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STATE OF MISSOURI

COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS
ss

Affidavit of Brian C. Andrews

Brian C. Andrews, being first duly sworn, on his oath states:

1. My name is Brian C. Andrews. I am a consultant with Brubaker & Associates, lnc.,
having its principal place of business at 16690 Swingley Ridge Road, Suite 140, Chesterfield,
Missouri 63017. We have been retained by Nelson-Oneida lntervenors & Knaggs lntervenor
Group in this proceeding on their behalf.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my RebuttalTestimony
and Exhibit which were prepared in written form for introduction into evidence in the Michigan
Public Service Commission Case Nos. U-21471 lU-21472.

3. I hereby swear and affirm that the testimony and exhibit are true and correct and
that they show the matters and things that they pu

C, Andrews

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 24th day of January,2O2S.

Notary Public

& AssocrATEs, lNc.

(*

ADRIENNE JEAN NAVARRO
Not{y P_ublic - Notary Seal

STATE OF MISSOURI
_ Jefferson County

My Commission Expires: M'ar. 22,2025
Commission # 21989987
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Rebuttal Testimony of Brian C. Andrews 
 
 

I.  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 

Q PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A Brian C. Andrews.  My business address is 16690 Swingley Ridge Road, Suite 140, 3 

Chesterfield, MO 63017. 4 

 

Q ARE YOU THE SAME BRIAN C. ANDREWS WHO PRESENTED DIRECT 5 

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON DECEMBER 4, 2024? 6 

A Yes, I am. 7 
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Q WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 1 

A My rebuttal testimony addresses the Direct Testimonies of Naomi J. Simpson, 2 

Zachary C. Heidemann, and Karsten D. Szajner filed on behalf of the Michigan Public 3 

Service Commission (“Commission”) Staff (“Staff”). 4 

My silence regarding any issue should not be taken as an endorsement of any 5 

position taken by any party in their Direct Testimonies in this proceeding. 6 

 

II.  REBUTTAL OF STAFF 7 
WITNESS NAOMI J. SIMPSON 8 

Q HAS STAFF STATED THAT THE PROPOSED AND ALTERNATE ROUTES FOR 9 

THE NELSON TO ONEIDA LINE ARE REASONABLE AND FEASIBLE? 10 

A Yes.  Although the recommendation is not entirely clear.  At page 12, line 5, 11 

Ms. Simpson states yes to the question of whether or not the Proposed and Alternate 12 

Routes are reasonable and feasible, however, on lines 6 and 7, she states, “Staff 13 

agrees that the proposed routes for both Helix to Hiple and Nelson to Oneida are 14 

reasonable.”  It is not clear as to whether or not the lower-case version of “proposed 15 

routes” is meant to include both the Proposed Route and the Alternate Route.  16 

Ms. Simpson also provides no explanation as to how Staff came to the conclusion that 17 

the routes are feasible.  In order to help the Commission determine the route to approve 18 

in this proceeding, Staff should’ve concluded that either the Proposed Route or the 19 

Alternate Route were the most reasonable and feasible of the options. 20 

 

Q DOES STAFF HAVE ANOTHER RECOMMENDATION AT ODDS WITH SELECTION 21 

OF THE PROPOSED ROUTE? 22 

A Yes.  Beginning at page 14, line 22 of her Direct Testimony, Ms. Simpson states, “Staff 23 

urges METC to seek solutions that fully utilize existing rights of way and to fully consider 24 
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existing line rebuilds to minimize the impacts to Michigan landowners and Michigan 1 

ratepayers.”  Given that Michigan Electric Transmission Company, LLC’s (“METC”) 2 

Alternate Route utilizes 7.89 miles, or 20%, of its total length of existing Consumers 3 

Energy Right-Of-Way (“ROW”),1 Staff should’ve heeded its own recommendation, 4 

which is supported by the great weight of authority2 and asked the Commission to 5 

approve the Alternate Route instead of the Proposed Route.  The Proposed Route does 6 

not use any existing ROW which is one of the primary reasons why I have 7 

recommended the approval of the Alternate Route or the NROL Hybrid Route.3 8 

 

