a result, there is not enough information to fully assess the risk 10 

factors that I describe below as they relate directly to the RICE Project.  11 

Within a diverse portfolio, any particular asset may appear to have minor 12 

relative risk. However, the RICE Project is a fossil fuel resource, and as I describe 13 

below there is growing risk associated with the installation of new fossil fuel 14 

infrastructure. Utility-scale fossil fuel infrastructure, with an expected useful life 15 

that extends beyond carbon reduction goal deadlines, carries unique risks relating 16 

to potential impacts of carbon regulation or taxation. As a result, I recommend 17 

that the Commission require the Applicants to provide further information on risk 18 

factors and Project alternatives, and that this additional analysis be applied 19 

specifically to the proposed RICE Project, not just the GRP. After reviewing this 20 

additional analysis, the Commission can then further assess whether the benefits 21 

of the Project outweigh these risks. 22 

                                                 
1 In the docket this revised, redacted document is labeled “Vol III AppB-CONFIDENTIAL Generation 

Reshaping Economic Evaluation – WEC Utilities RICE – Revised (REDACTED COPY)”. 
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Q. Please describe and assess the risk associated with climate change and failure 1 

to reach carbon reduction goals. 2 

A. Clean witness Paul Mathewson provides an analysis of how the Project’s carbon 3 

emissions relate to climate change impacts in Wisconsin, starting on Direct-CW-4 

Mathewson-7. Mr. Mathewson describes the science behind climate change and 5 

the impact of climate change to both the planet and the state of Wisconsin. In 6 

particular, Mr. Mathewson outlines the impacts to Wisconsin’s infrastructure, 7 

Great Lakes coastal communities, tourism and outdoor recreation, agriculture, 8 

natural areas, and public health. 9 

Clean witness Ezra D. Hausman provides a thorough description of both 10 

the state of Wisconsin and Applicant carbon reduction goals, starting on Direct-11 

CW-Hausman-8p. In summary, these carbon reduction goals pertain to the 12 

mitigation of climate change impacts, and in general these goals seek to reduce 13 

Wisconsin electric generation carbon emissions to zero by 2050, with Applicant 14 

interim targets as well. Mr. Hausman states that the proposed Project, as part of 15 

the Applicants’ GRP “would put the Applicants even further out of reach of 16 

meeting their own commitment” to reduce carbon emissions by 2030. (Direct-17 

CW-Hausman-12p). Mr. Hausman also describes the interplay of carbon offsets, 18 

and how offsets relate to the Applicants 2030 and 2050 carbon reduction goals. 19 

  My assessment of Mr. Mathewson’s and Mr. Hausman’s direct 20 

testimonies is that the Project would undoubtingly burn a fossil fuel and 21 

contribute carbon emissions, which may hinder the achievement of carbon 22 

reduction goals and desired mitigation of negative climate change impacts. As a 23 
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result, I recommend that that the Commission consider the specific risk of the 1 

RICE Project’s carbon emissions in relation to climate change and carbon 2 

reduction goals, and assess whether the benefits of the Project outweigh this risk.  3 

Q. Please describe and assess risks associated with gas price volatility. 4 

A. CUB witness Mr. Steven Kihm provides an analysis of the Applicants’ natural gas 5 

price forecasts, starting on Direct-CUB-Kihm-3. In summary, Mr. Kihm describes 6 

the unpredictability of natural gas prices, given the historical price volatility of 7 

this commodity, and recommends that the Commission require the Applicants to 8 

perform an NPV analysis of the RICE Project under a wider range of natural gas 9 

price forecasts. Mr. Kihm’s analysis underscores the risk of gas price volatility 10 

that the Project would be exposed to if the Commission authorizes its 11 

construction, and I agree with Mr. Kihm’s recommendation for additional gas 12 

price analysis. 13 

  I recommend that the Commission require the additional natural gas price 14 

analysis as described by Mr. Kihm, and that the NPV analysis be done 15 

specifically on the economics of the proposed RICE Project reference and other 16 

risk factor scenarios. It is difficult to ascertain the gas price risk of the proposed 17 

RICE Project within the broader GRP economics analysis. Most of the resources 18 

included in the Applicants’ GRP, which are not before the Commission for 19 

decision, are not gas units and therefore not subject to same gas price volatility as 20 

the Project. As a result, gas price volatility risk directly related to the proposed 21 

RICE Project at hand is diluted by the economics of non-fuel resources within the 22 

