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TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEEDI NGS (9:30 a. m)

EXAM NER NEWWARK: O f the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: For the record, this is
05- CE- 136, Application for the -- application for
t he CapX 2020 transm ssion |ine project.

My name is M chael Newmark, Adm nistrative
Law Judge for the PSC, and this is our first day of
the party session. So -- | forgot to nmention

Ckay. We have everyone who has appeared in witing;

is that right? So just in a second, we'll go off
and just do sone introductions, but -- let's do that
now, | guess, get that out of the way.

So of f the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Back on the record.
Sonme of the outstanding things to deal with is a
filing we have from NoCapX CETF; is that right?

MS. OVERLAND: Right.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  And it's basically
their exhibit, which is alisting of itens that we
described at the last neeting. And | guess one
thing that stood out and M. Cullen had pointed out
to nme before the hearing was Exhibit --

MR CULLEN: 183.
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EXAM NER NEWVMARK: 13. Right. W want to
make sure that's only the WRES report, and |I' m not
sure if that link -- where that |ink that you have
there goes to but -- go ahead, yeah.

M5. OVERLAND: Right. And the link is to
the entire ERF docket, and I will have to -- well,
the link that I sent this norning and the link to
this is probably the three, so | would probably have
to change that.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: (Ckay. And just in a
nore broader sense, | think what | probably shoul d
have done is, because you have actually ERFed nost
of these docunents, what we can do is treat -- treat
your Exhibit 1 Iike we've done with, say, |like the
application, EIS, which is just a listing of the ERF
nunbers. So | apol ogi ze for that because it |ooks
i ke you put a lot nore into this.

But so the only difference would be item
13, you'd want to -- can we ERF just the WRES
report for that?

MS. OVERLAND: Right. W can do that.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  And itens 8 and 9, |
don't know if we can ERF those or not.

MS. OVERLAND: No.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. |If you could
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just put links -- in the list, if you could just
the links in for those itens. So the rest can |
be ERF nunbers, you al ready have the docunents.

that right?

put
ust

I's

MR. CULLEN: Your Honor, and | see that

item17, and | think the title should say item

nunbers rat her than exhi bit nunbers, doesn't have a

link. There is a public link to the entire
report --

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MR CULLEN: -- which we could provide

Ms. Overland. It was in one of our data responses.

MS. OVERLAND: Right. And that was used

in the list that | sent this norning.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: It's on ERF, right?

M5. OVERLAND: Right.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: So just use the ERF

nunber for that one.

MS. OVERLAND: Right.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Item 18 --

M5. OVERLAND: Right, it's not there.
It's not been ERFed. Can | do that tonight?

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Oh, yeah. That's not a

problem | just want to nake sure we get that.

in terms of cross today, is there anything that

But

we
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don't have -- can parties get to all these docunents

today? |Is that -- anyone who can't get to those

docunment s t oday?
MR. DAY: Your Honor, |
about Exhibits 8 and 9 of NoCapX

have a question

EXAM NER NEWVARK: The item nunbers.

MR. DAY:. Yeah. Those are in-depth

reports, trenendously long; and if you include all

the attachnments and appendi ces, are all those to be

i ncl uded?

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yeabh.

| think that's

what we decided on Friday. And Ms. Overland w |

just include the Iinks on her exhi
it wll be all brought in for avai

citation.

bit docunent, so

lability for

Ckay. So any corrections to the w tness

and exhibit list that we didn't go over on Friday?

(No response.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: And there's just one

other thing that | have. Just let ne knowif this

hel ps or not, but there's a couple of tables on

staff Sirohi -- no, I"'msorry, R neer has one, it's

on page 2 of his rebuttal. |It's a table that deals

wth the routes. And | was just curious, is that

basically the nam ng, the phraseol

ogy we can use for

7N
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all these routes or is there a better exanple of
what we can kind of -- how we sunmarize the routes?
That | ooked like a good table, but are there any

ot her ideas about that? So if we could -- we can
refer to the route alternatives as they are |listed
here, does that make sense, just for convention
sake?

And then -- | guess that's -- that's good.
So, all right. |Is there anything el se?

MS. AGRI MONTI: We had tal ked about
W tness order on Friday, and part of that was
dependent on the scope of our sur-surrebuttal. |
wll represent that there's nothing in the
sur-surrebuttal that relates either to M. Burnester
or to M. Hahn, so | believe that we can proceed
with the order of the wi tnesses who had a date
certain.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. So we were going
to take M. Hahn first. Al right. | think we're
ready to go. So let's call M. Hahn.

RI CHARD A. HAHN, CUB W TNESS, DULY SWORN

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Have a seat.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. LCEHR:

Q

Good norning. M. Hahn, did you prepare direct and
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surrebuttal testinony and four exhibits in this

pr oceedi ng?

Yes.

s the informati on contained therein true and correct
to the best of your know edge?

Yes, it is.

| just wanted to talk to you a little bit about

Ms. King's second supplenmental direct testinony in
this proceeding. Have you reviewed that testinony?
Yes. This is the testinony that suggests sone
additional 161 and 69 kV facilities?

Yes.

Yes, | have reviewed that.

It was filed on February 29th. You nention that
testinony di scusses a 161/69 kV transfornmer and a 69
kV transm ssion line. According Ms. King, are those
items necessary to address overloading of the Briggs
Road Mayfair line at | oad | evels approaching 750
nmegawat t s?

That's ny understanding of the testinony, yes.

In your testinony, did you analyze the Applicants’

| oad forecasts?

Yes.

Do you recall the Applicants' |oad forecast's load in

the La Crosse area was expected to reach 750

g \
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nmegawat t s?

Under the Applicants' | believe it was January 12 --
January 2012 | oad forecast, | don't think the load in
the La Crosse area reaches 750 negawatts 'til
sonmewhere in the nei ghborhood of year 2050.

20507

2050.

Do you know what the | oad forecast for the La Crosse
area was in 2050 under the |oad forecast you

pr epar ed?

Approxi mately 650 negawatts. 652 m ght be the exact
nunber, but --

Do you happen to know under your | oad forecasts what
year the La Crosse area would reach a 750 negawatt

| oad | evel ?

| actually didn't do that calculation, but it's well
after the year 2050.

Ms. King states that the 69 kV connection should be
built at the sane tine as their proposed project. Do
you have an opinion on that?

Well, given that the -- these increnental 169 -- |I'm
sorry, 161 and 69 kV facilities are needed as the

|l oad level in the La Crosse area approaches 750
nmegawatts, it would seemthat they would not be

needed at this point, but perhaps sone subsequent

g \
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poi nt well down the road.
MS. LOEHR: Thank you. M. Hahn is
avail abl e for cross.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Cross.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI

Q
A

Q

Thank you. Good norning, M. Hahn.

Good norni ng.

My nane is Lisa Agrinmonti. | represent the
applicants, and | have a series of questions for you
this morning. 1'll ask you, do you have copies of
your testinony before you?

| do.

Thank you. This is the first time you' ve appeared

before a proceeding in Wsconsin on a CPCN natter; is

that right?
| believe that's correct. |'ve appeared before this
Comm ssion on authorization -- certificate of

authority to build environnental upgrade equi pnent;
but ny recollection was that that was not for CPCN
So | think this would be the first tine.

In your Exhibit 1 to your direct testinony, you
provide a resune and |list of projects. Could you
pl ease turn to page 1 of that exhibit? The second

bull et references a study --

g \
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QO >

O >» O >

Can | have a nonent?

You sure can

Well, as luck would have it, | didn't bring nm own
resune, so nmaybe | could borrow. You can start
asking, maybe 1'l| renenber, but --

You may. |'Il let Ms. Loehr bring a copy to you.
Sorry about that. Page 1 you said?

Yes. I'minterested in the second bullet under

sel ected experience.

This is the Lew ston-Auburn area study?

It is.

The second bul let?

That is correct. You're where |l am | aminterested
in the scope of your involvenment in that study.

The Central Main Power Conpany was seeking to build a
fairly large transm ssi on upgrade basically across
the entire State of Maine. It was referred to as the
Mai ne Power Reliability Programor MPRP; and this
proj ect involved several hundred m |l es of new
transm ssi on and upgrades to certain | ocal areas,
such as the Lew ston-Auburn area. And in the

origi nal application, the Conm ssion, the M ne
Public Utilities Conm ssion, denied the facilities
for upgrading the Lew ston-Auburn area and directed

Central Mai ne Power to refile. W were retained to

g \
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do an alternative of a study of non-transm ssion
alternatives to the conpany's proposed transni ssion
solution, and we were retained to do that for the
entire MPRP project as well, but that predated this
particular bullet item

Were you the | ead author of that report?

| co-authored that report with M. Peaco, P-E-A-C O
who's the president of La Capra Associ at es.

And that was published in June of '08; is that
correct?

| believe that's the date.

On page 1, line 16 of your direct testinony, you

ref erence experience in forecast of whol esal e market
prices. And ny question to you, has it been your
experience that increased transm ssion capacity in an
area has the effect of reduci ng whol esal e energy
costs?

The addition of new transm ssion facilities can
reduce |l ocational marginal prices in various parts of
t he system obviously depending on the configuration.
But if the systemis congested and you buil d

transm ssion across that congested interface, can you
reduce prices, yes.

You al so nention on page 2, 19, you tal k about the

Mai ne Power Reliability Program You represented

g \
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Central Mai ne Power Conpany for a bul k power system
upgrade. Vhat was your opinion in that
representation with respect to the need for those
facilities?
Well, La Capra was not retained to offer an opinion
on the need. As | said previously, La Capra
Associ ates in general and nyself in particular were
retained to performan analysis of non-transni ssion
alternatives. The Maine Public Uilities Conm ssion
has a requirenment that conpanies filing for the
equi val ent -- actually, in their case, it is -- they
do call it a CPCN. For new transm ssion facilities,
they need to prove to the Comm ssion that's what's
referred to as non-transm ssion alternatives, |ocal
generation, demand response, other things that m ght
be consi dered sol utions but not transm ssion
facilities. So our role was to cone up and anal yze,
to devel op and then anal yze non-transm ssi on
alternatives to the proposed transm ssion sol ution
So we -- we were not asked to analyze the
need. That was done by another conpany called RLC
Engi neeri ng.
Let's turn to page 4, lines 10 and 11 of your direct
testinony. You state that the proposed 345 proj ect

woul d resolve reliability concerns in the La Crosse

g \
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area. Wen you state that, what are the reliability
concerns you are addressing?

Well, the conpany did -- actually, to be nore
precise, the applicants in their filed case perforned
what | would refer to as a needs assessnent. And

t hey | ooked at the | oads and they | ooked at not only
what the actual or the projected | oads would be in
this La Crosse area, but they al so devel oped what was
referred to as a critical |oad, which is the anount
of load that the existing systemor an upgraded
system can reliably support. And it -- the --

w t hout consideration of the French Island units and
t he existing systemconfiguration, | think the
critical load | evel was 430 negawatts according to

t he applicants; and even under ny adjusted | oad
forecast, the 2011 --

M. Hahn, I"msorry. You' ve answered narratively to
a few of ny questions, and |'mtrying to be narrow
and I'll try to do a better job to ask a specific
question. But you reference here reliability
concerns, and |I'm just asking you for your definition
of a reliability concern in your testinony.

Vell, I"'mreferring to the reliability concerns
identified by the applicants. That's why | was

trying to explain what it is. I'msorry if | was

g \
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| ong-w nded about that, but --

So you agree that there's a 430 negawatt reliability
concern?

Based on ny review of the conpany's |oad fl ow

studi es, | have accepted that, yes.

Thank you. Your testinony, however, is that the 345
project, although it would address this concern, is
not the right alternative; is that correct?

| believe -- well, ny testinony says that it's nore
of a solution than you need to address reliability
and that there is a |ower voltage solution that works
in nmy opinion.

Whi ch | ower voltage solution are you reconmmendi ng?
Well, | think the hybrid solution that I recomended
in nmy testinony, which is bring the 345 kV sol ution
to Alma and then go 161 kV down to a Briggs Road
station, is one that | believe will resolve the
reliability issues and at a |lower cost. There's
another alternative -- or there's |ots of other
alternatives; but the conpany in sonebody's

suppl enental testinony, | believe it was Ms. King,
anal yzed three additional 345 kV/ 161 kV sol utions
that were simlar to the one | recommended, and they
concl uded that at |east one of them would work to 600

nmegawatts. So that's an alternative that | think

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 18
Technical Session - Volume 2

wor Ks.

And there was one alternative that | asked
t he conpany to anal yze, which was simlar to ny -- ny
hybrid alternative, instead of bringing a 161 kV line
fromnorth La Crosse up to a new 345 161 kV station
at Al ma, what would happen if that was tied into the
exi sting 161 kV bus at Alnma. Unfortunately, there
wasn't enough information to understand or for nme to
determ ne whet her that alternative would work, but
that's another possibility.

So even if you ignore that | ast one, the
others that | nentioned | believe would be reasonabl e
solutions to this reliability need.

Ckay. So let's start with the Alma to 161. You say
that that would be a better solution. What benefits
do you attribute to that alternative?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Just a second.

Ms. Agrinonti, are we tal king about additional
testinony to what's al ready been prefiled, or do you
just want himto review what he's al ready sai d?

M5. AGRIMONTI: | amtrying to understand
how he concludes that this 161 is a better
alternative, which is a reconmmendati on made in his
testinony; so I'mtrying to cross-exanm ne himon his

cost/benefit analysis, which he does not detail in
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his testinony, which I believe is m ssing.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: (Ckay. Great. Thanks.
So you want himto limt it to cost/benefit
anal ysi s?

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. AGRIMONTI: |'m asking about this
al ternative of his, what benefits did he attribute
to it to reach his conclusion that it is a better
sol uti on.

THE W TNESS: Ckay. Could we have that
question read back, please.

M5. AGRIMONTI: | can restate it for you
M . Hahn.

BY MS. AGRI MONTI

Q

When you were evaluating alternatives, you do a
cost/benefit analysis; is that right?

Normal |y, yes.

Ckay. For this Alma to La Crosse solution that you
are -- have identified as a possible alternative to
the project, what benefits did you attribute to that
alternative?

Wll, it solved the reliability problem

And when you say it solves the reliability problem

that's the problemin La Crosse?
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In the La Crosse | oad pocket, yes.

Did you | ook at any other benefits that that

al ternative m ght provide?

| did not, but --

Thank you. Wth respect to cost, what costs did you
attribute to that alternative?

| believe the -- | believe that cost would be
conparabl e, but slightly less than the -- |I'msorry,
slightly nore than the alternative than the conpany
studi ed, which was going from-- a 161 kV line from
north Rochester all the way to La Crosse.

Did you consider |losses in your analysis of costs for
your 161 recomendati on?

| did not, but the conpany provided an esti mate of

t hose.

Did you consider any regional or local reliability
concerns in Mnnesota in your analysis of cost and
benefits?

Well, nmy alternative is basically the sane facilities
in Mnnesota that have been approved; so | believe
they woul d address the reliability problens in

M nnesota. | didn't change them so | saw no reason
to believe that they wouldn't.

Let's tal k about French Island. Have you had an

opportunity to review the testinony, surrebuttal
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testi nony, M. Sirohi?

That's a staff nmenber?

Yes.

Yes.

And this rebuttal testinony of M. Wbb?

On behal f of M SO?

On behal f of M SO

Yes.

Is it still your opinion that running French Island
Unit No. 4 is a reasonable alternative to the

pr oj ect ?

| would not agree with that wording. M testinony
was that the French Island, | believe is the No. 4
unit that's still operable, is, at least in the |ast
two years of data we received, ran at the tine of the
peak. So in the conpany's analysis -- or in the
Applicants' analysis, they had assuned that that unit
was unavailable. And | think that that's a decision
that results in a greater reliability need. So, |
didn't look at it as an alternative to the project.

| | ooked at that time as an assunption that led to

t he conpany's needs assessnent that | thought nmaybe
shoul d be re-| ooked at.

But earlier this norning you agreed that we have a

reliability need at 430 negawatts in La Crosse,
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right?

But that's w thout counting for French Island 4.

Even under the conpany's analysis, it goes to 500 if
you count French Island 4.

Okay. So let nme understand. Are you suggesting that
French Island should be assuned as an operati ng
facility under all peak |oad conditions and therefore
you believe that critical |load |evel is 500, or do
you agree that it's 4307

| believe that it could be either depending on the
status of the French Island unit. In ny analysis, |
| ooked at it both ways.

Do you agree that generation is less reliable than

transm ssi on?

You'll have to define "less reliable" for ne.
Avai | abl e.
Generating units, like all pieces of equipnent, break

down once in a while; and that's neasured by
sonet hi ng call ed an equi val ent forced outage rate.
Transm ssi on out ages do occur; but since there's no
nmovi ng parts, they occur less. So if you strictly
| ooked at availability, a transm ssion asset has a
hi gher availability in nost cases than a generation
asset.

Wth respect to | ooking at whether you should assune
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French Island in operation or not, would that also
require a cost/benefit anal ysis?
| think it depends, and it's sonewhat of a
conplicated answer. |I'll try and answer it as best |
can.

If that unit is online at the tinme of peak
and the only thing that needs to be changed is the

assunption that it's either online or offline, then,

no, | don't think you need a cost/benefit analysis
for that. |If you are going to consider this as a --
an asset to be dispatched -- assune it's not on,

which is not the case, but assune that's the case

and you were going to look at it as a di spatchable
addant of a system contingency, then you m ght want
to |l ook at the benefit/cost analysis under that
circunstance, but that's not what | did.

