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certificate of public good authorizing it to construct and

operate a 17-turbine, 34-35.7 MW wind generation

facility, and associated transmission and interconnection

facilities, on approximately 80 acres in the Green

Mountain National Forest, located in Searsburg and 

Readsboro, Vermont, with 7 turbines to be placed on the

east side of Route 8 on the same ridgeline as the existing

GMP Searsburg wind facility (Eastern Project Area), and 

10 turbines along the ridgeline to the west of Route 8 in

the northwesterly orientation (Western Project Area)
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Summary:
The purpose of Mr. Jordan’s testimony is to provide the Department’s position on whether Deerfield Wind’s proposed generation facility is in compliance with 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(3) and 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(10).  Mr. Jordan’s testimony also addresses Deerfield Wind’s choice of substation location.

Pre-filed Direct Testimony 
Of
William B. Jordan 

Q. Please state your name and occupation.

A. 

My name is William B. Jordan, and I am an Electrical Engineer for the Vermont Department of Public Service (the “Department”).  My business address is 112 State Street, Montpelier, Vermont.

Q.
Please summarize your professional background and experience.

A.

I have worked for the Department since February 2007.  My primary responsibility is to review the appropriateness of Vermont electric utilities' transmission and distribution plans and operations.  Prior to working for the Department, I worked for the Vermont Public Service Board for approximately three years as a Utilities Engineer.  I received a B.S. degree in Electrical Engineering & Physics from the University of Massachusetts at Lowell in 1999 and an M.A. in Electrical Engineering from Princeton University in 2001.  I also received a B.S. degree in Wildlife Biology from the University of Vermont in 1992, and worked for consulting engineering firms performing environmental permitting for infrastructure projects until 1997.
Q.
Have you previously testified before the Vermont Public Service Board?

A.

No.

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.

The purpose of my testimony is to provide the Department’s position on whether Deerfield Wind’s proposed generation facility (the “project”) is in compliance with 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(3) and 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(10).  My testimony also addresses Deerfield Wind’s choice of substation location.
Q.
30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(3) states that the Board shall find that the project “will not adversely affect system stability and reliability.” Do you believe that the project meets this criterion?

A.

I am not able to provide an opinion at this time.  To determine the impact of the project on system stability and reliability, the Independent System Operator New England (ISO-NE) will conduct a System Impact Study.  According to responses received during discovery, Deerfield Wind expects ISO-NE to complete the System Impact Study for the revised project (seventeen 2.0 MW Gamesa turbines) by the end of February 2008.  In addition, Deerfield Wind expects that revisions to the Feasibility Study performed for the original (45 MW) project will be included within this System Impact Study.  Deerfield Wind also expects a Facilities Study to be completed within six months of the completion of the System Impact Study.  The Department can not provide a final opinion on this criterion until, at a minimum, the System Impact Study is completed by ISO-NE and reviewed by the Department.
Q.
30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(10) states that the Board shall find that the project “can be served economically by existing or planned transmission facilities without undue adverse effect on Vermont utilities or customers.” Do you believe that the project will meet this criterion?
A.

It is known that interconnection of the project will require new 34.5 kV collector circuits and a new 34.5 kV to 69 kV substation.  It is also the Department’s understanding that the costs required for these facilities will be the responsibility of Deerfield Wind.  Therefore, these facilities are planned and would not have an undue adverse effect on Vermont’s utilities or ratepayers. However, as described above, the System Impact and Facilities Studies have yet to be finalized for the revised project.  Although the original Feasibility Study (for the 45 MW project) did identify the need to reconductor the Y25N and J10 lines,
 it is not known with certainty, at this time, what upgrades to existing transmission facilities would be required for the revised project.  Until the System Impact and Facilities Studies are completed for the revised project, and the need for further transmission upgrades determined, it is not possible for the Department to provide an opinion as to whether the criterion of 30 V.S.A. § 248(b)(10) would be met.

Q.
What is your opinion regarding Deerfield Wind’s choice of substation location?
A.

Deerfield Wind evaluated two possible substation locations.  Deerfield Wind’s preference is to construct a new substation adjacent to the existing 69 kV transmission line on the west side of Route 8.  Deerfield Wind also evaluated the alternative of expanding the existing Green Mountain Power Corporation (“GMP”) Sleepy Hollow substation, which serves the existing Searsburg wind facility.  The Feasibility Study performed by ISO-NE for the original (45 MW) project concluded that expansion of the Sleepy Hollow substation would also require a three-breaker ring bus (essentially a new substation) to be installed at the Y25N/Sleepy Hollow tap for reliability purposes.  This three-breaker ring bus substation at the tap point could be eliminated by constructing a second 69 kV tap line from the Y25N line to the Sleepy Hollow substation and constructing a four-breaker ring bus within an expanded Sleepy Hollow substation.


All three of the configurations discussed above [(1) Deerfield Wind’s preferred alternative – construction of a new substation west of Route 8, (2) expansion of the Sleepy Hollow substation and construction of a three-breaker ring bus station at the Y25N/Sleepy Hollow tap point, and (3) expansion of the Sleepy Hollow substation with a four-breaker ring bus within the expanded substation and the construction of a second 69 kV tap line between the Y25N line and the Sleepy Hollow substation] are all feasible from an electrical engineering perspective and would result in comparable reliability.  However, the relative costs and environmental impacts have not been quantified for these alternatives, and it has not yet been determined whether it would be feasible from a construction standpoint to expand the Sleepy Hollow substation sufficiently to accommodate a four-breaker ring bus.  It is also not known what impacts, if any, would occur to the output of the Searsburg wind facility during construction if the Sleepy Hollow substation were to be expanded.  An additional unknown regarding the Sleepy Hollow substation alternative would be the terms of an agreement, if one could be reached, between Deerfield Wind and GMP to operate a joint substation.  Because the substation alternatives considered would offer comparable reliability, and further because of the unknown factors discussed above, I do not have a preference at this time for one location over the other.
Q.
Does this conclude your pre-filed direct testimony?
A.

Yes.
� The J10 line is a 69 kV line in Massachusetts between Adams and Deerfield Hydro No. 5.