GRP. After reviewing this additional analysis, I recommend that that the 23 
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Commission consider the specific risk of gas price volatility on the RICE Project, 1 

and assess whether the benefits of the Project outweigh this risk. 2 

  As I will describe below, the RICE Project is subject to additional risk 3 

factors that interplay with the gas price volatility risk as described by Mr. Kihm 4 

and summarized above. I will further describe these risk factors and recommend 5 

that the Commission order the Applicants to analyze these risk factors as 6 

scenarios subject to a wider range of gas price forecasts. 7 

Q. Please describe and assess the risks associated with emission control costs 8 

and forced early retirement for the RICE Project. 9 

A. Over the course of several decades, Wisconsin utilities have installed emission 10 

controls on coal-fired units due to federal requirements created by the US Clean 11 

Air Act and regulated by the EPA. These emission controls have resulted in non-12 

carbon emission reductions in Wisconsin, such as Mercury (Hg) sulfur dioxide 13 

(SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOx), but have cost ratepayers hundreds of millions of 14 

dollars in investments that were not envisioned when the Commission authorized 15 

the construction of these coal-fired units.  16 

Rather than cite every emission controls project installed on coal-fired 17 

units in Wisconsin, I will cite a 2003 EPA Clean Air Act Settlement Agreement 18 

between the EPA and WEPCO, and one Commission order that followed this 19 

agreement. According to an EPA press release, which I have provided in Ex.-20 

RENEW-Kell-1, a 2003 Clean Air Act Settlement Agreement was reached 21 

between the EPA and WEPCO. This agreement necessitated the retirement of 22 

older coal units and hundreds of millions of dollars in emission control 23 
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installation costs for other coal units owned by WEPCO. With its 2008 Certificate 1 

and Order in docket 6630-CE-299, several years later the Commission authorized 2 

WEPCO to spend over $800 million for SO2 and NOx emission controls at the 3 

Oak Creek Power Plant alone. 4 

While the proposed Project is not a coal-fired unit, if approved by the 5 

Commission it will generate electricity by burning a fossil fuel, which will emit a 6 

significant amount of carbon dioxide into Wisconsin’s atmosphere. Furthermore, 7 

while there are currently no state or federal regulations that require controls of 8 

carbon emissions from utility power plants, the potential for new federal 9 

regulations creates an unknown risk for the proposed Project. Future EPA carbon 10 

emission regulations create much uncertainty for the utility industry, and the 11 

extent of these regulations may depend on upcoming decisions from the Supreme 12 

Court of the United States (SCOTUS) and the EPA.  13 

I have included a November 1, 2021, ENERGYWIRE news article as Ex.-14 

RENEW-Kell-2. This news article describes a SCOTUS agreement to review 15 

EPA authority over carbon regulations, which is anticipated in the summer of 16 

2022. The article presents several legal opinions, and highlights the uncertainty of 17 

future EPA carbon regulations over power plant carbon emissions. In particular, 18 

on page 2 White House national climate advisor Gina McCarthy was quoted as 19 

saying, “The courts have repeatedly upheld the EPA’s authority to regulate 20 

dangerous power plant pollution.” McCarthy continued to say that the“EPA has 21 

not just the right but the authority and responsibility to keep our families and 22 

communities safe from pollution." Given that any SCOTUS decision or EPA 23 
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development of new carbon regulations will take place after a Commission 1 

decision on the proposed RICE Project, the Commission must navigate this 2 

uncertainty and assess the risk of how future regulations will impact the Project.  3 

Costs associated with carbon emission controls could be highly uncertain 4 

for utility-scale projects, such as that proposed by the Applicants. It is my general 5 

understanding that such technologies are at the ‘Research and Development’ 6 

stage, especially at utility-scale power plant locations. If the Project were required 7 

by the federal government to install such technologies in order to continue 8 

operations, the result may be either very high installation and maintenance costs 9 

for ratepayers, or alternatively the Applicants could decide, at that time, that it is 10 

no longer economic to continue operations at the RICE Project due to pending 11 

high emission control costs. This could create a scenario in which the Applicants 12 

implement an early retirement of the Project before its useful life and full 13 

depreciation of the Project’s capital costs. This dynamic may cause a future 14 

Commission decision, similar to the Oak Creek Power Plant decision cited above, 15 

in which the Commission must decide to approve of emission controls, or, if the 16 

Applicants decides to retire the units prematurely, allow the Applicants’ to 17 

recovery undepreciated capital costs from a no longer used-and-useful stranded 18 

asset.  19 

In relation to emission controls, I also submit for the Commission’s 20 

consideration Ex.-RENEW-Kell-3, which is a November 10, 2021 US 21 

Department of State media notification. The media notification outlines the “US-22 