Let nme go back to your assunption. You said when you
| ooked at the French Island operation, it was
generally on at peak; did | represent that correctly?
That's based on the data the conpany sent ne, yes.
Can you sit here and testify that French |Island was
al ways on when | oad was above 4307

No, | don't have that data in front of ne.

You nentioned forced outage rate, the French Isl and

nunber 4 has a 70 negawatt rating. Wuld you agree
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that if you were counting on that generation, that
you would only be able to count on sone nunber | ess
than 70 negawatts to give a count for that forced
out age rate?

No, not necessarily. | nean, the conpany assuned it
was 70.

You understand that French Island isn't a bl ack-start
unit, right?

| believe | read that sonmewhere in testinony in this
case.

So if French Island were not on at the tinme of peak
and it needed to be turned on, there would be sone
del ay of about 30 mnutes; is that right?

That's possible. | don't recall that nunber, but a
30-mnute start tinme for a conbustion turbine unit
that's not an arrow derivative is not unusual.

And there's a chance it wouldn't go on when you
called it?

| guess that's a possibility.

Are you famliar with the Cross-State Air Pollution
Rul e, the CSAPR regul ations?

Yes.

Did you give any consideration to the CSAPR
regul ati ons on how they m ght inpact the operation of

generators |li ke French Island?
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Specifically, no.

Whul d you agree that if French Island were assuned to
be on, that over tine it would need to be assuned to
be on for a greater nunber of hours per year as |oad
grows?

" mnot sure | understand that question.

You agree that |load is expected to grow in the
future, right? You give a 1 percent estinmate?
That's ny best estimate, yes.

And if you believe that French Island should be on
when | oad is above 430, nore load -- nore hours of

t he day and of the year will be above 430 as load in
the area grows?

Well, | don't think | said the unit should be on
above 430. | think you said that. What ny testinony
is, isthat it's normally on at the tine of the peak,
which is the conditions under which the conpany is
testing the unit. So as -- as |load grows and no

ot her changes are nade, it's possible that that unit
coul d be dispatched nore than it was | ast year.
That's a possibility.

Well, | guess I'mreally struggling with what your
assunption is about French |Island being avail able
above 430 if under nodeling we assune it's on so that

we have a higher critical |oad |evel.
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To obviate the reliability need, | have to
have French |sland on above 430; wouldn't you agree?
If you wish to extend the critical |load level, as the
conpany has done from 430 to 500, that unit would
have to be on.

Ckay. So it has to be on; and if load grows in the
area over tinme, wouldn't you agree that there wll be
nore hours where the peak | oad or the | oad which --

| et me back up.

There are a certain nunber of hours that
you assuned in your analysis that French |sland
woul d have to run. | think you had about 60 hours
in your testinony; is that right?
| think that's about right.

Wbul d you expect that nunber of hours to increase as
load in the area increases?

Yeah, | think that's true.

Ckay. And woul d you agree that the CSAPR regul ati ons
may have sone inpact on the ability of that unit to
operate at higher |evels than 607?

| think they could, but | don't know that they woul d.
| mean, a unit doesn't run very nuch to begin wth,
so -- I'll grant you that's a possibility. | don't
know whether it will occur or not.

CSAPR provides certain allowances to utilities and
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they can't exceed those all owances w thout penalties
or purchasing additional ones; isn't that right?
Well, true, but I don't know whether this particul ar
unit would or would not be above its allocated share
of the allowances now. So | don't know | nmean,
you're asking me if it could happen, |I'm saying yes.
| just don't know if it would.

Do you know if under the current Clean Air Interstate
Rul e there woul d be any potential limtations on
operation of French Island if the nunmber of hours it
wer e operated were increased?

Again, that's a possibility; but I don't know whet her
it will occur or not.

Ckay. Did you consider additional air em ssions that
woul d occur if French Island were operated nore for
system support ?

You nmean neasure the increased em ssions? No.

Woul d you agree that if in an Nmnus 1 condition
with | oad above 430, the failure of French Island
Unit No. 4 would result in |oad sheddi ng?

Not necessarily.

What woul d be the alternative fix?

Well, | think your assunption assumes two ot her
contingencies. Inplicit in that question is that

there are two ot her contingencies that have to occur.
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One is that you' ve either | ost generation at

general -- | believe the other station is Madgett.
And t he outage of one or two other 161 kV lines. So
if those didn't occur, then I don't think you'd need
anyt hi ng.

M. Hahn, doesn't NERC require you to take action in
advance of the second conti ngency?

NERC asks you to design a systemthat can w thstand
two contingencies; and there's -- in npst cases they
permt an adjustnent within 30 m nutes between those
two contingencies. So they're asking you to design a
systemthat can wthstand that; but nmy only point is
t hat between the first and second conti ngencies, NERC
allows you to do certain things.

Ckay. So, if ny solution here up to 500 negawatts is
that French Island operates and | | ose Genoa and ny

| oad i s above 430, what other options do |I have other
than | oad shedding to bring --

Well, again, the question assunes that there are no
facilities built, and I'mnot recommending that. M
point is, is that wwth or without French Island 4, a
161 kV sol ution, of which there nay be several
variations, but a 161 kV solution will add enough
relief to the existing systemto increase that

critical load to sonmething to the nei ghborhood of 550
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or 600, even if French Island 4 di sappears off the
face of the earth.

So et ne be clear. You are not suggesting that only
French |sland operate. You do believe that there's

at least a 161 facility that needs to be built?

| have said that in ny testinony. I|I'msorry if |
wasn't clear about that. 1've acknow edged t hat
there is a need. | believe that need is | ess severe

t han the conpany has identified, but |I'm not

pr oposi ng a no-build option.

Let's nove on to coi ncident/non-coincident |oad. You
provi ded sone analysis in your testinony where you
estimated the peak load in 2011; is that right?

Yes.

And that was an estimate that was not an actual
measurenent of |oad flows on the 161 |line serving

La Crosse; is that correct?

Vell, I"mnot sure about the reference to |oad fl ows.
They were bus loads. It may have been used in a | oad
flow, but they're not power flows thenselves, they're
the | oads of the busses.

But you didn't have actual flow information for a
nunmber of NSP substations, right?

Well, that's the part that confuses nme. Flows occur

over lines and | oads are at substati ons.
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Wll, et ne ask it a different way. The applicants
have put in testinony of an actual peak |oad for 2011
that differs fromwhat you estinmated in your
testinony. And | guess I'mgoing to ask you to tell
me if you can explain why those are different or

whet her they should be the sane. And | understood it
as yours being an estimate and the Applicants' being
the actual flows on the lines. And | understand that
your estinmate is coincident substation |loads. |'m
just trying to reconcile those two nunbers, and maybe
| don't have the best question before you; but | just
didn't know how to reconcile the 442, and | believe
applicants have 450 for an August 2011 load flow It
was an actual peak nunber

Well, it's ny understanding that -- and maybe 111

not use the words |load flow --

Ckay.

-- because that neans sonething different to ne than
maybe it does to you in your question. But it's ny
under standi ng that the applicants presented actual
data that showed neasured bus loads in the area that
total sonething in the neighborhood of 451 negawatts
at the time of the 2010 peak and 465 negawatts at the
time of the 2011 peak. And those nunbers are shown

on Exhi bit Hahn-2.
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So we | ooked at those, and it appeared
that they were based on the coincident peak at each
of those buses regardless of the tine of day that it
occurred. And when we asked for hourly data for the
sane neasured | oads but not just at the highest | oad
in the season, we noticed that there was sone -- it's
referred to as diversity between | oads. In other
words, not all the leads hit their peak at exactly
the sanme hour. But the |load on the transm ssion
systemis deterni ned by what's called the coincident
peak. And when we tried to adjust for that, we wound
up that the 465 negawatts in 2011 was reduced to 442.
| hope that answers your questi on.
So let nme -- and | think I've asked this, but let's
just be consistent, that your 442 is a cal culation
based on your review of substation |oad data?
That's correct, yes.
Ckay.
But that | oad data was actual | oad data provided by
the conpany. |I'msorry, the applicants.
Let's go to page 13. On lines 22 through 24, you
provide that 1 percent is a reasonable |evel of
grow h to assune over the entire study period. What
is the study period you're referring to?

Well, the applicant had projected the -- the | oads
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and the critical |oad-carrying capability with
different solutions up to 2030. W extended that to
| ook out as far as 2050, which I think is a very |ong
time, but npbst transm ssion projects that |I'm
famliar with ook out only 10 to 20 years.

Ckay. Do you think it's reasonable to assune a fl at
1 percent rate of growh over that entire period?
Absol utely, yes.

I n your experience, have you seen growth rates spike
and decline over a period like that?

Ch, sure. | nean, the actual |oads fromyear to year
wll fluctuate froma perfect straight line due to
weat her and things |ike that, economc activity. But
what we're projecting here, as well as what the
conpany was projecting, was a long-termtrend, so
years. There may be years when it's above and bel ow,
but if you're projecting out to the year 2030 or 2040
or 2050, it's pretty hard to capture every one of
these little cycles that you referenced. So
typically utilities |look at sort of a |long-termtrend
grow h, and that's what the applicants did and that's
what | did.

This area has seen growh far above 1 percent in the
past, hasn't it? Double that? Triple that? Using 1

percent, 2 or 3 percent.
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Well, the historic growh rate from 2001 to 2011 was
1 percent; so there could have been sone above and
sone below, but that's also a long-termtrend as
wel | .

But if your average is 1 percent, you would have to
stay pretty close to that for the next 35 years for
that growh rate to be accurate, right?

| nmean, in theory, no. |If you had a 2 percent growth
in one year and a 1 percent decline the next year,
that's 1 percent growh over tinme. Again, | don't --
| don't nean to be -- | don't wish to sound flip
because forecasting, you know, is difficult to catch
t hese cycles you're referencing, which is why for
transm ssi on planni ng purposes, a long-termtrend
nunber is generally used.

Let's nove on to page 18 and 19 of your direct. On
lines 10 through 12, you conclude that the proposed
project is excessive relative to local reliability
needs it is intended to address. | believe what you
nmeant to say there was that the cost of the proposed
project is excessive; is that right? O are you just
saying that the size of the project is excessive?
Are you referring to page 18?

l"mreferring to page 19, lines 10 through 12.

Those lines refer to the anpbunt of reliability
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relief, not costs.

Ckay.

And what | nean by that is, you know, | don't believe
there's a need to extend the critical load all the
way to 750 negawatts, given that that will occur a
long time into the future.

Ckay. Wien you | ook at the cost/benefits in your
testi nony, are you |ooking at only costs and benefits
to Wsconsin ratepayers?

Wll, I -- we |ooked at sort of the total project
costs, and | tried to allocate that or estinate what
W sconsin's share of that woul d be, yes.

Ckay. Did you | ook at the cost or benefits to other
ratepayers in Wsconsin or M SO?

Wll, | did ook for Wsconsin. | did not |ook for
ot her ratepayers in M SO that were not in Wsconsin
When you - -

Because it's ny -- ny belief that the subject of this
proceedi ng was the benefits of Wsconsin.

Ckay. So you did not evaluate the entire Hanpton to
La Crosse project in terns of its overall benefits or
overall costs to let's use society for |ack of a
better general ternf

Well, | think in -- the total project costs are going

to be borne by sonebody. So -- and M SO has a
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formula for that, depending on the type of project
that it is. In nmy analysis, | did focus on the

W sconsi n share because that's what | believe this
heari ng was about .

Okay. And did you | ook at benefits beyond the | ocal
reliability in La Crosse?

Well, | accepted the conpany's prem se that there
woul d be benefits due to increase transfer capability
and reduced | osses. Those would certainly be
MSOwde, if youwll. 1In fact, |I think the conpany
answered data requests says that those savings
applied to a nuch broader area, even outside of M SO
but -- so | nean, did | consider then? Yes. D d I
conme up with my own i ndependent estinate? No.

Ckay. But your testinony is that the costs of the
proj ect outweigh the benefits of the project in

W sconsin; is that right?

Yes.

Ckay. Please identify for ne what benefits you

wei ghed agai nst the costs in that anal ysis.

Wll, ny primary benefit was the solution to a | ocal
reliability need that's in Wsconsin. | think that's
first and forenpst what | |ooked at. And then,

again, to the extent that there were other aspects of

this project, reduced -- I'msorry, increased
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transfer capability and reduced | osses, those were
addi tional benefits, but those would not be shared or
experienced just by Wsconsin. They would be shared
by a much broader area.
Okay. And there would be sone reliability benefits
in Rochester as well, right, for the project as a
whol e?
Well, yes, but that's why | | ooked at this hybrid
alternative which would allow the facilities in
M nnesota to be built and neet those reliability
needs.
M. Hahn, what |'mstruggling with and I"'mtrying to
elicit testinony about is, the colums that you put
together to say the project costs X dollars and the
benefits are val ued at sone anobunt so that you could
concl ude that the costs outweighed the benefits,
because that's your testinony.

So what did you wei gh agai nst what to reach
t hat conclusion? And there are sone things that are
in Wsconsin, sone things that are out. So I'l|l ask
it again.

What costs did you look at -- and | believe
it's project costs, and you told ne you' ve done an
allocation for Wsconsin. And |I'm aski ng what

benefits did you wei gh those costs against to reach
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your conclusion that there weren't enough benefits?
Well, primarily the reliability benefits because if
you have a 161 or a |lower voltage alternative that
solves the reliability problem but it also results
in a significantly |l ower cost to Wsconsin, that's
what | | ooked at.

Ckay. So you did not give any particular weight to

the increased transfer capability that would be a

benefit to the -- Wsconsin and M nnesota; is that

ri ght?

Well, yes. Because the alternative that | suggested
woul d all ow those -- those benefits -- those benefits

are largely due to a 345 kV link froman MP project,
mul ti-value project in the west, to a nulti-val ue
project in the east. You could build a 345 kV |ine
even if had you no local reliability problens in

La Crosse and you could achi eve those benefits.

So what | tried to do is say, gee, is
there a different solution here that solves the |oca
reliability problemat a |ower cost and still allows
t hose benefits to occur, and that's what | cane up
wi t h.

Ckay. Wuldn't you agree that, and | think
Applicants' testinony bears this out, that really the

regi onal benefits are achieved when the 345 systemis
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connected to the east, right? Do you agree with that

prem ses?
Well, it's also going to be connected to the west.
That's -- it is connected to the west with a project

that's al ready going to be begi nning construction,

t he Brooki ngs project?

And eventually it needs to be connected to sonme 345
kV project in the east.

Okay. So if -- if a 345 as part of this project
ended at Briggs Road versus ending at Al ma, woul dn't
you agree that that would have sonme inpact on costs
of how nuch the project to the east would be? Let's
use La Crosse/ Madi son, for exanple. |f this project
ends at Alma, you're going to have to build nore 345
fromthe east to connect to it than you would if this
project went all the way to Briggs Road; wouldn't you
agree wth?

Well, | would agree that -- and |' mnot sure where
exactly the closest point to the east of La Crosse
is; but the line that cones from Madi son works its
way west, and | -- | do believe that if you were to
go straight to a new Briggs Road 345 kV, that woul d
be less mles than going all the way up to Al na.

Whet her that would cost |less or nore, | don't know.

Thank you.
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And the reason why | don't knowis | haven't | ooked
at -- | think you refer to it as the Badger Coul ee
Project or the MVP project to the east, but I've not
| ooked at that.

So you' ve given no consideration to the potenti al

i npacts on cost to the La Crosse/ Madi son project; is

t hat your testinony?

| have not | ooked at that. | nean --

Thank you.

-- that project will have to stand on its own two
feet.

You reviewed M. Lehman's testinony about cost
allocation in your Exhibit 3; is that right?

Yes.

And he believes that the costs that woul d be

al located to Wsconsin are a | ower percentage than
the 30 percent you have attributed; is that also
correct?

That's what his testinony says.

And you haven't provided any new cal cul ations to
counter that, have you?

No. But |I did state in | believe it's ny surrebutta
testinony that it appears that that statenent is
based just on sort of an allocation of capital costs

and not the inplenentation of the M SO cost
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al I ocation net hodol ogy, which is what | think should
be done and what | tried to do in ny testinony.

If -- if the allocation were sonething other than 30
percent, is there a nunber at which you woul d change
your m nd about whether the costs of the project
outweigh its benefits? And |I'm speaking of the

al l ocation to Wsconsin custoners.

Well, | think that you'd want to look at -- | don't
know -- no, there's no specific nunber. But based on
the M SO cost all ocati on nmethodol ogy and figures that
were available to ne as a baseline reliability
project, | think | came up with sonething |ike 150
mllion out of the 507 mllion go to W sconsi n.

Is this your first tinme doing a cost all ocation under
the MSO tariff?

For a specific project, yes.

Thank you.

W did -- can | answer that or --

| don't have anot her question pending. Thank you.
Fai r enough.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's npove on. Yeah.

BY MS. AGRI MONTI

Q

Wul d you agree as a general principle any econom c
eval uation of transm ssion upgrades wth

non-transm ssion alternatives nust consider nore than
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a conparison of capital costs of those alternatives?
|"msorry. D d you say non-transm ssi on

al ternatives?

Uh- huh. That would be a French Island questi on,
which | believe before you agreed is not your
recommendati on, but just as a general principle.
Well, if you are -- if you are going to not build
transm ssion and install sone non-transm ssion

al ternative, new generation, for exanple, then you
woul d need to | ook at lifecycle costs, yes. And
you' d also need to conpare it, too, because
transm ssi on has costs beyond the initial capital
investnment. There's OM costs, |ikely property
taxes. There's a bunch of other things. So if
you're going to do a lifecycle cost analysis, you
should do it as an appl es-to-appl es conpari son and
i nclude all costs.