III.  REBUTTAL OF STAFF 9 
WITNESS ZACHARY C. HEIDEMANN 10 

Q WHY DO YOU TAKE ISSUE WITH STAFF WITNESS HEIDEMANN’S TESTIMONY? 11 

A I disagree with Staff’s route analysis and I present a correction to a typographical error 12 

in his testimony. 13 

 

Q PLEASE DISCUSS STAFF’S ROUTE ANALYSIS. 14 

A Mr. Heidemann provides his analysis of all 1,304 route options identified in METC’s 15 

Route Study for the Nelson to Oneida Road transmission line.4  In this analysis, 16 

Mr. Heidemann has attempted to normalize the data for all 21 routing factors and 17 

1,304 routes.  He uses the following formula to normalize the data: 18 

 19 

 
1Direct Testimony of Brian C. Andrews at page 12, lines 1-5. 
2See Exhibit NROL-6 (BCA-6) for various citations to authoritative bodies preferring the use of 

existing ROW. 
3Id. at page 4, lines 8-14. 
4Staff Exhibit S-4.10. 
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Where y is the normalized evaluation factor, x is the raw evaluation factor data, 1 

Min is the minimum of the evaluation factor for this data set, and Max is the maximum 2 

evaluation factor for this data set.  Under this equation, the maximum of the normalized 3 

routing factor will always be one and the minimum will always be zero.5  Mr. Heidemann 4 

uses this formula for each routing factor, then sums the 21 normalized factors to 5 

determine the total normalized score for each route.  The lower the score, the better 6 

the route according to Mr. Heidemann. 7 

 

Q IS STAFF’S ANALYSIS FLAWED? 8 

A Yes, in three major ways.  First, the normalization formula that Mr. Heidemann has 9 

chosen to use is almost meaningless when being used on a sample size of 10 

1,304 routes.  Second, he has assigned no weights to any of the factors.  Third, as I 11 

have discussed at length in my Direct Testimony, METC’s evaluation factors are 12 

significantly flawed as there is no parallelling data, nor cost estimates.  Lastly, selection 13 

of the best route in a case is almost never primarily a mathematical exercise, but more 14 

of a judgment call, as there may be unique circumstances not readily captured in 15 

routing factors. 16 

 

Q PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE FLAWS OF STAFF’S NORMALIZATION 17 

FORMULA? 18 

A Staff’s formula, which is known as a min-max normalization, is not a statistically 19 

fundamental procedure.  All this procedure does is take the difference between a factor 20 

and the minimum value in that factor and divide it by the range (max – min) of the factor.  21 

This formula is highly skewed by extreme highs or lows in the data sets, and does not 22 

 
5Direct Testimony of Zachary C. Heidemann at page 19, lines 5-17. 
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consider the mean (average) of the data, nor the variation of the data around the mean 1 

(standard deviation).  A more valid procedure would be to use a Z-score normalization.  2 

A Z-score determines the mean (average) value of a data set and compares each 3 

individual factor to the mean, then divide by degree of difference between the data 4 

points and the mean is then calculated (standard deviation).  The formula for such a 5 

procedure is as follows: 6 

 7 

Where: 8 

 x = raw data point 9 

 μ = mean of the dataset 10 

 σ = standard deviation of the dataset 11 

This transforms the data to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.  12 

This procedure has been used in the past by METC.6  By using this normalization 13 

procedure, the normalized data are not skewed by the outliers in the dataset. 14 

 

Q WHAT IS YOUR CONCERN THAT STAFF ASSIGNED NO WEIGHTS TO THE 15 

NORMALIZED DATA? 16 

A For some reason, Staff claims that in “order to maintain consistency with Burns & 17 

McDonnell’s analysis, Staff also chose not to use weighting.”  This is a major flaw in 18 

both analyses.  Certain routing factors are far more important than others.  As I stated 19 

in my Direct Testimony, the three most important routing factors are impacts to 20 

residences, cost, and parallelling.  By not assigning any weights, Staff’s analysis 21 

assumes that a residence within 100’ of the route should be given the same weight as 22 

