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Q. Please state your name. 1 

A. My name is Christopher J. Shaw with the Minnesota Office of Energy Security (OES). 2 

 3 

Q. Are you the same Christopher J. Shaw who previously filed testimony on behalf of 4 

the OES? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

 7 

Q. Have you reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony filed on June 16, 2008? 8 

A.  I have reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony of Applicant witness Matt Lacey.  Mr. Lacey 9 

provides an explanation for the discrepancies between Applicants’ Response to OES 10 

Information Request No. 34 and OES Information Request No. 39 as identified in OES 11 

Exhibit No.___ (CJS-7). 12 

 13 

Q.  Are there changes you wish to make to your calculation of Applicants’ supply 14 

capacity based on Mr. Lacey’s Rebuttal Testimony? 15 

A. Yes, based on Mr. Lacey’s Rebuttal Testimony, I have amended my calculation of the 16 

supply capacity of Xcel Energy (Xcel). 17 

 18 

Q. Please describe the changes you made to your calculation of Xcel’s supply capacity. 19 

A. OES Exhibit No. ___ (CJS-7) identifies the following units for Xcel that were included in 20 

response to OES Information Request No. 34 but not in response to OES Information 21 

Request No. 39: Minn AURI, Rapidan Hydro, Lac Courte Orielles Hydro, Neshonoc 22 

Hydro, Hastings Hydro, Byllesby Hydro, Eau Galle Hydro, Ford Motor Hydro, St. Cloud  23 
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Hydro, Minnesota Methane, Landfill Power Flying Cloud, Pine Bend Landfill, Barron 1 

Light and Water Department and Hennepin Energy Resource Recovery.  Mr. Lacey 2 

indicates in his Rebuttal Testimony that: 3 

The following units should have also been included in Xcel 4 

Energy’s supplemental response and listed under “non-5 

utility group”: Lac Courte Orielles Hydro, Eau Galle 6 

Hydro, Hastings Hydro and Barron Light and Water 7 

Department. 8 

 9 

  These units are in addition to the units indentified as “non-utility group” in 10 

Applicants’ supplemental response to OES Information Request No. 39, which included 11 

Byllesby, Hennepin Energy Resource Recovery, Landfill Power Flying Cloud, Pine Bend 12 

Landfill, Minnesota Methane, Neshonoc, Rapidan and St. Cloud Hydro.  Therefore I have 13 

updated my calculation of Applicants’ supply capacity to include the capacities as listed 14 

in the Applicants’ Response to IR 34 for each of the above units.  My updated calculation 15 

of Applicants’ supply capacity is included as OES Exhibit No. ___ (CJS-8) attached to 16 

this testimony.   17 

  Regarding the Minn AURI unit, Mr. Lacey states that:  18 

 19 

Minn AURI (biomass generation) is a test facility and was 20 

included in response to OES Information Request No. 39 21 

under Minnwind (wind generation) because they are 22 

metered together. 23 

 24 

 I compared the capacities of Minnwind as listed in the response to OES Information 25 

Request No. 39 and OES Information Request 34.  The capacities listed were the same in 26 

each response, therefore I have included the 2 MW of capacity for Minn AURI listed in 27 

response to OES Information Request No. 34 in my calculation of Xcel’s supply 28 

capacity.  The capacity for Minn AURI is also shown in Exhibit No. ___ (CJS-8) 29 

attached to this testimony. 30 
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  I note that a revised version of OES Exhibit No. ___ (CJS-6) was inadvertently 1 

omitted from my June 13, 2008 errata to my Direct Testimony.  I have therefore included 2 

the above changes and the changes identified in my errata filing in OES Exhibit No. ___ 3 

(CJS-8). 4 

 5 

Q. How do these changes affect your calculation of Xcel’s supply capacity? 6 

A. My calculation of Xcel’s supply capacity is now 10,169 MW instead of 10,093 MW. 7 

 8 

Q. Were there any other changes you wish to make? 9 

A. No.  Mr. Lacey’s explanations of the other discrepancies identified in OES Exhibit No. 10 

___ (CJS-7) are reasonable and do not require changes to my calculation. 11 

 12 

Q. Do these changes affect your calculation of the total capacity in 2009 of the utility 13 

systems used by the Applicants in determining the need for the proposed 14 

transmission lines? 15 

A. Yes.  As a result of the above changes, my calculation of the total capacity in 2009 of the 16 

utility systems used by the Applicants to determine the need for the proposed 17 

transmission lines has changed from 23,725 MW to 23,802 MW. 18 