Wul d you agree that both transm ssion upgrades and
non-transm ssion alternatives have inpacts on the
cost providing electricity that extend beyond the

i nprovenent of systemreliability?

They could. That's a possibility. | don't know that
they will, but they coul d.
M. Hahn, | have gotten to you sone excerpts fromthe

June 30, 2008, report in Maine. Are these true and
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correct --
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Let's mark that Hahn 5.
(Hahn Exhibit No. 5 marked.)

BY MS. AGRI MONTI

Q

O » O >

Do you recogni ze these pages as true and correct
copies fromthat report?
They certainly appear to be.
Turn to page 45.
That's the | ast page of this exhibit?
It is. In the second sentence, it says, "Both
transm ssi on upgrades and MIAs, which are
non-transm ssi on alternatives, have inpacts on the
cost to provide electricity that extend beyond the
i nprovenent to systemreliability.”

s that right?
Yes.
Do you agree with this statenent?
Yes.

M5. AGRI MONTI: |I'd nove adm ssion of Hahn
Exhi bit 5.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  Any obj ecti ons?

MS. LCEHR:  No.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

(Hahn Exhibit No. 5 received.)

BY M5. AGRI MONTI
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Let's nove to page 33 of your direct. You start at
the top, lines one through three, you're talking
agai n about this hybrid alternative with the 161
connection between Alma and La Crosse, and you say
t hat you expect that Wsconsin's share of the cost of
the hybrid solution would be conparable to or |ess
than Wsconsin's share of the 161 al ternative
anal yzed by the applicants.

Did you do any anal ysis of the cost sharing
that may occur for your hybrid alternative?
No, | did not have a capital cost estimate for this
alternative; but | surmsed that it would be, as |
said previously, somewhere between the conpany's 161
kV solution and the proposed 345 kV project.
You also testified that you didn't see any
significant di sadvantages to this alternative, but
you didn't do any engi neering studies of your own for
that, right?
Gee, no. | wsh | had the tinme to do that, but we
didn't.
When you were anal yzing costs and benefits of the
project, did you give any consideration to the
Dai ryl and Power Cooperative's need to rebuild the QL
l'ine?

" msorry, can you read --
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Are you famliar with the Alma to La Crosse QL |ine?
That's the route that goes along the river.

There's a 161 |line that goes down there.

Yes.

And did you consider the cost of the rebuild in the
anal ysi s of your hybrid?

Wel |, because that would be in -- let ne step back
It's ny understanding that that would be required for
any of these alternatives, so it would be required
for the conmpany's 161 kV and the 345 kV as well. So
to the extent that my project cane in the mddle of

t hose, that would be included, yes.

Have you been asked to provide any anal ysis of costs
as those costs differ by route?

|'ve | ooked at what the conpany did, but | did not do
an i ndependent assessnent, no.

And you haven't provided any opinion on route that's
relative to difference in costs; is that right?

|"ve not analyzed the routes. | utilized the costs

t hat the conpany provided for those routes, but | did
not analyze the routes specifically. That was not
one of ny three assignnents.

VWhat were your three assignnents? Are they listed in
t he begi nning of your testinony?

They're on page 3 of ny testinony fromlines 7
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through 25. | won't read them again.
Thank you. |'ve got it.
Al right. 1'd like to ask you a couple

of questions on the suppl emental needs study which
is Exhibit 2 of Ms. King's study. You've reviewd
that. | think you' ve made sone nmention of that
today; is that right?

| have reviewed that docunent, but | don't have a
copy wth ne.

Do you agree that there's transm ssion constraint

bet ween M nnesota and W sconsi n?

| believe that there is based on ny readi ng of the

M SO Transni ssi on Expansion Plan or MTEP, MT E P.
And by the way, that's ny understanding is that's why
they' re building these MVP projects, to address that.
You're referencing MVP projects and saying that |I'm
buil ding themor ny applicants are building them
This is a non-designated -- this is a baseline
reliability project, and | just want to be cl ear when
we're tal king about the La Crosse project that it's
not m srepresented.

Fair enough. | appreciate the clarification.

Wbul d you agree that 345 facilities are needed

bet ween M nnesota and Wsconsin to alleviate this

constraint?
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If you wish to increase the transfer capability
across that interface, you need to build sone high
vol tage lines, and 345 would seem li ke a good

candi date. | nean, in theory, they could be higher;
but what has been planned is a series of 345 kV
lines; and so | would say that, yes, that's --
that's -- | won't say a requirenent, but it seens to
me that that will address the -- increase the
transfer capability.

Wul d you agree that a 161 wouldn't increase that
transfer capability?

Well, it would, but to a lot | ower degree. | nean,
345 kV lines carry a rated, you know, 1200 negawatts,
a 161 kV line nmaybe a couple hundred or less. So |
think if you're trying to build -- | would not
recomrend nor did | recommend building a 161 kV
across that interface for the purpose of increasing
transfer capability.

You nention M. Noeldner's w nd capacity factor
analysis. Do you agree wth his conclusion that 345,
specifically the project, would provide access to
hi gh capacity factor wind fromthe west?

"' msorry, whose testinony?

M. Noel dner.

Did | reference that in ny testinony? | don't think
7\
Y
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so. If I did, you need to help nme out here.

"1l find it for you here. Gve nme just a nonment.
Page 24. This nust be --

Oh, thank you.

Yeah. You reference it, but you don't offer any

opi nion as to whether you agree with the anal ysis or
not. And I'mtrying to find out if you agree with

t he anal ysi s.

Well, | think if -- if you were to build generation
in the western region of M SO and you wanted to
transmt a lot of that to the |oad serving centers in
t he eastern region of M SO, you' d have to check to
see whether there was a transm ssion constraint.
There appears to be one. And so if you build
facilities that increase that transfer capability,
you woul d all ow perhaps nore wind to be built. So |
think I -- | agree generally with the premse. 1've
not studied that -- |'ve not |ooked at which w nd

projects in particular, but | think | agree with the

prem se.
Let's turn to your surrebuttal. On page 3, you state
that you still conclude that the 161 kV option from

north Rochester to Briggs Road better matches the
costs and benefits to Wsconsin. That's on lines 4

through 6. Do you see that?
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|"mon page 3 of ny surrebuttal at lines 4 through 67

Uh- huh. Are you there?

Yeah, | am but |'mreading.
Ckay.
Well, what it states there is that the revision in

the capital costs did not change ny opinion.

Ckay. So, | want to clarify because we've had sone
testinony that you say you're not recommending a 161
across the river, yet this alternative is a 161 from
North Rochester across the river. So are you
supporting the North Rochester/Briggs Road

al ternative?

| think that alternative, which would address the
reliability need to 550 negawatts w thout the use of
French |sland generation, is a reasonable alternative
because it produces -- it addresses the reliability
sol uti on adequately far out into the future at a nuch
| ower cost. So that is -- that is a viable
alternative to the conpany's project.

Ckay. That woul d provide none of the 345
across-the-interface benefits?

VWhich is why | went to ny hybrid, if you will, which
was trying to sort of capture the best of both of
those alternatives.

So are you still suggesting that rather than the
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project, the North Rochester to Briggs Road sol ution
ought to be selected by this Comm ssion?

| think that's a viable alternative. | really do.
So are you recommending it?

That's one option that the Conm ssion should

consi der, yes.

Is it your first recommendation or is the Alma to
La Crosse recommendati on your first priority?

Wll, | think -- again, what | tried to do here was
cone up with a solution that addressed the
reliability needs in La Crosse, but al so addressed
the need to create this high voltage path across

M nnesota and Wsconsin, and that's why | think ny
hybrid solution would be -- would be better than
that, but | think they both address the | ocal
reliability problem

But this Briggs Road/ North Rochester alternative
woul d not provide the regional benefits, including
the transfer capability nor nmarket benefits; would
you agree wth that?

Not as -- not to the sanme degree that the 345 kV
woul d, yes, | do agree with that.

Okay. In the supplenental need study that Ms. King
did, did you review the analysis that showed that if

the 345 systemis connected to the east, that a 161
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connection for this CPCN proceedi ng woul d degrade the
overall transfer capability across the interface?

| don't recall that. That may be there or not. |
don't have a copy in front of nme to check; but |

t hi nk that docunment will speak for itself, whatever
it is.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Ckay. Just a nonent. |
have no nore questions. Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: M. Hahn, | just want
to interject because | had sone question about that
figure 1 in your surrebuttal, and |I guess | see that
you' ve corrected or you nmean to correct the 408 for
the 161 kV north Rochester Briggs Road alternative.
Is that -- so that 408 that's highlighted shoul d be
98 mllion?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: | believe that was confirned
by the conpany.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: But there's no change
to your La Crosse 161 alternative, the Wsconsin
portion? That's still 408?

M5. LOEHR: Your Honor, those are two
different alternatives.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: R ght. Yeah. So the
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Rochester to North Briggs Road, that goes all the
way to -- that's in Mnnesota, right?

THE WTNESS: Yes. [It's 161 kV from
sonewhere near Rochester, M nnesota, to a new Briggs
Road substation sonewhere near La Crosse.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. But the
W sconsin share will only be 98 mllion. The
La Crosse 161 alternative goes fromwhere to where?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, | mght be
able to help. | believe that the red box here is
reversed. CUB called us and |l et us know that we had
our nunbers wong, and that box did have 98 in it,
and | believe we corrected it to be 408.

MS. LOEHR: Flip that.

THE WTNESS: |If | mght --

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Hang on. Just let him
answer .

THE WTNESS: If | mght. |If you |ook at
the first line on figure 1, it's the fourth line of
the table, the first line below the shaded top three
lines. And what you have is you have under the
category of fully | oaded and escal ated costs, you
have 230 mllion in M nnesota.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Uh- huh.

THE W TNESS: You have a total of 328.
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The difference is 98, not 408. So what | believe
happened is that there was a spreadsheet and this
formula just got carried down. | think it was an
i nadvertent om ssion. W drew it to the conpany's
attention or the Applicants' attention; and they
said, yeah, it should be 98.

So the whol e purpose of this was to show
t hat that nunmber was | ater changed and then |
testified on those nunbers.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Uh- huh, uh- huh.

THE WTNESS: So the line above it, which
is the third line in the table, I'm not changi ng any
of those. The 248 plus the 408 gives you 650
mllion.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. And where does
that line run? | just got to get it in ny head,

La Crosse, 161 --

THE W TNESS:. Sonebody -- the conpany
m ght have to explain that to you. M understanding
is that there was a nunber of new facilities and
re-conduct ori ng and upgrades, because the purpose of
that alternative, as | understand it, was to get --
using only 161 kV alternatives, to get the |oad, the
critical load level to 750; and so you had to do a

lot to get it to 750. M testinony is you don't
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need to go that far.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Oh.

THE WTNESS: But if you did, that's what
t he nunbers woul d show, and | believe that it was a
fairly extensive alternative. It was -- it was nore
t han just, you know, Point Ato Point B. There was
a nunber of facilities that had to be repl aced.

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Ckay. So this isn't
the Alma to Briggs Road --

THE W TNESS: No.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: No, no, no. That's a
separ ate project.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  And is that on this
t abl e?

THE WTNESS: | don't believe so.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Al l right.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, an actual
pi cture of the Briggs Road alternative, both the 750
and not, is on page 7 and 8 of Exhibit 2 of Ms.
King's testinony.

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: OCh. Let's go off the
record.

(D scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's proceed. Do we
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have nore cross? No one el se?
MS. OVERLAND: No one el se?
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Doesn't look like it.

MS. RAMITHUN: | have sonme cross, but you
go first.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Uh- huh.

MS. OVERLAND: One nonent. |I'mpulling it
up.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

O » O >

Good norning, M. Hahn.

Good norning. You are Ms. Overl and?

Yes.

Ni ce to neet you.

Representi ng NoCapX 2020 and CETF. [|I'mgetting a
nonrespondi ng error. This is not good.

Start at page 1 of your testinony. And I
wll also be bringing in sone things that you had
responded to sone discovery requests, and so we'll be
going a little back and forth with that. And | also
will be winnowi ng to not duplicate what M. Agrinonti
was aski ng.

Now, a lot of your testinony is regarding
161 kV lines between Al nma and La Crosse options, and

do you know if any generators are closing at A nma?
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Any generators are what?

Cl osing. Shutting down.

| believe that | did hear that Dairyland Power
Conpany i s considering the shutdown of sone
generators at Alma. | don't know the details, but |
do believe | have heard that as a possibility.

And did you then weigh that in your consideration of
alternatives or your offering of alternatives for 161
[ines from Al ma?

Well, we relied on the load flow files that the
conpany had provided us, and I'mtrying to recall,
but I think there were -- there may have been, | just
don't recall given the volune of the data, but there
may have been sone assuned -- that sone of the
generators, the existing generators at Alma, were
offline. | think there were two. But froma | oad
flow point of view, it doesn't matter whether they're
assuned offline because of an outage or because
they're not dispatched versus they're retired
forever. It doesn't matter to a |load fl ow program
For -- keeping in mnd your distinction about | oad

fl ow and power flows, what type of power flow were
you presum ng for your 161 options?

vell, if --

Expressed in WA, let's say, or negawatts.
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QO
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| didn't assunme a specific nunber. Again, if you

|l ook at the alternatives | |ooked at, the conpany's
proposal is a 345 kV from Rochester all the way down
to Briggs Road. | don't recall what the assuned line
rating for that is. It's in the conpany's |oad flow
and so it's a matter of record. M experience is

t hat 345 kV overhead |ines have 1,000 to 1, 200
nmegawatts of transfer of current carrying capability,
but | did not cone up with an i ndependent esti mate.

| used what was in the conpany's anal ysis.

Ckay. Wwell, first you were tal king about for the
conpany's 345 configuration. Are you aware that they
are using the ACSS conductor?

| believe | read that in the application

And are you aware that that's a high capacity
conduct or ?

Yes.

Are you aware that they are using bundl ed conductors?
| believe | also read that in the application

Woul d you agree subject to check that a single
circuit bundle would be -- have a sumrer energency
rating of something |like 2,000 negawatts, MA?

| don't recall that nunber, but it's a nunber that
can exist in fact somewhere. |If it's in the filing,

it's inthe filing. | just don't recall it.
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Does that seem reasonable to you?

Seens high, but it's possible.

Ckay. And then sanme type of issues regarding the 161
that you're pronoting. Wre you thinking of, you
know, ACSS conductor for that, a high capacity
conduct or ?

| did not assune a different conductor for the 161 kV
facility than the conpany assuned in its analysis. |
assuned the sane.

Ckay. And then would you al so be assum ng a bundl ed
or not bundl ed conduct or?

| don't recall what the conpany assuned -- because if
you t hink about it, whatever size conductor or

what ever configurati on conductor you choose, that's
going to be input into the |Ioad fl ow program as an
MVA rating for the line. And in these contingency
anal yses, when a line is overloaded to a certain
level, that's considered to be a criteria violation.
So | | ooked at what was in the load flow, | didn't
necessarily | ook at per se what the bundl ed
configuration was or the size. If -- if, in fact,
you went to a bundled configuration of a particular
conductor and it changed the rating from 1,200 to
2,000, that would be reflected in the |oad flow

anal ysi s.
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Ckay. Do you have any know edge of the Applicants’
experience with, say, bundled 115 lines in projects
in Mnnesota that they have done?

You nean whet her they've used it before or not? No,
| don't know.

No. So then you would not have any idea of, say, the
capacity or the sumrer rating of the Chisago Project
115 kV line? Chisago, CGCHI-SA-GO project.

| don't believe |I've | ooked at that project, na' am
so | would not have an opinion

And do you have any know edge of the Applicants’
conductor summer rating for the H awat ha project in
M nneapol i s?

It would be the sane answer.

Ckay. Wiy did you pick 161 and not, say, a 115?
Wel |, because the rest of the conpany's -- |I'msorry,
the rest of the -- the rest of the existing

transm ssion systemin this area has 161 and 69 kV
facilities. | don't recall seeing any 115. If you

i ntroduced -- | nean, | would not recommend
introducing a single 115 kV line into a systemthat
has 69 kV and 161 kV. | nean, you try to standardize
on a certain transm ssion voltage at different
levels. So 161, 345, | did not |ook at a 115 kV

sol ution.
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Ckay. So essentially you picked that because that's
what's here in the area?

Yes. And to nmake a change couldn't require nore than
you need than if you just stick with 161

Ckay. Wuld you agree that it could potentially be
acconplished with a | ower voltage?

| don't think so. |[|'ve not analyzed it, but | don't
think so. | nean, your only other alternative
voltage in this area is 69 kV. And the way the
systemis configured now, | don't think that woul d
wor K.

Ckay. Let's see. Do you have any opinion of the
need for the QL rebuild if generators are i ndeed
closing in Alma?

| did not offer an independent opinion on the

rebuild. | assuned that that would be required as
part -- | nmean, the conpany stated it inits
application. | accepted that. | did not go | ook at

the structures to see if they need to be rebuilt, no.
Ckay. And your alternative -- you anal yzed sone
alternatives for ones that actually had a substation
in AAma and did not, correct?

l'm sorry, can you --

You anal yzed 161 kV alternatives that had -- both had

a new substation in Alma and then did not connect in
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the substation in Alma; is that correct?

The -- let nme try to be a little clear about this.
The hybrid solution that | referenced in ny testinony
had a 345 to 161 kV stepdown substation sonewhere
near Alma just on the Wsconsin side of the river and
then a 161 kV line down into La Crosse. The other
alternative that I -- | discussed, but was not able
to fully thresh out, was just connect at the existing
161 kV system that there's 161 kV buses in the Al nma
area, and connect to one of those. But |I couldn't --
couldn't get to the bottom of that.