 
6Case No. U-17041, Direct Testimony of Stephen G. Thornhill, pages 11-13. 
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a wind turbine within 500’.  Or that the amount of wetlands should be given the same 1 

weight as the amount of grassland/pasture in the ROW.  If a mathematical procedure 2 

is to be used to determine the best route, it is imperative that weights be assigned to 3 

each factor. 4 

 

Q IF STAFF USED THE Z-SCORE NORMALIZATION AND ASSIGNED WEIGHTS TO 5 

THE FACTORS, WOULD YOU STILL TAKE ISSUE WITH THE ANALYSIS? 6 

A Yes, because METC’s data does not include the cost estimates for each route option, 7 

nor any paralleling data.  These are two of the three most important routing factors and 8 

have not been included in the data.  Because this data is absent, Staff’s analysis of 9 

METC’s routing factors cannot be relied upon by the Commission. 10 

 

Q IF THE COMMISSION DOES DECIDE TO RELY ON STAFF’S ANALYSIS, DOES IT 11 

SHOW THAT THE ALTERNATE ROUTE IS BETTER THAN THE PROPOSED 12 

ROUTE? 13 

A Yes, should the Commission decide to rely on Staff’s analysis in its selection of the 14 

route for the Nelson Road to Oneida transmission project, it should select the Alternate 15 

Route.  Staff’s analysis gives the Proposed Route a score of 7.422 for the Proposed 16 

Route and 7.0726 for the Alternate Route.7  A lower score indicates a better route, 17 

therefore, Staff’s analysis, while flawed, supports my conclusion that the Alternate 18 

Route should be approved, rather than the Proposed Route. 19 

 

 
7Direct Testimony of Zachary C. Heidemann at page 37, lines 15-18. 
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Q YOU MENTIONED THAT YOU FOUND A TYPOGRAPHICAL ERROR IN 1 

MR. HEIDEMANN’S TESTIMONY, PLEASE EXPLAIN. 2 

A Yes, on page 42, at lines 15 and 17, Staff states Route 266.  Inspection of 3 

Exhibit S-4.10 shows that this should be Route 226, not 266.  I would also point out, 4 

that Route 266 is quite similar to the NROL Hybrid Route.  Route 226 is comprised of 5 

segments 1, 4, 6, 18, 28, 29, 34, 41, 48, 49, 60, 56, 62, 65, 68, 70, 76, 80, 82, and 83.  6 

The NROL Hybrid Route is roughly comprised of segments 1, 4, 6, 19, 20, 29, 34, 41, 7 

48, 49, 60, 56, 62, 65, 68, 70, 76, 80, 82, and 83, as adjusted by the alignments of the 8 

Proposed and Alternate Routes that were filed.  Route 226 uses segments 18 and 28 9 

and the NROL Hybrid uses segments 19 and 29, all other segments are common 10 

between these two routes. 11 

 

IV.  REBUTTAL OF STAFF 12 
WITNESS KARSTEN D. SZAJNER 13 

Q WHY DO YOU TAKE ISSUE WITH STAFF WITNESS SZAJNER’S TESTIMONY? 14 

A Mr. Szajner has incorrectly claimed that differences between Route Study Routes 272 15 

and 1304 are the differences between the Proposed and Alternate Routes.  At page 7, 16 

lines 3-8, Mr. Szajner paraphrases METC’s witness Samuelson’s testimony which 17 

provides a brief discussion of the differences between Route Study Routes 272 18 

and 1304.  While these routes were the proposed and alternate routes used in the 19 

Construction Plan, they are not the Proposed and Alternate Routes that METC has filed 20 

with its Application in this proceeding.  My Direct Testimony discusses the reasons why 21 

the NROL Hybrid or the Alternate Route are both better than the Proposed Route. 22 
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Q DO YOU HAVE MORE SUGGESTIONS RELATIVE TO STAFF WITNESS 1 