China Joint Glasgow Declaration on Enhancing Climate Actions in the 2020s”. 23 
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The Declaration considers several joint actions by the US and China, and I focus 1 

on Declaration number 8, starting on page 2, as it relates to joint actions on 2 

methane reductions. The media notice references the US Methane Emissions 3 

Reduction Action Plan, and outlines joint US-China steps to enhance the 4 

measurement of methane emissions, as well as enhance methane emission 5 

controls. These actions may result in waste emission controls for the natural gas 6 

production and pipeline sectors, and lead to control measure costs being recovered 7 

downstream by wholesale market buyers such as utilities and gas generators. For 8 

the RICE Project this is more pertinent to gas price volatility risk, which I will 9 

further discuss below. 10 

Given this unknown risk on potential federal emission controls 11 

requirements, I recommend that the Commission order the Applicants to conduct 12 

additional analysis that could consider the economics of the reference case RICE 13 

Project in comparison to the RICE Project with 1) carbon emissions controls 14 

installed in the middle of the Project’s useful life (midlife), and 2) forced early 15 

retirement of the Project. After reviewing this additional analysis, I recommend 16 

that that the Commission consider the specific risks of future federal emission 17 

controls requirements on the RICE Project, and potential for forced early 18 

retirement of the RICE Project, and assess whether the benefits of the Project 19 

outweigh these risks. 20 
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Q. Please describe and assess the risk associated with potential federal carbon 1 

taxation. 2 

A. As I described above, if the Commission approves of the Project, future federal 3 

carbon regulations could necessitate costly emission controls by the Applicants 4 

that the Commission would have to consider at a future date. Alternatively, rather 5 

than require carbon emission controls, new federal legislation could require 6 

carbon taxation. Paying carbon taxes may not require additional Commission 7 

construction authorization, but could require higher revenue requirement 8 

collections for the Applicants. 9 

  Ex.-WEPCO/WPSC Application-Vol III AppB-pr contains an economic 10 

analysis of the GRP, and on page 5 of this document the Applicants describe 11 

using an Annual Energy Outlook “$15 Carbon Dioxide Allowance Fee scenario” 12 

within their natural gas price forecast. Additionally, pages 7-8 of this document 13 

describes the modeling of CO2 reduction levels, market energy CO2 content, and 14 

avoided dispatch costs from reshaping the combined generation fleet through the 15 

GRP. However, several statements are redacted in the public version, and no 16 

public analysis is provided that describes the economic impact of carbon taxation 17 

directly on the RICE Project’s net present value (NPV). Starting on Ex.-18 

WEPCO/WPSC Application-Vol III AppB-pr-17, figures 5-2, 5.3, and 5-4 present 19 

net benefits of the GRP compared to the status quo with several sensitives in 20 

consideration, but provide no analytical results specific only to the RICE Project. 21 

  As the Applicants provided no carbon tax analysis specific to the RICE 22 

Project alone in public documentation, I recommend that the Commission order 23 
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the Applicants to conduct additional analysis. This additional analysis could 1 

consider the economics of the RICE Project reference scenario in comparison to 2 

the midlife Project subject to carbon taxation. After reviewing this additional 3 

analysis, I recommend that that the Commission consider the specific risks of 4 

potential carbon taxation on the RICE Project, and assess whether the benefits of 5 

the Project outweigh these risks. 6 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations you have identified for the 7 

Commission’s consideration. 8 

A. Above, I have identified and assessed the following risk factors as they relate to 9 

the proposed RICE project: 10 

• Climate change and failure to reach carbon reduction goals; 11 

• Gas price volatility risk. 12 

• Emission control cost risk; 13 

• Forced early retirement cost risk; and 14 

• Potential federal carbon taxation risk. 15 

   While the risk of failing to reach carbon reduction goals, and the specific 16 

climate change impacts directly related to the RICE Project, may be difficult to 17 

quantify, I believe that the Commission should consider this risk within its overall 18 

risk assessment of the Project.  19 

The other risk factors could be quantified by the Applicants’ with further 20 

NPV analysis. The Applicants could perform a gas price sensitivity analysis on 21 

several RICE Project scenarios, and present how these scenarios perform under a 22 

wider range of gas price forecasts. Besides a gas price sensitivity analysis on the 23 

RICE Project’s reference case, the Applicants could estimate the costs of 24 

installing carbon emission controls at the Project’s midlife and perform an NPV 25 
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analysis on this emission controls scenario. As an alternative to the scenario, the 1 

Applicants could perform an NPV analysis in which the RICE Project is forced to 2 

retire early due to pending emission controls costs. The Applicants could also 3 

perform an NPV analysis of the midlife Project subject to federal carbon taxation.  4 