Ckay. And you're aware that the project as proposed
now does not have -- does not connect in a substation
in Alma, it's just a passthrough?

That's right. It has no -- not even a sw tching
station, as | understand it.

Ri ght .

It just cones across the river on structures and then
heads down al ong the -- along sone route --

Ckay.

-- to be determ ned.

Ckay. Thank you. Now, in your direct online 4, you
don't really need to refer to it, but you're stating
that you're -- the need would be deferred to 2024,

but then you're proposing a hybrid solution on the
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other hand. So is it your testinony that a sol ution
i's needed now despite that it's deferred to 20247
Well, what | said in ny testinony is that -- is that
if you utilized the |oad forecast that 1've

devel oped, and assuned the French Island 4 unit was
on, then you need to defer it. But what |'m saying
is that there is a need now, and so |I' m not
recommendi ng a no-build solution as | testified a few
m nutes ago in response to Ms. Agrinonti's
guesti oni ng.

Ckay. And on page 5 -- but | think Ms. Agrinonti

m ght have clarified this, and you're referring to
the MVP. And what is your understandi ng of the

line -- the Brookings to Hanpton |ine and the
categori zation of that -- no, no. |'moff here.

This line here, the Hanpton to La Crosse,
is that to your know edge different types of
categorization for MSO or is it all one type?

It's ny understanding that the project that we're

| ooking at in this proceedi ng, excuse nme, which is a

345 kV line from Hanpton County to Rochester to

La Crosse with some associated 161 kV facilities al so
included in Mnnesota and in Wsconsin, that that has
been designated as a baseline reliability project by

MSO And | believe that during M SO s approval
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process, at the tinme this project was desighated as a
baseline reliability project, the concept of a

mul ti-val ue project had not yet been placed into

ef fect.

And so it's your understanding that the entire
project is a baseline reliability?

| believe that's correct.

Ckay. And it's your understanding that no part of it
is an other?

Not sure what you nean by "other".

Ckay. | just wanted to check and see if --

There may be sone costs that are borne locally. |
think -- I"mtrying to recall, but |I think in order
for transformation -- transforners to be eligible for
cost allocation, both termnals, the high and the

| ow, have to be above 100 kV or sonething |like that.
Uh- huh.

So it's possible there could be sone costs that are
not allocated but are directly assigned.

Ckay. Now, in your testinony on page 7, figure 4,
you're tal king about the total cost of 507 and

W sconsin costs at 215, and what is the source of
that nunber in that figure?

That cane directly fromthe conpany's file.

Is that consistent with the MSO tariff and
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allocation of this project?

" mnot sure | understand the question.

Wll, it came fromtheir nunbers, but is that also
consistent with the MSO tariff or cost allocation?

Wll, thisis a-- this is the Applicants' cost

estimat e.
Ch. This is not -- okay. This is not attributive to
t he ratepayers' cost. Ckay, | understand. GCot it.

You woul d need to take this cost and apply M SO s
al |l ocati on nethodology for a baseline reliability
project to attenpt to get the actual anpunt of this
that Wsconsin ratepayers would have to pay, and it's
certainly possible. In fact, | think it's the case
that Wsconsin ratepayers will pay for sone of the
facilities in M nnesot a.
Right. And that was where | was heading and -- but |
was m sunder st andi ng your use of cost there. | was
off. So let nme go back.

So what is your -- when you tal k about
W sconsin ratepayers' cost, are you referring then
to the costs of the entire project for Wsconsin
rat epayers from Hanpton all the way down to
La Crosse?
It's ny understanding of the M SO cost all ocation

process for a baseline reliability project is that
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there are sonme conponents that would be directly
assigned, and there are other conponents that are

all ocated by different nmethods. And what | tried to
do in Hahn Exhibit 3, and this -- this cost

all ocation was taken froma M SO exanple froma prior
study, and it showed how this cost allocation of a
baseline reliability project would work. Wen M SO
did this, and it was done sone tine ago, it was a

| oner cost estinate.

So | used the sane nethodol ogy percent ages
but applied it to the 507 mllion that was in that
other figure in ny testinony that you showed. And so
there's certain costs that are going to be allocated
based on load ratio share, and Wsconsin would get a
pi ece of those.

Uh- huh.

And then there are other costs that are going to be
al l ocated based on what's called a |ine outage

di stribution factor nethod.

Uh- huh.

And W sconsin's going to get a share of those. And
the way the |line outage distribution factor nethod
works is that M SO takes the project from Hanpton to
La Crosse and all the facilities, but they | ook at

each i ndividual conponent of it, the lines and the
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transforners, and they use a program cal |l ed MJST,
MUST, | think.

Uh- huh.

And so you basically take each facility out, and you
determine if -- whether that affects the flows on

nei ghboring facilities, and that's how you al |l ocate
it. So it could be that an outage of a line in
Wsconsin -- | nean, in Mnnesota has an effect on
lines in Wsconsin and, therefore, they would be

all ocated to share those costs.

And has that been addressed, to your know edge, in
this proceeding as far as cost to Wsconsin

rat epayers?

Well, that's what | tried to do in ny testinony, and,
you know, | did the best job I could with it. You
know, is it a perfect estimate, no. 1'll admt that
to you. But | -- 1 think I"'mthe only one that may
have i ntroduced the subject.

Uh- huh. And then woul d you agree that the Brookings
to Hanpton line is connected to this |line comng from
the west to the east?

| would agree with that.

And has the cost to Wsconsin ratepayers of that

proj ect been addressed in any way in this proceedi ng?

No. Because they wll -- first of all, that's a
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mul ti-val ue project.

Uh- huh.

So it wll be allocated nainly on load ratio share as
opposed to the |ine outage distribution nethod. And
so, if that project is built, and it's ny
understanding that it's under construction.

Uh- huh.

W sconsin's going to pay that whether the project
we're looking at in this proceeding gets built or

not. So | considered it -- | don't want to say a
sunk cost, but a cost that was not avoi dabl e by
anything we did here today.

Uh- huh. And to your know edge, has that cost been
addressed anywhere in the Wsconsin proceedi ng?
|'"mnot aware of it. And I guess | would say maybe
it's not necessary to do that because those costs are
going to be allocated no matter what we do here.

| have sone concerns about your statenents on page 5
about La Crosse to Madi son to Dubuque.

Page 5 you said, ma'anf

Page 5. You're tal king about La Crosse to Madison to
Dubuque. Maybe not.

Yeah, you're right. This is page 5.

Yeah. [It's page 5. GCkay. And what is your

under st andi ng of the power flow direction on the
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pi ece from Dubuque to Madi son, or Madi son to Dubuque
as you say?

The piece from Madi son to Dubuque?

That extends between Dubuque and Madi son. Wat is
your understandi ng of the power flow direction?

| don't know that | recall the specific flows on that
particul ar segnent, but generally, you know, power
flows west to east in M SO

Ckay.

| mean, you have the |oad centers in the east, and
you' ve got sone generation in the west. So it does
tend to go west to east.

And so woul d you agree that nmaybe a nore accurate
statenent on that would be La Crosse to Madi son and
Dubuque to Madi son?

Again, | did not really analyze this project in
detail, so | don't know the answer to that question.
| just wwsh to point out that at sonme point, in order
to make this portfolio of MVP projects work, you need
to connect the dots in the m ddle.

Uh- huh.

So sonehow, sonme way | think you need to do that.
Ckay. |I'll leave that there. Now --

| just want to be clear. | did not analyze the

La Crosse to Madi son to Dubuque project, if that's
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al so call ed Badger Coulee. | did not look at that in
detail. | offer no opinion on that. | just want to
note that at sone point, which I think it's already
been confirmed by the testinony of others, it's got
to connect somewhere.

All right. But it's all connected?

Yes.

Thank you. Now, on page 7, your Figure 3 shows
potential ownership percentages. Now, to your

know edge, have the applicants agreed to any
specific -- agreed -- conmmitted to any ownership

per cent ages?

It's ny understanding -- ny recollection from

di scovery responses is that the precise terns of the
owner shi p agreenent are yet to be finalized.

Okay. Then if you | ook at your page 6, |ine eight,
and | notice that owned is past tense. Should that
be sone ot her word?

Well, this -- this data was fromthe conpany's
filing, so it wasn't nunbers that | cane up with
This is what the conpany has estimated in the CPCN
filing. But then under discovery, you know, we asked
for nore details about that, and that's when | think
we got the answer that the final detail's to be

wor ked out .

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 69
Technical Session - Volume 2

And that's why |'m asking about this, because your
Figure 3, that does state potential ownership
percent ages; but your testinony states owned, as in
past tense, as if it is owned, and it seens your
testinony is right nowthat it is not owned, it is
potenti al ownership.

"1l accept that clarification

Thank you. Do you know if -- so to your know edge,

t hey have not decl ared the ownership of this project?
That's my understanding. Again, | think this may be
a prelimnary estimate, final details to be worked
out .

Ckay. On page 7, line 14, you're referring to
reduced production costs, and could you be specific
about what that -- those reduced production costs
are?

Wll, that's what Ms. Agrinonti and | were

di scussing. |If you have a system-- a

transm ssion -- a systemof transm ssion |lines and
generators, and there are transfer limts or
constraints, and we tal ked about the transfer limt
sonmewhere near the Wsconsin-M nnesota border,

what -- if you have lots of load in the east, your
generators are in the west, and you'd like to send it

all to the east but you can't because there's a
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transm ssion constraint. And what happens is you run
hi gher cost generation in the east and so it's
available in the west, and that's what | understood
the conpany's claimbenefit in terns of |ower
production costs to be.

And what type of generation is that that's in the

west ?

Ch, could be lots of things. | nean, there's w nd
bei ng devel oped. There's coal. | couldn't list al
the sources. | think sonmewhere in the details of the

M SO reports that data exists, but I don't have it at
the tip of ny tongue.

Online 15 you al so tal k about | ower system | osses,
and woul d you agree that the Applicants' -- the
application's system| osses are -- range from |iKke,
4 to 11 negawatts, that that would be their | oss
savi ngs?

They did cite a nunber. | don't recall what it was,
ma'am and | believe that nunmber was for a fairly
broad area of the electrical grid.

Wul d you agree it's the eastern interconnect?

| believe that's what they said.

Okay. And if there's a four -- if you assune that
it's a 4 to 11 negawatt | oss savi ngs when conpared

agai nst the negawatts in the eastern interconnect,
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what ki nd of percentage would that be, roughly?

Ch, a very small one.

I nfinitesiml?

Well, | don't knowif | can characterize it that far.

| mean, M SO s a big system and there's a |ot of

| oad everywhere, but there's a lot of load in the

east. Wiat it is, again, it's not a nunber that I

carry around in -- on the tip of ny tongue, but it's

generally available within the M SO docunents.

Wul d you agree the eastern interconnect would al so

i ncl ude PJM?

The eastern interconnect is everything east of the

Rocky Mountains. So, yeah, it's a big system

Right. So it's not just the M SO system correct?

That's nmy under st andi ng.

Ckay.

And | believe that's what the answers to di scovery

responses were.

Right. W want to get it in the record. Thank you.
Let's see. On page 8, line one. WllI,

actually, it starts on the bottom of page 7, but

you're stating that nmuch of the anal ysis was

conducted prior to 2008. Wuld you agree, subject to

check, that the nmpjority of the analysis for this

proj ect was done 2004, 20057
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MS. AGRIMONTI: Cbjection to form

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Overrul ed.

THE WTNESS: |'mgenerally -- by the way,
am| to answer that?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Go ahead.

THE WTNESS:. Yes. Thank you. |'m aware
that the analysis for this project began sonmewhere
back around 2005. | don't know whether | can
characterize it as mgjority or not, but there was
some work in -- a fair amount of work done on this

proj ect back then, yes.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Ckay. And have you reviewed the COctober 2005

techni cal update, the CapX vision plan?

" mactually not sure. | don't think so.
Ckay.
| nmean, | read a | ot of docunents in this case. I

focused nainly on the ones that were nore current, so
| don't recall whether | read that or not. |I'm
sorry.
Wul d you agree that nmuch has changed in the world of
| oad forecasting since 2004 or even 2008? Let ne
rephrase that.

Woul d you agree that nuch has changed in

demand for electricity since 2008?
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Yes.

And what types of changes have you observed?

Well, if you | ook at page 15 --

15?

Sorry. Figure 15 of page 28 of ny direct testinony,
this graph would show that since 2008 the projections
of |loads at certain points in the future has
decl i ned.

That's a no. Since we're on page 15, let's turn to

t he next page, page 16. And you touched on this with
Ms. Agrinmonti, but | wanted to clarify. Your
testinony was that it would be -- the French Island
unit would be run, l|ike, 54 hours and 61 hours, and
is it correct that you did not do any cost estimte
of what that would cost?

That's correct.

And so then al so you did not do any conpari son of
what running those would cost versus building this

pr oj ect ?

That's correct.

Ckay. Thank you. And on page 17 -- and you

di scussed this a bit with Ms. Agrinonti as well.
Where you're tal ki ng about outages of -- where both

t he Madgett Unit and Badger Coul ee |ine would be out.

Did you do any probability anal ysis of that scenario?
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No.

Did you check to see if the applicants had done a
probability anal ysis of that?

| didn't see one in the filing, and | didn't ask for
one. Al though, you know, it is -- and I'll say
common transm ssion planning practice to | ook at two
el ements out. So | was not surprised at that, but |
did not ask for a probability, and I don't recal
seei ng one anywhere in the record.

Ckay. Thank you. And there was al so sone di scussion
of associated projects with 161, and I want to check
on this. | think I know the answer. The cost of the
QL upgrade integrated into the total project cost,
you did include that in because it was assuned?

Yes.

Ckay. GCkay. You're talking about the reduced and

| ower production costs in your testinony, which we
al so discussed a bit. And did you review M.
Beuning's testinmony and Exhibit 2 of his testinony?
|"msure | did at one point.

Wul d you agree that the PROMOD nodeling that they
did, it is dependent on the 345 kV eastward

expansi on?

It's ny understandi ng that when anal yzing the

production cost benefits, they assuned the MP
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projects were in service in addition to the baseline
proj ect being studied here.

Ckay. And would you agree that they estimated that
when conparing the 345 and 161, the cost savings
woul d be roughly $57 million of production cost

savi ngs, roughly?

That nunber sounds about right. But again, it's a
nunber that's in the record.

It's there right. Wy don't | get your opinion of
sone of these concepts.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, | amgoing to
i nterpose an objection here. |t appears that would
be a bit beyond the scope of his testinony if
Ms. Overland wants to use M. Hahn to critique
M. Beuning's analysis. And in fact, | didn't ask
anything in nmy questioning about M. Beuning's
anal ysis either.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, we were asked
to, like, file our interrogatories, and this is
going back to just a bit of that regardi ng
M. Beuning's analysis, and that was fil ed.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Your interrogatories
were filed and ERF, that's what you're referring to?

MS. OVERLAND: Right. And we were

instructed to file those so there wouldn't be any
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surpri ses.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Uh-huh. And you asked
that question in interrogatory to M. Hahn?
MS. OVERLAND: Yes.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Proceed.
MS. OVERLAND: |'Il keep it very limted.
EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. G eat.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q Do you recall that there was a colum regarding -- do
you recall that in the cost savings, different types
of generation were addressed? Say there was -- |ike,
it did not include wind and there were hydro, gas
plant, mne cycles. Do you recall that there were

t hose types of --

A And | just don't recall that |level of detail. [|I'm
sorry, | don't.
Q Ckay. And do you renenber that -- do you recal

whet her the greatest production cost savings was

| abel ed as steam cost ?

A Again, | don't recall those -- that |evel of detail,
ma'am |'msorry.
MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. |'ll discuss this

then with the Applicants' w tness.
BY MS. OVERLAND:

Q To clarify, too, regarding -- there was sone
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questions earlier regarding sonme costs and benefits
that you | ooked at, and have you seen any estimate of
regi onal benefits of this project on its own w thout
the La Crosse to Madi son extension?

| don't believe so, no.

Regardi ng your 1 percent |load growth estinate, on
page 12 and 13 of your testinony, you're referring to
t he busi ness as usual and the high | oad growth, and
woul d you agree that your estinmate of 1 percent is

hi gher than the business as usual scenario of .78
percent ?

| would agree that 1 percent is higher than .78,
absol utely.

Ckay. Way woul d you pick a | oad growh estimate

hi gher than busi ness as usual ?

Well, the 1 percent that we -- that | picked as a

| oad gromth -- as a gromh rate to apply to the 2011
actual peak |l oads as | saw them was based on

hi storical data for this particular load area. So if
you | ooked at the La Crosse area that we are al
tal ki ng about here, | believe it was from 2001 to
2011. The actual nunbers are in ny testinony.

Uh- huh.

It was 1 percent. The other |oad forecasts are for a

bi gger region. And so, you know, we |ooked at it.
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We di scussed it back at the office, and | deci ded
that | would go with the 1 percent because it was --
it was nore directly applicable to the area we're

| ooking at. | did cite these other |oad forecasts as
evidence that there's a | ower nunber, but the nunber
| chose was for that reason.

In that, did you take into account any policy changes
regardi ng energy efficiency, conservation, |oad
managenent that may reduce the | oad growth?

Wll, | think that could likely and probably is

i kely enbedded in the historical data as well. So
in order for that growth rate to be, you know,

proj ected going forward, again, as a long-termtrend
as | discussed earlier, | felt it was reasonabl e.
Coul d massi ve depl oynent of energy efficiency make

t hat nunber |ower, yes. | guess that's possible, but
that's not sonething that | considered in ny

t esti nony.

Ckay. Could a nodicum of conservati on and energy
efficiency al so reduce that?

| didn't do the analysis that way. As | explained, |
relied on historical data.