SZAJNER’S TESTIMONY? 2 

A Yes.  On pages 14-15 of his testimony, Mr. Szajner states, 3 

“Staff finds that the Commission should direct Staff to develop filing 4 
guidelines for Act 30 cases…  Allowing Staff to develop filing guidelines 5 
will create more concise guidance on what information a company 6 
should supply in its application, give Staff better information to work with 7 
in its analysis of future cases, and bring greater transparency and 8 
accountability for how companies interact with the public.” 9 

I agree with this proposal, and if the Commission directs Staff to make these 10 

guidelines then Staff should investigate how transmission lines are approved in Texas.  11 

Significant weight is placed on the three most important routing factors, impact to 12 

residences, cost, and paralleling.  In Texas, the utility files an entire noticed segment 13 

network, like METC shows on page 26 of Exhibit METC 23-A (KAS-2A), that would 14 

allow for numerous route options to be selected from.  The utility will identify a route 15 

that it believes is best, but ultimately, the utility is indifferent to the exact route as long 16 

as the approved route is forward progressing and meets the identified need of the 17 

project.  The utility will also file several route options, all with unique cost estimates and 18 

other routing factors, allowing for useful comparative analyses to be conducted.  19 

Intervenors in these proceedings are free to create their own route recommendations 20 

from the noticed segments and the Commission can approve a route that it determines 21 

is best for the project.  In my experience, the process used in Texas for determining 22 

the route for a proposed transmission line is outstanding and fair to all parties. 23 
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V.  CONCLUSION 1 

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY CONCLUSIONS. 2 

A My Rebuttal Testimony conclusions are as follows: 3 

1. Staff has not provided a clear recommendation for which of the Proposed or 4 
Alternate Routes should be approved for the Nelson Road to Oneida transmission 5 
line. 6 

2. Staff urges METC to seek a solution that fully utilizes existing ROW.  This 7 
recommendation points to approval of the Alternate Route. 8 

3. Staff’s analysis of the routing factor data is significantly flawed and should not be 9 
relied upon by the Commission. 10 

4. Even Staff’s flawed analysis shows that the Alternate Route is a better route than 11 
the Proposed Route. 12 

5. If the Commission directs Staff to create guidelines for Act 30 cases, those 13 
guidelines should consider a process very similar to the process used in Texas. 14 

6. Nothing in Staff’s Direct Testimony changes the conclusions that I presented in my 15 
Direct Testimony.  I recommend that the Commission approve either the 16 
NROL Hybrid Route or the Alternate Route. 17 

 

Q CAN THE ALTERNATE ROUTE AND THE NROL HYBRID ROUTE BE FURTHER 18 

MODIFIED TO ADDRESS OTHER CONCERNS OF THE NELSON-ONEIDA 19 

INTERVENORS? 20 

A Yes.  Avery Sanborn identifies the Nelson-Oneida Intervenor’s Route Refinement in 21 

Lebanon Township that would locate the route through the Maple River State Game 22 

Area.  Mr. Sanborn quantifies the benefits of this route refinement stating, “When 23 

utilized in conjunction with METC's Alternate Route, implementation of the 24 

Nelson-Oneida Intervenor's Route Refinement in Lebanon Township would reduce 25 

Total Length by 2.1 miles, Road Crossings by 5, Wetland Within Right of Way by 8.5 26 

acres, River/Stream /Waterways Crossed by 1, Woodland within ROW by 8.5 acres, 27 

Grassland/ Pasture within ROW by 12.8 acres, Cropland Within ROW by 28.5 acres, 28 

New ROW Required by 49.9 acres, Landowners/ Parcels Crossed by 13, Residences 29 
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within 100 ft of centerline by 1, Residences within 101 to 300 ft by 3, and Residences 1 

within 301 to 500 ft by 3.”8.  This route refinement is very similar to the alignment of 2 

Route 309, which I discuss in my Direct Testimony at pages 27-29.  The use of the 3 

Nelson-Oneida Intervenor’s Route Refinement would improve both the Alternate Route 4 

and the NROL Hybrid Route by reducing impacts and reducing the cost of the project. 5 

 

Q DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 6 

A Yes, it does. 7 

 

 
8Direct Testimony of Avery Sanborn at page 8, lines 15-21. 
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