As the Applicants would be performing economic modeling specific to the 5 

RICE Project, and just not the GRP, I also recommend that the Commission 6 

require the Applicants to compare Project alternatives to the economics of the 7 

RICE Project scenarios. I will summarize these analytical scenarios below. 8 

Q. Which alternatives could be economically compared to the RICE Project? 9 

A. From what I could assess in Ex.-WEPCO/WPSC Application-Vol III AppB-pr, 10 

the Applicants describe zero-carbon resources included in the GRP, but did not 11 

publicly reference the economic comparison of zero-carbon resource alternatives 12 

to the RICE Project. This type of alternatives analysis should be required when a 13 

utility proposes a project, and at minimum high-level results should be available 14 

in publicly-accessible documents within a utility’s application materials. In 15 

comparison to RICE Project “reference” and “risk factor” scenarios I described 16 

above, several alternatives and modified Project scenarios could be analyzed. 17 

With regards to Project alternative options, I note that the RICE units have a 18 

‘scalability’ characteristic as described on page 2-8 in the Ex.-WEPCO/WPSC-19 

Application-CPCN-p2, and can be installed in 18-20-megawatt unit increments. 20 

Based on planned resources already included in the Applicants’ GRP, and 21 

extension of a gas Purchased Power Agreement (PPA) referenced in the 22 

                                                 
2 In the docket this redacted document is labeled “Weston RICE CPCN 041621 CONFIDENTIAL 

(REDACTED COPY)”. 
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Application materials, the following alternatives could be explored as compared 1 

to the proposed RICE Project reference and risk factor scenarios: 2 

• Project alternative: equivalent capacity of PV plus BESS; 3 

• Project alternative: half the RICE Project capacity in combination with 4 

half capacity replaced with PV plus BESS; and  5 

• Project alternative: extension of gas PPA in combination with PV plus 6 

BESS. 7 

Q. How do you propose that the Commission consider additional analysis? 8 

A. CUB witness Corey S.J. Singletary, starting on Direct-CUB-Singletary-2r, notes 9 

that the Applicants provided economic sensitivity analysis for the GRP, but no 10 

economic information specific to the RICE Project. Additionally, Mr. Singletary 11 

raises procedural issues related to the Applicants’ economic analysis of the GRP 12 

alone. Starting on Direct-CUB-Singletary-8r, Mr. Singletary raises this procedural 13 

concern in relation to a pending Commission decision to approve or deny the 14 

RICE Project, not the GRP. Additionally, starting on Direct-CUB-Singletary-11r, 15 

Mr. Singletary describes a Commission Chairperson-approved extension of time 16 

in this case to May 9, 2022, and recommends that the Commission take this time 17 

to require the Applicants to perform additional analysis.  18 

I agree with Mr. Singletary’s recommendation, and further recommend 19 

that additional analysis should focus on the economic merits of the RICE Project 20 

in relation to the risk factors and the alternatives that I have described above. As 21 

I’ve noted, these RICE Project risk factors are diluted by the economics of the 22 

many other resources in the GRP, which are mostly zero-carbon resources that are 23 

not subject to these risk factors. In order to be truly informative, this risk analysis 24 

must assess the RICE Project on its own merits. I believe there is ample time for 25 
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the Commission to order the Applicants to analyze these risk factors and 1 

alternatives, submit the results, and provide comment period for parties in time for 2 

the Commission to approve or deny the Application and issue an order by May 9, 3 

2022. 4 

In summary, below are the NPV scenarios that I recommend the 5 

Commission require the Applicants to provide before the Commission decides to 6 

accept or deny the Application: 7 

• NPV for all Project scenarios below, with a wide range of gas price 8 

forecasts; 9 

o NPV for the Project reference case; 10 

o NPV for the Project, with midlife emission controls; 11 

o NPV for the Project, with forced early retirement; 12 

o NPV for the Project, with midlife carbon taxation; 13 

• NPV for Project alternative: equivalent capacity of PV plus BESS; 14 

• NPV for Project alternative: half the RICE Project capacity in 15 

combination with half capacity replaced with PV plus BESS; and  16 

• NPV for Project alternative: extension of gas PPA in combination with 17 

PV plus BESS. 18 

Q. Do you have anything additional to add? 19 

A. I would only like to reiterate the benefits of the additional analysis that I 20 

recommend to the Commission. If the Commission were to ultimately approve the 21 

Application, the additional analysis that I recommend would provide much more 22 

robust information for the Commission to assess possible Project modifications 23 

and order conditions that could mitigate the risk factors that I have described. 24 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 25 

A. Yes, it does. 26 