And you used the term nassive, so would you agree

t hat --

Well, actually | thought you used the term nassive.
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But whoever used it, okay, it's here.

| don't think | did.

Al right. If I did, then I'"'mguilty.

Ckay. Thank you. We'll accept that subject to
check.

Ckay. And on page 19, lines 17 through 18,
goi ng back to that excessive notion, and then you're
conparing the costs right belowthat. |[|f a project
i s excessive, would not any -- wait. First -- no.

Let nme do this a different way.

| f a project reasonably exceeds the
Applicants' probable future requirenents, then
you're calling that excessive, correct?

But not on a -- yes. But not on a cost basis, on the
magni tude of the reliability solution.

Ckay. But if a project is excessive on the
reliability basis, isn't any cost excessive to neet a
reliability -- if the project is excessive, isn't any
cost for that project al so excessive, spending too
much noney for what isn't needed?

Wiich is -- generally that's true, which is why I
believe that the | ower voltage alternatives, the 161
kV sol utions that we tal ked about that have a | ower
capital cost are, you know, a good solution. But

what | was asked to do was | ook at the proposed
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project, 345 kV project, and say in your opinion,

M. Hahn, do you think those nunbers are reasonabl e
for that project, and | | ooked at sone ot her
projects. | |ooked at the cost segnments per Iine,
and | concluded that it was reasonable. That does
not nean that that's the solution you want, it just
means that the solution for -- the cost for the
proposed project in nmy view is reasonable.

And so you're limting that to the costs for the
proposed project is reasonable in conparison to
simlar projects, but -- correct?

Yes.

But it is not necessarily reasonable to spend this
cost on a project that is not needed?

Vll, | think there's a -- as | said earlier, there's
a |l ower voltage solution that addresses the
reliability concerns in the La Crosse area adequately
t hat does cost | ess, yes.

Ckay. On page 20 you note that -- at the bottom on
page 14, line 14, you're conparing different |ine
segnents, and your testinony, am| to understandi ng
correctly, that the 7.1 mllion is the cost estimate
at the river crossing, the segnent of the river
crossing; is that correct?

Yes.

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 81
Technical Session - Volume 2

O >» O >

>

A

And did you take a | ook at the conparison of the cost
of undergroundi ng on that section and this 7.1
mllion estimate for the above-ground construction?
Not specifically, no.
Ckay. So do you have any information about that?
No, ma'am
Ckay. Now, there was sone question earlier about the
Cross-State Air Pollution Rule. Do you recall that,
nonents ago?
Yes, ma'am
Is that in effect now?
Well, it's ny understanding that -- that fines aren't
actual ly being assessed for 2012, but that because
the -- the legitimacy of the rule, if you will, was
chal | enged, and that that has sort of set it into
i mbo. But, | nean, when you say it's in effect, |
nmean, | think it's a law that exists that's subject
to challenge, so | think you could argue that it's in
effect. | just don't think they're going to, you
know, assert penalties in 2012.
So maybe it woul d be characterizing that that
enforcenent is delayed at this point?
| think that's fair

MS. OVERLAND: GCkay. |'m w nnow ng down.

| do believe we're al nost done. GCkay. | have no
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further questions.
EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. O her cross?
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q M. Hahn, |'m D ane Rant hun for the Public Service
Commi ssion. |I'mgoing to refer to your direct
testinmony, and I'mgoing to ask a coupl e questions in
two areas: the | oad forecast and the regional
benefits. Wuld you -- I'"'mgoing to refer you to
your direct testinony, page 12, starting with line
13.

A | have it.

Q In this -- in this testinony, you're tal ki ng about
the forecasted peak | oad growh, and you're talking
about Ms. King' s testinony, correct?

A | think primarily Ms. King's testinony, although the
| oad forecast was used in |lots of other anal yses.

Q As | understand, the historical growth between 2002
and 2011 is -- was 1 percent annually, correct?

A That's correct.
And the Applicants' forecast assunmes 2011 through
2020 growt h of 1.46 percent?

A That' s ny understandi ng, yes.
And that is an issue for you, correct?

A Yes.
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And as | understand what you're saying there is at

| east part of the issue is no adequate expl anation
was given by the applicants for that accel eration and
| oad growt h?

Well, that's one of the reasons stated. But al so

t hese other forecasts that have been referred to that
have growth rates of |ess than 1 percent would be
used as, quote/unquote, a benchmark.

But | wanted you to explain what you nmeant by no
adequat e expl anati on has been given

| don't recall seeing, you know, a detailed

expl anation of the |oad forecasting process that
would result in that 1.46 percent growh rate, which
you need to -- probably should |l ook at, but | didn't
think it was available in this case.

And who woul d you have expected that fronf

VWll, | nean, in an ideal world, it becones part of
an application. Applications are fairly |large and
conpl ex already, so -- but, | nmean, if -- in an ideal
world, | would think that the applicants woul d
justify that assunption.

Do you think that 1.46 percent assunption is
unsupported?

| believe so.

Goi ng now to your page 24 in your direct testinony,
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and in -- starting at about line 11 you tal k about
regi onal benefits. Do you recall when you were
asked -- answering questions fromLisa Agrinonti that
you said to the effect that if we build -- if

generation is built in western Mnnesota, if

facilities are built, it wll increase transfer
capacity and that wll allow w nd projects to be
built. Do you recall -- not those exact words --

Wrds to that effect.

Yeabh.

Yes, ma'am

Wien we're tal king about wind capacity that is to be
built, we're tal king about future projects, correct?
Yes.

O were you also referring to existing projects that
had been targeted as needing transm ssion?

Wll, | think the systemis sonewhat congested now.
In other words, if you were to | ook at | ocation of
margi nal prices in MSO, they are -- and | ook at the
congestion conponent as opposed to the | oss
conponent, you would see that in the eastern end of
the M SO system they're higher than they are in the
west. That would inply a transfer limt sonmewhere in
the m ddl e because in an un -- in an unconstrai ned

transm ssion system the congestion conponent theory
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is zero. Now, that's an ideal, is alnpbst never

achi eved because there are always transm ssion
constraints in the system But as a general rule,
power wants to flow fromwest to east in MSO. And
if you look at the LMPs, there's some congestion

t here.

But what does it nmean in this context to you as an
expert in ternms of future wind projects and this wll
facilitate then? Wat are we tal king about? How
many or what | evel ?

Well, to be determined, | guess. |'mgenerally aware
of wnd projects being proposed for places west of
here, but I can't -- | can't cite chapter and verse
as to what these projects are and exactly which ones
wi || exacerbate congestion or not. To ne, it's nore
of a general conclusion that the system does have
sone congestion now, and that if you were to build
nore projects now, not connect the dots, if you wll,
for this MVP system vyou could likely exacerbate that
congesti on.

And what's the tine frane?

Ch. Wwell, it would obviously depend on the timng of
the conpletion of the transm ssion projects and the
timng of the installation of the generators. But |

mean, in general -- well, nmaybe | can perhaps give
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you an exanpl e.

My homet own, Boston, was a heavily
congested area, and they did build sonme transm ssion
projects. They added sone generation, and congestion
in New England is nmuch, nuch smaller than it was four
or five years ago. So | don't dispute that that can
occur. What | question is, you know, who shoul d pay
for that, | guess is ny testinony.

M5. RAMIHUN: Okay. All right. Thank
you. No further questions.

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Ch. Go ahead.

MR. THI EL: Yeah, DOTI, a question. Jim
Thiel fromthe Departnment of Transportation.

CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON.

BY MR THI EL:

Q

O » O >

You said -- | believe your testinony was that the
estimat es provided and that you used were that the
proj ect proposal by the applicants included an
upgrade of the 161 kV systemon the QL |ine?

The rebuil d?

Yes.

Yes.

And do you know if that particul ar upgrade uses the
sane poles that exist today, or were they hung on the

new pol es, or would any of your 161 hybrids just use
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t he sane pol es that exist today?
Boy, | don't recall the details of the rebuild,
whet her they woul d replace or repole, or just certain
portions of them But ny assunption was that the 161
kV alternatives that | |ooked at would take the sane
place, if you will, of the conpany's 161 alternative,
what ever that was. And froma solution to
reliability program -- solution to reliability
problem the |load flow doesn't recognize that |evel
of detail. So | did not get into it in as nuch
detail as | did sonme of the other aspects of the |oad
fl ow
All right. So basically you didn't | ook at changes
of the poles or size of poles or |ocation of poles?
Not that |evel of detail. | do recall reading that
this work had to be done and that it would be done
for several of these alternatives. But, again, | did
not go out and exam ne each product and say this one
needs a new crossarmand this pole has a rotten base.
| did not do that, no, sir.

MR, THIEL: Ckay. No further questions.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. Redirect.

M5. LOEHR: Just a coupl e gquesti ons,
M . Hahn.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
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BY M5. LCEHR:

Q

Goi ng kind of way back now. M. Agrinonti asked you
about cost allocation anal yses you' ve done with
respect to the MSO tariff, and you were beginning to
menti on anot her one which you m ght have done. Do
you recall that?
Yes. La Capra Associates was retained by the
Ar kansas Public Service Conm ssion to review Entergy
Arkansas' withdrawal fromthe Entergy system
agreenent, and which -- or what Entergy Arkansas
shoul d do next. They are |eaving the system so they
need -- Entergy Arkansas needs to deci de whet her they
becone a st andal one bal ancing authority area, whether
they join SPP, Southwest Power Pool, or whether they
join MSO. And | believe that the conpany's option
istojoin M SO

And in looking at this, the allocation of
transm ssi on costs becanme a very inportant conmponent
of the benefit/cost analysis of whether it's worth
it, whether the benefits of Entergy Arkansas joining
M SO outwei gh the cost. So we |ooked at this -- sort
of the entire cost allocation process inits
entirety, not just the MVP projects, but the baseline
reliability projects. So we have | ooked at simlar

type activities than was | ooked at here.
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Thank you. And do you also still have Exhibit 5 in
front of you, the -- your consultant report for
Central Maine Power Conpany?
Yes.
And the sentence | believe Ms. Agrinonti referenced,
both transm ssi on upgrades and MIAs have i npacts on
the cost of providing electricity that extend beyond
t he i nprovenent of systemreliability. Do you have
any additional comrent regarding that?
Yeah. Well, | would like to clarify that in this
particul ar study we | ooked at constructing
non-transm ssi on alternatives, building new
generation that doesn't exist today that woul d say,
okay, if | build enough generation of the right type
and the right location, then | don't need to upgrade
the transm ssion system And obviously those
generators have a capital cost that's recovered over
time. They have O&M costs. They may or nmay not have
fuel costs, which nay be significant.

And so we did do a |ifecycle cost analysis
of that particular alternative, and we also did a
lifecycle cost analysis of the transm ssion assets,
because the transm ssion |ines that were going to be
built had ongoing O&%M sone cases you're going to pay

property taxes or personal property taxes to |ocal
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communities in Maine. So we captured all those costs
in alifecycle analysis.

And | just want to draw a di stinction,
that's different fromwhat |'ve been asked to do here
because |'ve not been asked to | ook at
non-transm ssion alternatives to this particul ar
project, and | just wsh to offer that clarification.

MS. LOEHR: Thank you. No further
guesti ons.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  All right. Sir, you're
excused.

THE W TNESS: Thank you very nuch, Your
Honor, for accommodati ng ny schedul e.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Absolutely. Not a
pr obl em

(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWMARK: So we're starting back
up wth the applicant w tnesses.

MS5. AGRI MONTI: | believe we have
M . Burnester.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Wat do we have
in store for himexactly?

Of the record a second.

(D scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWWARK:  Al'l right. Let's call
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hi m
DALE W BURMESTER, ATC W TNESS, DULY SWORN
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Have a seat.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR, CULLEN:

Q State your nane, title, and business address.

A My nanme is Dale Burnester. |'m nanager of the
econom ¢ pl anni ng group for Anmerican Transm ssion
Conpany. My address is 2 Fen Gak Court, Madi son,
W sconsi n 53718.

Q And are you the sane Dal e Burnmester who has fil ed
direct and surrebuttal testinony in this matter?

A Yes, | am

Q And is the informati on contained in your answers to
t hose questions true and correct to the best of your
know edge?

A Yes, they are.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MR, CULLEN: The witness is available for
Cross-exam nati on.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  Cr oss.

MS. OVERLAND: |'m next?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Go ahead.

MS. OVERLAND: Good norning,

M. Bur nester.
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THE W TNESS:. Good nor ni ng.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

On page 5 of your testinony, your direct, |ine six,
you're referring to -- you have CapX 2020 listed
there. What's your perception of what CapX 2020 is?
CapX 2020 is the coalition of conpanies that are
proposing to construct this |ine.

Are you aware that there's no business entity called
CapX 20207

| don't know.

You don't know, okay. On page 5, line 14, you're

t al ki ng about the western Wsconsin transm ssion
reliability study and that that's part of a | arger
conbi nati on of benefits analysis. What benefits are
you referring to there, with specificity?

The western Wsconsin reliability study took into
account a nunber of benefits for various projects
wthin this general area, including reliability
benefits, |oss savings, transfer capability

i nprovenent s.

Wul d you agree that the -- part of what the -- the
one thing that the study reveal ed was that the
benefits -- that an extension fromLa Crosse to

Madi son is necessary to achieve those benefits?
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The benefits that were outlined in this report did,
yes.

And on your testinony, page 6, you're stating that
all of the studies presuned that this project, the
Hanpt on- Rochester-La Crosse Project was in service.
If it were not in service, would there be any need
for an extension fromLa Crosse to Madi son?

Under that hypothetical, we'd have to reeval uate the
benefits of a 345 kV line further to the west.
Further to the west?

Narmel y t he Badger Coul ee Project.

You nean fromthe Badger Coulee -- from-- west from
La Crosse or west from Madi son?

" msorry, yes. It would be east -- east of this
project. |It's essentially the Badger Coul ee Project
woul d need to be reeval uat ed.

And is that because it would need to connect to a 345
l'ine?

The benefits of Badger Coul ee do rely in great part
on the connection to a 345 kV line, yes.

Okay. And essentially a radial 345 would not do it,
is that it?

Li ke | said, we would have to reevaluate the
benefits, yeah.

Now, you state though on page 6 that you support the
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Applicants' position that a 345 kV line fromthe west
that term nates in the La Crosse area would provide
significant reliability usage and service benefits to
W sconsin custoners. Can you explain that?
Whi ch part would you like ne to expl ain?
What -- okay. First, what significant reliability
benefits would this Hanpton to Rochester-La Crosse
Project provide to Wsconsin custoners?
Well, | think ny statenment is that we haven't
conduct ed our own studies. W generally support the
project, so | don't have specific details on each one
of these.
Ckay. So you're just supporting it generally, but
you don't -- you can't testify as to what specific
reliability usage or service benefits it would
provide to W sconsin?
That's correct.

MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. | have no further
questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Ckay. O her cross?

(No response.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Redirect?

MR. CULLEN: No.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: (Okay. You're excused.

THE W TNESS: Thank you.
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(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Now who's supposed to
be next? Is it Applicants' w tnesses? So let ne
ask my question again, how does it |ook for him and
for cross?

MS5. AGRI MONTI: M. Noeldner is our first
W t ness.

MS. OVERLAND:. He's here?

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Yes.

TI M NOELDNER, APPLI CANT W TNESS, DULY SWORN

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Have a seat.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q M. Noel dner, would you pl ease state your nane and
address and what your current position is at WPPI
Ener gy.

A Sure. M tine is TimNoeldner. | amthe assistant
vi ce president of special projects at WPPI Energy,
and our address is 1425 Corporate Center Drive, Sun
Prairie, Wsconsin 53590.

Q Did you file direct testinony with three exhibits in
this case?

A Yes.

And were they prepared by you or at your direction?

A Yes.
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Did you have a correction that you identified this
norni ng that you wanted to make to your direct
testi nony on page 77?
Yes.
Line five?
On page 7, line five, there should be a conpl etion of
t hat sentence that says --

EXAM NER NEWVARK: (Ckay. Let's go off the
record and do that.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Back on.

M5. AGRI MONTI: M. Noeldner is avail able
for cross-exam nation

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Questions?

Go ahead.

M5. OVERLAND: We'll have a few

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Good norni ng.

Good norni ng.

"Il try to keep this brief. Mich of your testinony
is about facilitation of wind generation into
transm ssion; is that correct?

That's correct.

Woul d you agree that nost wind projects -- well,
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first, this will be regarding w nd projects west of
W sconsin comng into Wsconsin; is that correct?
Your question is about that?

Well, your testinony is regarding wi nd projects and
transm ssion, and you would be referring to bringing
into Wsconsin wnd generation that is occurring
outsi de of Wsconsin; is that correct?

The nodel that | ran is custom zed to that situation,
yes, or a transfer from M nnesota wind to Wsconsin
| oad.

Ckay. | will let you know | worked on the Bent Tree
Project that brought M nnesota wind into Wsconsin,
and that was a PPA with a Wsconsin utility, but it
was built in Mnnesota. |s that the scenario you're
speaki ng of ?

Did you say Bent Tree?

Bent Tree Project, correct.

That woul d be an exanple of one -- one possible
transaction could fit in this category, yes.

Ckay. Now, do wind projects that fit in that
category, are they then the ones with PPAs with

W sconsin utilities?

This is a general study that just |ooks at what is

t he val ue of higher capacity factor w nd outside the

state of Wsconsin and M nnesota versus what we have
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in Wsconsin. So it could be a PPA that brings that
energy into the state, or it could be a Wsconsin
utility that actually owns wind turbines in

M nnesot a.

And WPPI does own two projects, right?

W own two wi nd turbines.

