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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name. 2 

A. My name is Susan L. Peirce 3 

 4 

Q. Are you the same Susan Peirce that filed Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal Testimony? 8 

A. I respond to Mr. Michaud’s Rebuttal Testimony, and have a brief response to Mr. 9 

Lacey’s Rebuttal Testimony. 10 

 11 

Q. What concern does Mr. Michaud raise with your Direct Testimony? 12 

A. In his Rebuttal Testimony Mr. Michaud takes issue with my assumption that 100 percent 13 

of future generation that utilities obtain to comply with the Minnesota Renewable Energy 14 

Standard (RES) comes from wind energy.  He argues that renewable technologies other 15 

than wind have higher nameplate and accredited capacity factors which would 16 

significantly reduce the MW capacity additions necessary to meet future RES 17 

obligations. 18 

 19 

Q. How do you respond? 20 

A. Mr. Michaud implies wind and biomass projects are simply interchangeable.  However, 21 

as Mr. Michaud indicates, biomass projects typically provide baseload energy; wind 22 

energy, on the other hand, is an intermittent resource which provides energy when the  23 
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wind blows.  Further, there are different considerations between wind and biomass due to 1 

cost factors, emission issues, and siting matters.  The question about which resource is 2 

best to meet the RES is not a simple consideration.  For example, the decision as to 3 

whether or not baseload energy is needed by a utility is a resource planning issue that 4 

will need to be addressed in the resource plans submitted by the respective utilities and 5 

approved by the Commission.   6 

  In addition, I expect wind to provide the majority of the capacity additions 7 

necessary to meet future RES obligations because of the significant wind resources 8 

available in Minnesota.   9 

 10 

Q. Please explain the wind resource availability. 11 

A. The wind maps available on the Minnesota Department of Commerce website 12 

demonstrate the availability of significant wind resources in the state.1  Additionally, the 13 

American Wind Energy Association lists North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota all 14 

in the top ten states for wind resources (OES Exhibit No. ___ (SLP-16)). 15 

  A review of the facility additions since the passage of Minnesota’s Renewable 16 

Energy Objective in 2001 show that approximately 68 percent of the renewable 17 

generation coming online has been wind energy, with approximately 25 percent from 18 

biomass and the remaining 6 percent from hydro facilities (OES Exhibit No. ___ (SLP-19 

17)). 20 

                                                 
1 Wind maps available at the Minnesota Department of Commerce website:  
http://www.state.mn.us/portal/mn/jsp/content.do?id=-536881350&subchannel=-
536881511&sc2=null&sc3=null&contentid=536887066&contenttype=EDITORIAL&programid=536902421&agen
cy=Commerce 
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  Xcel has added the most capacity from biomass facilities since 2001.  The 1 

directive in Minn. Stat. §216B.1691, Subd. 2a(b) that 25 percent of Xcel’s RES 2 

obligation come from wind energy limits Xcel’s ability to add biomass facilities in the 3 

future. 4 

 5 

Q. What is the per MWh cost of biomass? 6 

A. A handout prepared by Xcel in its petition for Approval of a Biomass Power Purchase 7 

Agreement with FibroMinn, L.L.C. Docket No. E002/M-00-11692 shows an average 8 

price per MWh from a number of Xcel’s biomass contracts in the range of $85 to $130 9 

per MWh (OES Exhibit No. ___ (SLP-18)).  While not directly comparable, Xcel has 10 

entered a number of small wind PPAs priced at $33/MWh3 (OES Exhibit No. ___ (SLP-11 

19)). 12 

  While wind is an intermittent resource which is not always available, the 13 

availability and cost of biomass fuel is also raised as a concern in biomass projects.  14 

Interestingly, Mr. Michaud, on behalf of The Institute for Local Self Reliance, argued the 15 

FibroMinn PPA was not in the public interest because the project, which relied on turkey 16 

litter for its fuel, could experience an inadequate supply of manure, and would displace 17 

the use of the manure as a soil enricher for organic farming.  18 

  Given the availability of wind resources and its relative cost, I believe my 19 

assumption to rely on wind additions in determining RES capacity additions is 20 

reasonable. 21 

                                                 
2 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s Petition for Approval of a Biomass Power Purchase Agreement with 
FibroMinnesoa, L.L.C. for 50 MW of Biomass Power, Docket No. E002/M-00-1169  
3 In the matter of the Petition of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy for Approval of a Revised 
Standard Small Wind Contract and 37 Power Purchase Agreements and First Amendments for Wind Energy from 
Small Wind Projects; Docket No. E002/M-04-998 
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Q. In his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Lacey identifies two facilities that were not included 1 

in the list of renewable facilities identified in response to DOC IR No. 34, as well as 2 

one facility that was included that should not have been.  Have you made any 3 

adjustments in your analysis for these two additional facilities? 4 

A. Yes.  Mr. Lacey identified Xcel’s Grand Meadow wind facility, and CMMPA’s Granite 5 

Falls 1.4 MW hydro facility as the two facilities omitted from the response to DOC IR. 6 

No. 34.  In addition, Mr. Lacey indicated that the Ford Hydro facility has been sold to a 7 

utility other than Xcel, and should not be included in Xcel’s portfolio of renewable 8 

generation.      9 

  The Grand Meadow facility was already included in the calculations contained in 10 

my Direct Testimony.  I have revised my calculations (OES Exhibit No. ___ (SLP-20, 11 

21, 22, 23 and 24)) to reflect the inclusion of the Granite Falls Hydro facility, and to 12 

remove generation from the Ford Hydro facility from my estimate of RES need.  Table 1 13 

below summarizes the capacity changes. 14 

Table 1:  Summary of RES Capacity Need 15 

Assumptions 
2020 Nameplate 
Capacity Need - 

Direct 

2020 Nameplate 
Capacity Need - 

REVISED 

2020 Accredited 
Capacity Need – 

Direct 

2020 Accredited 
Capacity Need-

REVISED 

1% energy savings/  
30% wind capacity factor 

4,911 4,927 663 665 

1% energy savings/ 
40% wind capacity factor 

3,409 3,416 460 461 

1.5% energy savings/ 
30% wind capacity factor 

4,563 4,580 616 618 

1.5% energy savings/ 
40% wind capacity factor 

3,148 3,160 425 427 

 16 

 The two revisions have only a minimal impact on the estimated need. 17 

Q. Does this complete your Surrebuttal Testimony? 18 

A. Yes. 19 