Two wi nd turbines?

At Wbrt hi ngton, M nnesot a.

And the other in | owa?

The ones in lowa, Barton and Top of lowa are PPAs.
Do you know of any instance where wi nd projects are
avail able on the General Electric -- you know, w nd
generation, wnd energy, would be available in the
general market as opposed to PPAs?

Not sure what you're asking. Do you nean whether you
can buy it in the LMP market?

Ri ght .

If -- if a project is not fully subscribed and
congestion is zero between M nnesota and W sconsi n,
it is true that you could get wind energy off from
t he LMP mar ket.

Based on ny experience with wind projects in

M nnesota, | don't know of any wind project that's
ever gone forward that didn't have a fully -- full

PPA allocated to sone utility. Do you know of any
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i nstances where that's the case where a project goes

forward wi t hout a PPA?

| don't know in detail the Mnnesota projects, but I

am awar e of sonme projects in Wsconsin where part of

the project has been w thout a PPA.

And that's in Wsconsin?

Yes.

Do you know of any instances of utilities in

W sconsi n purchasi ng power, w nd power, on an LM

basis rather than a PPA?

No, | don't. |I'mnot saying that there aren't any.

| just am not aware of it.

Do you know what percentage -- let's take this back.
Do you have any idea what percentage of

wind -- no. What the percentage of the eastern

i nterconnect transfer capacity would be estimated to

be w nd?

No.

And to clarify, on your direct page 4, or 130 --

it's 130 for ne. Direct page 4, lines 21 to 23,

you're noting that the project is designed to provide

an essential 345 link that will enabl e approximtely

1,200 nmegawatts of transfer capacity. But it states,

when a 345 connection is nmade further to the east.

So would it be your testinony that that 345
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connection further to the east is necessary for that
1, 200 negawatts of transfer capacity?
VWhat |'mtal king about here is transfer capability
from M nnesota into Wsconsin, and I'mrelying on
Ms. King's testinmony. | believe that's what her
testinmony is, but you should ask her when she's up
Il wll. I wll. And in your nodeling, how did the
nodel i ng address the -- address the capacity factor
of the project and then |line | osses resulting from
the -- well, let ne go back.

First, would you agree that |ine | osses
are -- a function of line |losses is distance?
| agree that line | osses are caused or dependent on a
nunber of factors.
Uh- huh.
One is the resistance of the power line, so the
conductor size matters, the voltage matters, and the
di stance matters.
Ri ght. And would you agree that it is a | onger
di stance from Wsconsin to Wsconsin, generally,
dependi ng on where it was -- where it is |located, but
that it's farther from Wsconsin -- from M nnesota to
W sconsin than it would be from Wsconsin to
W sconsin? It would be increased distance in

transm ssion from say, M nnesota?
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MS. AGRIMONTI: Objection. | beg you to
rephr ase

M5. OVERLAND: |'Il rephrase it.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Wul d you agree that it is further from M nnesota to
Wsconsin than it is from Wsconsin to Wsconsin?
Depends where in W sconsin.

Woul d you agree that nost of the wind is |ocated in
the southern part of the state?

Wi ch state?

W sconsi n.

| don't knowthat. W're in a project up by -- well,
the Forward Project, and that's not really southern
W sconsi n.

That's true.

But | think what you're trying to get at is there
woul d be | osses between M nnesota and W sconsin,
right?

Ri ght .

And, yes, | would agree with that.

And how di d your nodeling address the |line | osses of
a wnd project that's, you know, say 30 percent
capacity factor?

The capacity factor of the project isn't really

rel evant there. What the nodel does is it conpares
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buil ding wi nd generation, in this case M nnesota
where the capacity is higher, and noving that w nd
energy to Wsconsin, where typically the w nd
capacity factors are lower. And it |ooks at or nakes
an assunpti on about what | osses are. So if you build
a project in Mnnesota, you have -- the nodel assunes
as a base amobunt 5 percent additional |osses. [If you
site it in Wsconsin, you assunme zero percent
increnental |osses. So the M nnesota projects in

ef fect are penalized by 5 percent for transm ssion

| osses.

Now, didn't the Burns & MDonnell report state that
there are thousands of nmegawatts potential at a 30
percent capacity factor in Wsconsin?

Can you direct ne to where it says that?

Let nme take that back. That's in your footnote, in
Exhibit 3 in your footnote. It's in NREL. Wuld you
agree that NREL, footnote six in your Exhibit 3,
states that there is wind potential of 103, 000
nmegawatts at or above 30 percent capacity factor?
That's what the NREL report states for -- let's see.
This is -- | believe this is 80 nmeters height, and
you have to keep in mnd that what does M nnesota
have. M nnesota has al nost four tines that anount at

above 35 percent. So the two states are vastly
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different in the capability of w nd.

But do you think that given WPPI's requirenents for
their RES, that of that 103,000 negawatts potenti al
in Wsconsin at 30 percent capacity, you m ght be
able to find some in Wsconsin?

Are you assum ng that the 30 percent capacity factor
makes it econom c?

That was your -- | believe your presunption that the
30 percent factor was a threshold.

No. That was not ny presunption. | |ooked at what
is the average wind capacity factor in Wsconsin for
all sites above 30 percent capacity factor and used
that to conpare wwth Mnnesota to find a
differential. It's the differential between the two
states that is inportant.

That's your testinony. That's not necessarily --
that's your testinony. But would you agree that
there's 20,000 negawatts potential in Wsconsin at
above 35 percent capacity factor?

That is what NREL says, yes.

Right. And this was also all on land w nd projects;
is that correct?

That's correct.

And does not include any potential devel opnent in

Lake M chi gan?
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It does not include devel opnent in Lake M chigan --
Ckay.

-- which would be a hi gher cost.

And that would also be a higher -- and would you
agree that would also be logically a higher capacity
factor?

Wien one | ooks at the econom cs of wind, you have to
consi der not only the wind speed but the capital
costs, too.

Uh- huh.

And | served on sone conmmttees in the Eastern

| nterconnection Planning Col | aborative, and those
conm ttees devel oped assunptions for the capital
costs of wind onshore and offshore, and the offshore
assunption or cost, capital cost for wi nd, was nore
than twice the onshore. So | would not consider that
to be a very reasonable alternative in Wsconsin
until that capital cost would cone down.

Well, you're referring to eastern offshore projects,
and woul d you agree that nost of those are, |iKke,
say, the Bluewater Wnd Project out in the ocean?

| don't know about the project you refer to, but the
Eastern I nterconnection Planning Col | aborative used a
base of fshore w nd conponent or capital cost estimate

that the group agreed to, and then they apply a
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regional nultiplier to that. And so for Wsconsin,
there's a regional nultiplier that brings it down to
what it would -- is expected to be in the G eat

Lakes, where on the East Coast there's a different
regional multiplier that adjusts it to the East Coast
and ocean.

And woul d you agree that costs in Lake M chigan woul d
be |l ower than -- predicted to be | ower than for

of fshore in the Atlantic Ocean?

| don't know that.

s the multiplier |ower?

| don't recall that either. So it would be avail able
on the Eastern Interconnection Planning Coll aborative
websi te.

You used the words bring the cost down for Wsconsin
just nmonments ago. Did you -- were you saying that
the costs for Wsconsin for offshore, neaning in Lake
M chi gan, are |ower?

Than what ?

Than East Coast ocean construction.

| don't know.

Ckay. You used the words bring -- bring the costs
down. Do you recall that?

| don't recall exactly how | used that. WMaybe we

coul d go back and read the transcript on that.
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Q

| think the transcript will be okay. 1'll leave it.
Oh. In your testinony on page 9, you
refer to the Eastern Interconnection Pl anning
Col | aborative, and you did just now D d you
provi de that Burns & McDonnell w nd econom c study
and nodel to any ElI PC work group?
No.
MS. OVERLAND: Thank you. No further
guesti ons.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. O her cross.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q

M. Noeldner, |I'm D ane Rant hun fromthe Public
Servi ce Conmm ssion. | have a coupl e questions
relating to your direct testinony. |If you |ook at
page 5 where you tal k about the effort that WPPI made
to quantify the value and transfer capability.

Yes.

In that answer you tal k about the Decenber 15, 2011
M SO generation interconnection queue. Do you see
t hat ?

Yes, | do.

Can you explain the rel ationship between what you
tal k about as the value of the transfer capability

and what that queue neans?
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| was referring to the queue to show that there's a
real-life interest in devel oping w nd generation to
t he west of W sconsin.

VWhat is the -- what does the queue represent?

It represents projects that have applied for

transm ssion interconnection in M SO

Going to your |ast page. And as | understand, you
did an analysis to upgrade the study, the earlier
study, that was done on the value of transfer
capacity?

Yes.

And your results were in the range of 130 to $2507?
Yes. Per kilowatt of power transfer capability from
M nnesota to Wsconsin. The study was nore generic
than that. It applied to other states as well.

The earlier study?

Yes.

Is there any significance to the fact that there --
that you have this range of 130 to $2507?

| think you' re probably asking where the range cones
fronf

Wll, | was going to get to that, too, but --

Ckay.

Tell me about the range.

Sure. Exhibit 3 lists a nunber of sensitivity
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anal yses that | did. Let's turn to Exhibit 3 so you
can watch it as | describe it here. The first |ine
on the actual data on the table shows what the nodel
produced before | custom zed the assunptions for the
| atest NREL wind data to 80-neters hei ght, and that
came out at a $480 per kilowatt val ue nunber from

M nnesota to Wsconsin for transfer capability. The
second |line then goes into the base case for this
after | customzed it and used NREL's at that tine,
or fairly recently, produced 80-neter height data.
And it made quite a difference for Wsconsin --

M nnesota to Wsconsin. |t dropped to $180 per
kilowatt. So that then served as ny base case for
the analysis that | did here.

And below that line are sone sensitivities
where | tried to show how sensitive the results of
this analysis are to different assunptions that are
made. So | | ooked at things |ike what about the
spread and capacity factor between M nnesota and
W sconsin, how does that affect the results. That's
t he next packet.

The one right below that is sensitive to
capital costs, and then | used different capital cost
assunptions that are available out in the planning

world to try and give it sone credibility to where
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t hese are comng from

And then | | ooked at sensitivity to
fi xed-charge rate and sensitive to transm ssion
| osses and used the whol e range produced by those
sensitivity analyses then to -- to conme up with the
130 to 250 per kilowatt range.

And where is the 130 to 250 kil owatt shown on

Exhi bit 37

I f you |l ook at the columm that's in the box, 130 on
the low end is under sensitivity to capacity factor.
Ckay.

And it uses the EIPC w nd data conparing -- the
conpari son there is made between M SO West and M SO
WUVB. So it's not quite a Mnnesota to Wsconsin
type of analysis, it's nore the regions that were
nodel ed in EIPC, but these were the closest hits that
| could find in that analysis.

And then on the high end, the 250 is al so
fromthat category of sensitivity to capacity
factor, and it conpares what woul d happen if you
pi ck the best wind sites in Mnnesota, in other
words, that are at or above a 35 percent capacity

factor, and conpare that to above a 30 percent

capacity factor in Wsconsin. It wdens the spread
of it.
7\
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Q Just so the record's clear, what's -- what's M SO
West? And al so what does WUMS stands for?

A Ckay. WUMS stands for W sconsin-Upper M chigan
System So it includes Upper Mchigan in addition to
W sconsin, and probably excludes western W sconsi n.
And then M SO West is everything west of that. There
is still a M SO

MS. RAMIHUN. No further questions. Thank

you.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Redirect?
MS. AGRI MONTI: No, Your Honor.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: (Okay. You're excused.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
(Wtness excused.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  We' Il break for 45

m nutes, which will bring us to about -- well, about

gquarter to 1:00 let's get back.
(Break taken from12:09 p.m to 12:45 p.m)
(Change of reporters.)
STEPHEN BEUNI NG APPLI CANT W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. AGRI MONTI :

Q M. Beuning, will you please state your nane and
addr ess.
A My nanme is Steven Beuning. Last nane is spelled
7\
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BEUNI NG And ny address at work is 1800
Larinmer, Suite 1000, Denver, Col orado, 80202.
What is your current position and responsibilities at
t he conpany?
" mdirector of market operations for Xcel Energy.
In that role, | work on whol esal e market design as a
custoner of the whol esale narkets, and | al so procure
our transm ssion service and interconnection rights
for our generation portfolio.
Did you prepare or have prepared at your direction
direct and rebuttal testinony in this matter?
Yes.
And were there also five exhibits with your
testi nony?
Yes.
And are those true and correct copies of your
testi nony and exhi bits?
Yes.
MS. AGRIMONTI: M. Beuning is available
for cross.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Who do we have?
Ms. Overl and.
M5. OVERLAND: No one el se before ne?
EXAM NER NEWMARK: | don't think so.
M5. RAMITHUN. | mght have a few.
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CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Q

Good afternoon.
Good aft ernoon.
Ckay. So to clarify, the focus of your position is,
i ke, on whol esal e markets?
Yes.
Ckay. And you're here today to tal k about regional
mar ket benefits, that's one of the aspects, correct?
In part, yes.
Now, you also testify at page 3 that -- let ne nake
sure | got this right.

EXAM NER NEWWARK:  We're on his direct?

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

In your direct, right, page 3 -- or page 110, which
is page 3, that this project and future high voltage
upgrades fromLa Crosse to the east will reduce

regi onal energy production costs. And so then would
you agree that this Hanpton-Rochester-La Crosse is
one part of a |arger project necessary to provide

t hese benefits?

Yes.

And t he regional plan, when you say regional plan,
does that nmean |i ke the CapX 2020 vision plan or what

is the regional plan?
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As | used the term | intended the M dwest | SO
transm ssi on expansi on plan, or MIEP as it's call ed,
and that's a forward-Iooking tenure plan that's
perfornmed periodically by the Mdwest |SO and

st akehol ders.

And when you use that then, are you referring to a
particular MIEP like '08 that was regarding this one
or isit all of the iterations?

Cenerally all of the iterations.

Ckay. Thank you. And does it include any

transm ssion plans that are not a part of the CapX
2020 vision plan or the MIEP?

Not for the purposes of ny testinony.

Ckay. Let's see, on page 3, you state that with the
345 project developnent in place -- let ne get the
line here. Starting on line 14, "Wth this project
devel opnent in place, future high voltage upgrades
fromLa Crosse to the east wll reduce regiona

ener gy production costs."

Now, would you agree then that it is
necessary, with the future high voltage upgrades,
that that is necessary to reach those benefits of
| ower production costs?

Well, | like the characterization that Wtness Hahn

made earlier this nmorning where he indicated that to
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be part of the broader regional plan, you have to
connect the dots. And so in ny view of his
statenment, |1'd characterize it this way. Having the
345 kV project that's advocated by the applicants
here is the -- is that process of connecting the dots
part of the integrated regional plan which includes
in the long run further devel opnents to the east into
W sconsi n.

So then you would also join himin testifying that
it's all connected, it's one of the thenes?

|'d say that's the characteristics of the bul k

el ectric system yes.

Thank you. And has any nodeling been perforned to
det erm ne whet her the 345 kV project al one w thout
future high voltage upgrades fromLa Crosse w ||
reduce any production costs?

| don't know. It was not part of my nodeling.

So what you don't know is that you don't know t hat
there is any --

| don't know if any other studies were run of that
characterization.

And it's not a part of your testinony here?

No.

But your testinony is about this project

specifically, is it not?
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Well, the study | perfornmed or that was perforned at
my direction for this testinony nakes a conpari son
between a 161 kV scenario, | guess it's characterized
as the alternative project, and a 345 kV that
integrates with the |Iong-termregional transmn ssion
pl an i ncluding 345 kV capability further eastward

t han W sconsi n.

Wien you | ooked at the 161 kV option, how specific
did you get? Meaning, like, what were the
characteristics of that line as far as, you know,
capacity, design, that you | ooked at?

Just to clarify, are you tal king about |ike a | oad

serving | evel under the 161 kV?

Well, what the normal rating would be, summer rating.
| don't -- | don't know.
So you -- did you nmake any presunptions about what

the capacity of the |line would be?

My recollection is in the 161 kV base case, we
nodel ed the alternative scenario. So | woul d
indicate that the ratings would be consistent with
the project devel opnment proposed for the alternative
scenario. | don't recall specific line ratings
personal |l y.

Whul d that be sonething Ms. King would --

Possi bl y.
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One second. Now, on page 4, you're testifying
regardi ng market efficiencies and you said | east cost
resources. Can you be specific about what the | east
cost resources are?

Yes. 1'll try. In this context, |I'mnot talking
about the least cost integrated plan that m ght

i nclude capital decisions. So what |'mtal ki ng about
is given a system of resources established in an
operation, what's the | east cost econom c di spatch
associated with that operation

You have sone caveats as to what was not included, so
| want to get into that. Are you referring to, |iKke,
then a bus bar cost or are you referring to things
that are added in including, you know, reactive power
or line loss? Wat all is included in your cost as
you use it?

The PROMOD anal ysi s takes whatever input conditions
are given as part of the case under analysis. So for
the given generation portfolio nodel, it does a | east
cost econom c dispatch of those resources. It
doesn't make the determ nation of which resources
shoul d be constructed. So when | say |east cost, |'m
only tal king about | east cost operation for the given
portfolio. |It's not |east cost in the sense of what

sone people under traditional integrated resource
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pl an m ght consider that |ifecycle cost analysis
associ ated with plant installations.

So it's a nore narrow view of cost?

Yes. It's an assessnent of operating costs for a

gi ven portfolio instead of the determ nation of which
portfolio was appropri ate.

Ckay. And | still want to get at would that include
things like line | oss?

Yes.

And would it include reactive power?

Reactive power generally doesn't get characterized in
t he production cost. So when we tal k about the | east
cost dispatch, | would tend to answer that question
no.

Okay. Are there other things that are not included
that I'm m ssing?

| don't know how to answer that question.

All right. As far as things that are -- that could
be included, things that would be an inherent cost in
shi pping power fromPoint Ato Point B, like |ine

| oss and the reactive power, are there tariff issues
t hat are excluded?

Well, this does not cover the tariff cost associated
wth delivery of the energy. The enbedded cost of

the transm ssion systemis a cost to be recovered
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sonehow, and that's consi dered applicable in both
cases.

Ckay. So would a way to characterize it be that it's
all the cost in the production side, but it doesn't
include what it takes to get it fromhere to there?
s that --

|'"d say it this way. |t characterizes the cost
associated with running generation to neet |oad given
the physical limtations of the transm ssion system
So when you have congestion represented in the grid,

t he nodel does capture those inpacts and shows a

di fference in production costs that could be
associated with difference in transnm ssion delivery
capability.

Ckay. That helped. And then you raise congestion.
What's the inpact -- would you agree that there has
been a decrease in demand fromthe, say, 2007?

o --?

O peak demand.

| believe by having seen testinony of other w tnesses
that that was their information. | did not get
involved in the |load forecasting decisions or

t esti nony.

| f demand goes down, what's the inmpact on congestion

general |l y?
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A

It depends on which side of the constraint the denand
is. If the demand is on the | ow cost side of the
constraint, then a reduction in demand coul d increase
congestion costs because the export fromthat region
woul d be increased. So you have to | ook at which
side of the constraint the demand is occurring.
So if the demand goes down, then there is nore to
export, so nore could be exported?
Unl ess there were congestion in which case that woul d
not be able to be exported.
Right. So, in essence, if demand goes down, that
frees up capacity to be exported?
Only in the condition where that were -- where the
demands were on the di spatch down side of the
constraint. |If the demand were on the side of the
constrai nt where additional generation was needed to
relieve congestion, a reduction in demand woul d
relieve the congestion.
Thank you. That hel ped. GOkay. Moving right al ong.
Ckay. On page 5, you're tal king about --
the question is why is an energy efficient market
beneficial for consuners? Now -- and you're
testifying that it reduces the average cost of
whol esal e energy supply. For who does it reduce that

cost? Wio are the beneficiaries of that?
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Purchasers in the whol esal e nmar ket .
And then that would be in this case sonewhere to the
east, would it not?
As it relates to the 345 kV alternative conbined with
t he eastward expansi on under the M SO MIEP, then yes.
Ckay. Thank you. And would you agree that the |ine
is comng fromWsconsin, right -- | nmean M nnesota
into Wsconsin, correct? It's just a basic --
When you say the line --
Ckay. This line is coming from M nnesota into
W sconsin, correct?
Ch, vyes.
And woul d you agree that M nnesota is one of the
| onest cost states in the m dwest?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, |owest cost
what ?

MS. OVERLAND: Lowest cost electricity.
| don't know.
Do you know how M nnesota costs conpare wth, say,
costs to the east wth those extensions?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: So can you clarify?
The whol esal e costs?

MS. OVERLAND: \WWhol esal e costs.
Whol esal e costs? Yes. GCenerally the whol esal e costs

in the M SO footprint tend to be |l ower in the west
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and higher in the east. So |'d agree with M. Hahn's
characterization that the general whol esal e narket
transaction pattern in the Mdwest | SO was a
west -t o- east delivery path.

Thank you. Looking at page 7, you were tal king about
your analysis and that it was based on an adjusted
production cost analysis and that it captures -- it
does capture system | oss reductions.

Now, is that where you're referring to the
| osses of -- |loss savings of about 4 to 11 negawatts?
Could you help ne with what line that is in?

Sure. Page 7, line 13 and 14.

Ckay. And I'msorry, what was the question?

Ckay. About system |l oss reductions, would you agree
that system | oss reductions would be in the vicinity
of 4 to 11 negawatts?

M5. AGRIMONTI: Hold on. 1'mgoing to
i nterpose an objection. This is the second tine
this has cone up, and | don't believe it accurately
reflects what's in the record. So if M. Overland
could point to where she gets the 4, 7 --

M5. OVERLAND: I'Il try to renmenber. |It's
in the application. Shall | take the tine to dig
out the application?

MS. AGRIMONTI: This is an inportant
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point. | think we should have the | oss cal cul ati ons
accur at e.

M5. OVERLAND: Just a mnute. |'mgoing
to have to open up the application here.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Wy don't we go off the
record while we do that.

(D scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's get back on.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

This would be fromthe SNS study, the Suppl enent al
Needs Study, August 2011, PSC nunber 152526 from Ki ng
Exhibit 2. And do you have that?
| do not have a copy of that wwth nme. (Docunent
tendered to the w tness.)
Looking at this chart, it's figure S, |osses
performance conparison, and you have that now?
| see that.
Ckay. |'mnot seeing, though -- just a m nute.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Could we go off the record
for just a mnute.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sur e.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's get back on the

record.

BY M5. OVERLAND:
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Do you see the 10-negawatt savings listed in the top
line of that chart?

Yes, | do.

Is that -- when you're tal ki ng about system | oss
reductions, is that the nunber you're referring to or
sonme nunber near that 10 negawatts?

Yes. But let ne characterize the production cost

anal ysis that | nade as opposed to this | osses
performance conparison that you're referring to. In
my PROMOD anal ysis work, we did not attenpt to
characterize the volune of |osses; but you see the

i npact of that inherent as a total in the difference
bet ween adj usted production cost in the case with the
345 kV line in service conpared to the 161 kV
alternative. So whereas | -- so in the PROMOD
analysis, there is no evaluation of a negawatt nunber
of losses. But in the one-year sinulation, you do
have i nherent in the adjusted production cost nunbers
a difference where that difference val ue includes the
val ue of | oss reduction.

So, for exanple, | see in this analysis
here, it has a $45 mllion present value on the top
columm right-hand side for the | oss reduction. So
this is -- in the PROMOD anal ysis work that | did,

this indicates one year's worth of that present val ue
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in the difference between the two cases.

So you're focused on the dollar anmpbunt rather than a
nmegawatt val ue?

Correct.

And it's a one-year --

The PROMOD anal ysis was a one-year sinulation, yes.
And 1'Il deal with the rest of this with Ms. King
when that cones up. Thank you

Now, on that sane page, |ines 18 through
20, you testify that this project and future
upgrades, his word, will facilitate devel opnent of
W nd generation resources in an area with relatively
strong w nds on behalf of parties wth RPS.

Now, first, howw ||l this project
facilitate devel opnent of w nd generation resources
as opposed to any type of generation resources? How
is it that wi nd generation resources are specified
her e?
| think inherent in your question is a good point,
which is the 345 kV project as proposed creates the
option for Wsconsin utilities to access many
different types of generation resources. The reason
it was phrased this way in the testinony is in
recognition of the fact that they do have an RPS

obligation; and given the fact that they need to
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invest in order to satisfy that obligation, it would
make sense for themto invest an in area where their
per unit cost was the | owest.

So like M. Noeldner characterized, if you
invest a dollar in a wind generator where the w nd
bl ows stronger and steadi er, your per unit cost for
the wind energy is cheaper. And so | did phrase
this, as you point out, specifically for wind. But
in addition to enabling potential benefits to
W sconsin utilities associated with w nd i nvestnents,
the project as proposed does enabl e options for other
resources as well.

And those woul d be | ow cost resources?

They woul d be for uncongested access to the western
portions of the M SO footprint.

Okay. And what fuel sources would those generation
resources bhe?

| don't know. | would have to be specul ati ng on
that. Having a transm ssion |ine that gives you the
delivery capability doesn't ordain what generation
portfolio decisions the individual utilities

t hensel ves m ght nake.

Wul d you agree that roughly 50 percent of the
generation was coal, generally?

Cenerally? Do you nean in the M SO footprint or --

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 126
Technical Session - Volume 2

Com ng fromthe -- west of the M nnesota/ Wsconsin
bor der.

You know, as a broad-brush nunber, that nay be
reasonable. | guess to ne the question is anbi guous
enough. | hesitate to just give that a flat-out yes.
But, you know, that's fair.

That's fair.

Base | oad coal conprises a pretty good percent of
nmost utilities' portfolios in the m dwest.

Ckay. Well, speaking to that, let's turn to your
Exhi bit 2, particularly the first page of it -- no,
page 2 of 3. Let's go to page 1 first. This was
done by -- well, sent to you by G eg Wodworth. Is
he the sanme G eg Wodworth that was at RPU?

Yes.

Rochester Public Uilities. Looking at page 2 at the
bottom of the printout here, and woul d you agree that
these wind units are not in the base case?

Yes.

Ckay. So then when we turn to page 3, this is not

i ncl udi ng any wi nd generation then; is that correct?
On page 37

Page 3 of 3, yes.

Page 3 is a conparison between the base case which

does not include the wind and the i ncrenental case
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whi ch does.

Ckay. Now, if you look at the types of generation,
they're listed as -- | see steam cost, nuclear cost,
turbine cost and hydro cost. Now, would you agree
that hydro cost, that would be for hydro production
cost, is that -- and cost savings?

| see punped hydro nmi ntenance cost, is that --

No, no, down bel ow, underneath --

Hydro cost, there we are. I|I'mlooking at it. Wat
was your question again?

That that would be hydro cost savi ngs?

There is no change between the two cases.

Right. But that's -- the data item | want to know
what that neans, hydro cost. That woul d be
representing hydro cost savings, correct, or hydro
costs for hydro generation, correct?

You said savings. There is no savings in the sense
of a delta between the two cases.

Correct. There is no delta there.

Ri ght .

That's not ny question.

Ckay.

| want to get into what these ternms nean that are
listed under data item So I'd |like to know under

hydro cost, what does that nean? That's -- hydro
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generation is what you're referring to, correct?

| would characterize it as the volune of
hydr oel ectric production in nmegawatt hours nultiplied
by the | ocational marginal price for resource output.
Good. Ckay. Then if we nove to turbine cost, would
that then be that sane definition except for, say,
gas turbines, conbined cycle or single cycle,

what ever ?

No.

What is it?

You said conbined -- gas turbine, conbined cycle,
single cycle. The turbine cost does not include the
conbi ned cycle. The conbi ned cycle resources include
st eam producti on, and the steam cost conponent
captures the conbi ned cycl e operati on.

Because they're producing steanf

Ri ght .

Ckay. Then we go to nuclear cost. Okay. Wit,
wait. Turbine cost then is not conbined cycle, just
single cycle; is that correct?

Yes. Sinple cycle, single cycle, yes.

Ckay. Now, noving up to nuclear costs then, that
woul d be nucl ear plants, nucl ear generation?

Yes.

Then we nove up to steam costs then, would that be
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t hen both conbi ned cycle and coal conbi ned?

Yes.

And what are the percentages there?

| don't know.

Wul d you agree that there is nore -- well, first,
conbi ned cycle, is that typically in the m dwest
peaki ng power or internedi ate?

| would characterize it as internedi ate.
Internediate? And it's not base load technically in
the mdwest; is that correct?

General ly not.

Ckay. And the coal is not typically base load; is
that correct?

Yes.

And that would run nore often than the gas; is that
correct?

Yes.

And woul d you agree that the majority of the savings
we're discussing in that line itemwould be coa

savi ngs as opposed to gas, it would be conbi ned, but
it would be primarily coal ?

No. Actually, I'd say it's just the other way around
in fact. The savings in a regional whol esal e market
cone by dispatching down the highest priced units

first. So the conbined cycle units generally operate
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at a higher cost than the coal and would tend to be
di spatched lower first rather than the coal.

So the idea is to not dispatch the higher priced

gas --

Yes.

And so if you're not dispatching the higher priced
gas, doesn't that nean that you are dispatching the
| ower priced coal ?

No. In -- as it relates to this case here -- do you
nmean as it relates to this case here or just in
general ?

Just generally, whichever will give ne a yes.

Ckay. Let nme give you a yes qualified in the
follow ng way. The M dwest | SO s energy market
operates in general to reduce econom c dispatch cost.
So that the -- you know, the npst efficient

optim zation | owers the high priced generation first.
So that's a general characteristic of regional

whol esal e markets. In this analysis that we' ve done
here where we've added w nd, the w nd displ aces

hi gher cost generation, and that displacenent occurs
first with the highest cost resources.

And so that would then occur nore with gas?

Yes.

And what about the coal, the coal -- how does the
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coal relate in your analysis to wnd cost?

H gher.

Coal is higher?

Yes.

| s that because of fuel cost?

Once you' ve invested in wnd, the generation out put
is essentially treated as a zero cost energy supply
resource, and so the whole resource with a fuel cost
associ ated with burning the coal would be backed down
prior to curtailing the wind output.

Then in your nodel, is that included under, |ike,
variable O and M cost or fixed O and M cost, fue
cost? Let nme rephrase that. Are the fuel costs
included in variable O and M and fixed O and M

Not -- no, not generally. As | understand this
analysis, that's not the case. This would relate to
costs associated with generating plants that woul d be
incurred on the basis of their volune of production.
So, for exanple, the maybe seal s or gaskets that

m ght wear out faster on a per negawatt hour per hour
use basis. The cost associated for the fuel with the
steam pl ants would be in the steam bucket.

It would. And even like a |long-term 20-, 25-year
contract for coal ?

This reflects the operating costs for the production
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cost sinulation. It doesn't reflect the conmtted
costs for a long-term fuel supply contract. So to
the extent the Oand M-- I'msorry, to the extent

the fuel cost at the plant for that hour that it was

operated will reflect it, it would be shown here.
This -- it wouldn't reflect the long-term 25-year
costs.

So that would not be in the fixed O and M costs?
That's not ny understandi ng.

And woul d you agree that the majority of these cost
savings are in the steam cost category?

Yes, about $44 nmillion of the 50 -- approxinmately 58
mllion total were in the steam category.

Ckay. Now, let's see. Now, on page 8, you're again
testifying, line 12 --

Excuse nme, is this on ny direct?

Page 8 of your direct, yes. You're again testifying
about the 345 project conbined with future eastward
grid expansion. So was there any analysis of the 345
proj ect al one?

No.

So you can't say and you're not testifying about what
benefits this project alone mght provide; is that
correct?

That's correct.
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Now, on page 1, you're testifying about transfer from
the west in furtherance of Wsconsin -- |'msorry,
page 1 of your rebuttal, about furtherance of

W sconsin's renewabl e energy policy goals. Are you
aware of any policy considerations for purchasing

w nd energy outside of Wsconsin for Wsconsin?

No.

Did your -- I'll leave it at that. GCkay. That's

sel f-explanatory. Just a m nute.

Ch, okay. Looking at the La Crosse pl ant
and oil storage capacity, page 4 of your rebuttal.
If the oil storage capacity at the plant is at
3 mllion gallons, how long a tine period would that

| ast of constant running of that plant?

|"msorry, | don't have a calculator here, but if it
were --
I"'ma math idiot, |I'msorry.

The consunption --

Whul d you agree that if the storage capacity is
around 3 mllion gallons, that you could run this

pl ant for, say, a couple hours in a day w thout

depl eting that storage capacity?

Well, you would deplete it to the extent you consune
t he fuel, yes.

So would you agree that if it's used for the 60 or 50
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hours a year, that it would not require two
truckl oads every 70 minutes or 40 truckl oads of fuel
per day, that it would -- if it's used for -- let ne
rephrase

If it's used for peaking, that the storage
capacity could handle that such that it would not put
a strain on truck traffic, delivering the | oads every
70 m nutes, that would not be necessary?

MS. AGRI MONTI: (Obj ection, vague and
anbi guous.

MS. OVERLAND: | can rephrase.
Wul d you agree if it's only used for peaki ng power,
given the storage capacity that there is, that there
woul d be no need to schedul e trucks every 70 m nutes
for that peaking power, that it could be schedul ed
over a nore -- a longer tinme?
| think your question is asking about buffering.
Thank you, that's a good word.
To the extent the fuel is consuned, it has to be
repl aced. For each gallon you consune, you have to
truck a gallonin. So it's a given that you' d have a
simlar amount of truck traffic to replace the
consunption. | think you're trying to nmake the point
that wth sonme storage capacity, could there be sone

nodul ation to the truck deliveries? Potentially.
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And woul d you agree 3 mllion gallons is a storage
capacity that would all ow sone buffering?
Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | just wanted to ask a
followup there. The comment that you referred to
in page 4 of your testinony, does that account for
any buffering, any capacity of storage, or is this
li ke an as-needed delivery of the oil?

THE WTNESS: It's a trucking at the rate
of consunption analysis. And it assunmes both units.

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: So if you're starting
on 3 mllion gallon capacity, you' d want to keep --
is it the conpany's policy to keep it exactly at
3 mllion or is there an anount that you would | et
it fall?

THE WTNESS: | don't know enough about
our fuel storage policies to answer that questi on.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Do you happen to know if there are any of the

W t nesses who woul d?

| don't believe so.

Okay. Here is another -- just a sinple question. On
page 4 on line 25, you do reference 60 garbage

trucks. Do you know if those are literally garbage
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trucks or if those are those sems full of garbage?
| think when we were drafting this, we didn't draw a
di stinction between that. | don't know the answer to
your questi on.
Because the second one follows 15 sem trucks with
wood waste, | just wanted to -- don't know?
No. | think the point there is to characterize the
wood waste separate fromthe garbage, not necessarily
the style of truck.
Ckay. Are you aware that garbage is trucked in with
sems to La Crosse down 61 through Red W ng?
It's ny understandi ng they have a refuse-derived fuel
processing facility there.
But you're not famliar with what types of trucks?
|'ve seen trucks hauling material to refuse-derived
facility processing places before. But | -- in the
case of French Island in particular, I'mnot famliar
wth what style of trucks are used there.
Ckay. | think we're al nost done.

Ckay. | have no further questions.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Al right. O her
Cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

M. Beuning, | have a question relating to your

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 137
Technical Session - Volume 2

Exhibit 3. Do you have that in front of you?
Yes.
If you | ook at the bottom of page 3, you have a
sentence there stating that NSPWhas all ocated
1.9 million in 2015 for the repair of the rotor. Do
you see that sentence?
Actually, excuse ne, | don't. | thought you neant
Exhibit 3 on ny direct, which is just a one-page
spreadsheet. Am| | ooking at the wong docunent
maybe?
"' m | ooking at Exhibit 3 which is the NSPWs
responses to CUB's first set of discovery --
Sorry, let nme catch up to you here.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: |s there another nunber
on there? An ERF nunber?

THE WTNESS: | see it on Exhibit 5.

BY MS. RAMIHUN:

QO >» O » O » O

Ch, I"'msorry, Exhibit 5.

l"mwi th you now.

W ong gl asses.

What page are you on?

| was on page 3.

Okay. |'mcatching up. Got it.

Do you see the sentence on the bottom NSP i s

constantly forecasting?

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 138
Technical Session - Volume 2

Ch, no, | guess | was on the wong page. Sorry.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Wat page?
M5. RAMIHUN: It's Exhibit 5, page 3.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Thanks.

Now | have it. There is nore than one page 3. That

threw ne for a loop. Ckay. NSP is constantly

forecasting, is that the sentence?

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q

O >» O >

>

Yes.
Yes.
What's the 1.9 mllion referring to, which unit?
That's French Island 3 with the field rotor.
So does that nean French Island 3 is under
consi deration for repair?
Yes.
And does that nean it nmay not necessarily be
not hbal | ed i ndefinitely?
Yes.
MS. RAMIHUN. No further questions.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Okay. | just had a
qui ck question for you, sir. You nentioned, we just
saw in Ms. Overland' s questions sentences about

using the project to transfer or to bring in w nd

generation into Wsconsin. And that's related to

W sconsin's RPS requirenent. So the -- and | guess
7\
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what | gather fromthat is that there is a demand in
W sconsin for utilities to purchase wi nd power
because of the RPS and this woul d have hel ped that?

THE W TNESS: Exactly.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. And | was j ust
wondering, do you know if -- as it exists right now,
can Wsconsin utilities satisfy the RPS through
pur chasi ng Mani t oba hydr opower ?

THE WTNESS: |'mnot famliar with the
details of that.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  You don't know that?

THE W TNESS: No.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Let nme see if | can ask
sonebody else that. But basically the idea is it's
t he demand for RPS requirenent energy that would
help in this line?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: (Ckay. Go ahead.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q

M. Beuning, Ms. Ranthun just asked you a coupl e of
questi ons about French |sland and budgeting. Do you
recall that?

Yes.

Are you fam liar enough with the budgeting process at
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NSP to provide sone information about how t he budget
process relates to commtnents to capital projects?
It's not necessarily a given. So to the extent we're
forecasting reconstruction activity to take place on
the nothballed unit doesn't necessarily mean that it
woul d occur. And as | indicated in the testinony, we
do plan to revisit that decision and forecast around
the end of this year.
And so when the conpany is |looking at its generation
units in its current status, it may forecast out a
coupl e of years in budgeting, but there still
conti nues internal review about whether to change the
status of that unit?
That's a good point. These units are 38 years old
and very expensive. | know there is the question of
whether it's throw ng good noney to uses that could
i nstead be put somewhere nore efficient in terns of
budgeti ng and expenditure for refurbishing these
units.
And that analysis is sonething that will be done in
the future?
That's correct.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you. That's all |
have.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  You' re excused.
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Thanks.
(Wtness excused.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: |Is Ms. King next?
MS. AGRI MONTI:  Yes.
ANMANDA KI NG APPLI CANT W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI

Q

Ms. King, would you pl ease state your nane, your
address and descri be what you do for NSP.

I"'m Amanda King, K1 N G M address is 414 Nicol et
Mall, Suite MP08, and that's in M nneapolis, 55044.
And | am a senior transm ssions planning engineer in
the transm ssion planning department at NSP.

Did you prepare or have prepared at your direction
prefiled testinony in this case?

| have.

And do you have copies of your direct suppl enental,
direct -- second supplenental direct and rebuttal in
front of you?

| do.

And were those prepared by you or at your direction
specifically?

They wer e.

And Exhibits 1 through 14, are those al so your

exhi bits?
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They are.
And are true and correct copies of what was filed in
t hi s docket ?
They are.

M5. AGRIMONTI: Ms. King is available for
Cross-exam nation

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. Who has cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q
A

Q

O » O >

Good afternoon, M. King.
Hel | o.
Ckay. |If you | ook at page 11 of your direct where
you' re discussing Dairyland's plan to rebuild the
Genoa-La Crosse line.
Li ne 227
Right. And that's the sane as the QL, right?
No, it's not.
No, that's a different -- Genoa-La Crosse, never
mnd. Let's go sonewhere el se.

MS. AGRIMONTI: | know that you noved the
m c, Your Honor, and it doesn't appear to be
working. Is it about proximty to the mc and the
speaker or what can we do --

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's go off the

record.
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(D scussion off the record.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's get on the

record.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Al right. I'mtrying to narrow this down to things

we haven't covered already in the |last few years,

so. ..

And | have M. Noeldner's testinony filed
in wwth yours. Just a mnute. OCh, | have a question
about the -- I'"'mthinking it's the sane as an

operating guide for the Keen Eau Claire Arpin
(phonetic) that you testified about. But it's not
call ed an operating guide. So |I'm |l ooking for that.
Just a m nute.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's go off the record
for a mnute.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let's get on the
record.

MS. OVERLAND: | have no questions. This
speaks for itself.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  So you have no
gquesti ons?

MS. OVERLAND: | have no questions. |I'm

happy with the studies.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK: Al right. Any other
Cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. RAMIHUN:

Q

Just give nme a second. Ms. King, |I'm D ane Rant hun
fromthe Public Service Conmission. | have a couple
questi ons about your | oad forecasts.

First of all, | understand that you use
non- coi nci dent peak |l oad in making the forecast for
the La Crosse area?

Yes. The distribution planners put together the
actuals for the years in the past for the
non- coi nci dent peak | oads.

And do you disagree wth using coincident peak | oads
to make the forecast?

It's standard practice for us when we're setting a
smal|l area to | ook at what could be the absol ute

hi ghest peak that could be to be sure for NERC
conpliance that we're able to neet those levels. The
potentials |evels.

Are you saying you disagree with the use of
coi nci dent peak | oad for |oad forecasting purposes?
It woul d depend on the scope of the study you were
doing. For a snall area, and we have sonme nunbers in

nmy testinmony, | can find it here, where the 2010
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coi nci dent peak | evel that was recorded on a peak day
in 2010 was wthin one negawatt of our actua

non-coi ncident, so it was |less than a percent
difference. W feel it was pretty accurate.

So depending on the area, the scope of the study, the
geogr aphi cal area being studied, you m ght use
coi nci dent peak | oad?

As we stated, La Crosse, the peaks happen at a
simlar time. |It's an area that peaks together
generally. So for this area | belive it was the
correct thing to do.

Did you hear ny questioning of M. Hahn about the

hi storical |oad growmh rate between the year 2001 and
20107

General ly, yes.

Do you recall that the historical rate between that
time was one percent?

Yes. | recall himsaying that.

And as | understand, the applicants have forecast a
1.46 percent growth rate for the La Crosse area for
the years 2011 to 20207

Yes, in the way that's devel oped, the distribution

pl anni ng engi neers have a very |local area that they
work on and they're very famliar with the area, and

it was not a 1.46 uniformy across all the
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substations. That's the average. And each sub was
forecast based on the distribution planners'

know edge of that |ocation, where one sub they notice
sone growth com ng or devel opnent in the area, where
sone ot her ones nay have lower. So there is a |ot of
i ndi vidual work put into each substation. For

Dai ryl and, they do that by co-op.

So is that your explanation for the bunp-up in the

forecast ?
It is. It's to the best of their know edge of what
was currently happening and will be happening in that

specific area by substation.

MS. RAMIHUN. | don't have any further
questions. Thank you

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Al'l right. Any other
cross? OCkay. Redirect?

MS. AGRI MONTI: No, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  You' re excused.

(Wtness excused.)

MS. AGRI MONTI: M. Kline.
DANI EL P. KLI NE, APPLI CANT W TNESS, DULY SWORN

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. AGRI MONTI

M. Kline, what is your full nanme and where do you

wor k and what are your job responsibilities?
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A My nanme is Daniel Kline and | work for Xcel Energy
Services. Did you ask about ny job responsibilities?

Q Yes, sir.

A My job responsibilities are primarily | deal with
tariff adm nistration and conpliance across all three
operating conpani es, and that includes working in the
regi onal stakehol der processes in all three operating
conpani es including MSO in the NSP region and
sout hwest power pool and then al so west connecting in
t he west.

Q Did you prepare rebuttal testinony with two exhibits

for this proceedi ng?

| did.

And do you have copies of those with you?

| do.

O » O >

And are those true and correct copies of what was
filed in this docket?
A They are.
M5. AGRI MONTI: The witness is avail able
for cross.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND:
Q Good afternoon, M. Kline.
A Good af t ernnoon.

Q Let's see, | ooking at your rebuttal, starts out
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t al ki ng about the | arge planning work that you've
been working on. Have you been involved with the
JCSP or the -- well, the JCSP pl anni ng?

The -- by JCSP, |I'm assum ng you nmean Joi nt

Coor di nat ed System Pl an.

That's correct.

It was a plan that was done by a nunber of planning
authorities a few years ago. | did attend a couple
of stakehol der neetings; but primarily nost of the
wor k, quote/unquote, in that study was perforned by
the M SO SVP, the New York |1SO those, and the
individual utilities' input was through just a nornal
st akehol der process.

And t hen have you done any work with EIPC which is
the Eastern, what, Interconnect --

Eastern I nterconnection Planni ng Cooperative. Again,
| have attended a small nunber of stakehol der
nmeetings. | amnot the primary person in ny conpany
responsible for that effort, though.

Thank you. Now, on page 3 -- no, on page 3 in the
m ddl e of the page, lines 15 through 17 of your
rebuttal, you state that noving the interconnection
poi nt a consi derabl e distance coul d be inconsistent
wth the regional transm ssion plans. Can you

expl ain that.
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The purpose of this particular statenment is to
outline that M SO has a regional transm ssion

pl anni ng process that considers input froma variety
of stakehol ders. And interconnecting the proposed
project in this docket with a future extension to the
east at sone other |ocation would be inconsistent
wth that -- with what that process has identified to
dat e.

Who cares? Wiy does it matter?

Why does --

Why does it matter to -- well, to you in your

testi nony, why does it matter where it connects?
Where --

Are you talking a -- is it an electrical reliability
problen? Is it a geographic issue? What is the --
is it a jurisdictional issue? Wy does it matter
where the connecti on eastward happens?

Well, | would say there are a nunber of reasons why
it matters where it happens. But to be general, the
benefits of -- the benefits to the system of the

pr oposed project have been studied and detail ed based
upon a certain configuration. And to the extent that
configuration changes, it's going to affect the
benefits that are actually received fromthe project.

"1l come back to that as we go forward. On page 5,
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you' re tal ki ng about years of joint planning work for
a second Twin Cities to Madi son transm ssion path.

So let's go way back in history, and were you
involved in the WRES project -- the WRES report?

| personally was not.

So you're bringing that up as conpany perspective
that the conpany was involved in that?

Yes.

And at that tinme, was the plan during the WRES
report, was that a step towards a second Twin Cities
to Madi son transm ssion path? 1|s that how we're

vi ew ng W RES?

W RES was a survey and included sone detail ed study
wor k of a nunber of transm ssion alternatives

i ntended to address constraints between M nnesota and
W sconsi n.

And so it had many options; is that correct?

There were several options that were studied.

Ckay. And as you testify, one of those was from

Prairie Island going east; is that correct? That

woul d be on page 6, line 12 specifically.
Yes.
And so is it your testinony then that that -- the

Prairie Island line to Colunbia is essentially the

sane el ectrical function as Hanpton to Madi son?
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Aline fromPrairie Island to Colunbia from-- it
woul d not serve exactly the sane electrical function
because it would not take into account the
reliability benefits to the La Crosse area. However,
froma regional perspective, the line fromPrairie
| sland to Colunmbia would be substantially simlar to
t he Hanpton to La Crosse line in conbination with a
line fromLa Crosse to the Madi son area.
Ckay. And would you agree that the Hanpton to
Rochester to La Crosse connects with the Prairie
Island to Blue Lake |ine near the Hanpton substation?
Coul d you repeat the question.
Sure. | mght be able to give you a little
geogr aphi c hel p here.

Wul d you agree that the Hanpton to
Rochester to La Crosse |ine as presented connects
with the Prairie Island to Blue Lake |line near the
Hanpt on substation or at the Hanpton substation?
The Hanpton to Rochester to La Crosse line has as its
western or northernnost endpoint, depending on how
you view it, a termnation that is near Prairie
| sl and that connects to an existing line fromthe
west and an existing line that extends fromPrairie
Island into the Twn Cties network.

So would that be the Prairie |Island-Blue Lake |line or
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A

am| msidentifying the substations?
| believe you may be msidentifying. However, there
are -- there's -- basically there's the Brookings
line, which is about to commence construction, and
then an existing -- today existing transm ssion |line
fromPrairie Island into the Twin Cties network.
And it connects wth that, correct?
Yes.
And then woul d you agree that the Hanpton to
Rochester-La Crosse line al so connects near Zunbrota
with the Prairie Island-Byron line going to the
sout h?
Yes.
So it is electrically connected to Prairie Island in
two ways; is that correct? Both --
Yes.
-- of the... In your testinony on page 6, you
reference the CapX 2020 vision -- |let nme go back a
second. The WRES report, is the WRES report the
sanme report that we've been referring to in the
NoCapX Exhi bit 13?

M5. AGRI MONTI: The wi tness doesn't have
Exhi bit 13.
| don't have Exhibit 13.

MS. OVERLAND: Right, doesn't have it.
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Well, we've been tal king about a WRES report that
was i ncluded with the FERC conplaint, and | want to
know if that is the sane -- |let ne rephrase.

NoCapX has an Exhibit 13 that originated
in -- that canme fromthe FERC filings of which an
affidavit of yours was one of the things and anot her
thing was the WRES report. And so is that WRES
report the WRES report you're referring to? Does
t hat make sense?
| think it does.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: | f you can give a
citation that he can confirmpossibly. 1Is that a
way to go with that?

M5. OVERLAND: Well, then -- Xcel's FERC
filing is where | took it from Do you nean like in
docket EL-12-128?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Well, he cites to it in
hi s testi nony.

MS5. OVERLAND: Right. He cites to it in
his testinony on page 6, lines 11 through 12, and
al so references the concept, but not the specific
W RES el sewhere. But page 6, lines 11 and 12.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: And you intend for
Exhibit 13 to be that docunment that he's

ref erenci ng?
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A

MS. OVERLAND: Right. And to ny know edge
it is, it was taken fromthe Xcel --

EXAM NER NEWWARK: So to the extent it
isn'"t, people can -- parties can object when they
see it. So we'll just -- we'll leave it there, or
do you need nore verification?

M5. OVERLAND: Well, 1'd just like --
wel | --

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Unl ess he sees it, |
don't know how he can verify it. So --

M5. OVERLAND: Ckay. |I'll just leave it.
And in page 6 further down, you reference 2005 CapX
2020 vision study. Wuld -- do you agree that
anot her nanme for that is the CapX 2020 technica
update identifying Mnnesota's el ectri cal
transm ssion infrastructure needs, COctober 20057
Yes, | believe that is the |onger, perhaps nore
formal nanme for it.

Ckay. Thank you. That is what we have in NoCapX

item 5.

On page one of that study -- off the top of
your head, will you agree that -- 2005 CapX vision
study, will you agree that the CapX vision study was

predi cated on a 2.49 percent annual growth rate?

| can't recall the precise growh rate nunber.
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Subj ect to check, sure.

Sounds about right. GCkay. And do you agree that the
vi sion study, CapX vision study included many of the
i nes that were devel oped in W RES?

| think I need you to be nore specific.

Ckay. Well, would you agree that the CapX vi sion
study takes the WRES report w thout Arrowhead and
Chi sago, which are already built or being built, and
utilized those -- sonme of the projects proposed in

W RES? Let ne go back.

Wbul d you agree that the CapX vision study

i ncl udes many transm ssion |lines, or a nunber of?

There were a nunber of transm ssion alternatives

investigated in the vision study, the CapX vi sion

st udy.

And woul d you agree that Phase 1 and subsequent

phases includes many transm ssion |lines that were

conceptually included in the WRES study?

No.

|s the hang-up many? Let ne try this again. Wuld

you agree that there are -- sone of the lines in the

CapX vi sion study were conceptually part of the WRES

st udy?

I n aggregate, there were common facilities between

the WRES study and the CapX vision study. | do not
7~
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believe that Phase 1 aligned with any of the specific
facilities in the -- Phase 1 of the vision study
aligned with any of the specific facilities in the
W RES st udy.
And so you're thinking it was subsequent phases of
t he vision study that m ght have had sone overl ap?
| think that in aggregate there was sone overl ap.

MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. That's good enough
| have no further questions.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Oher cross? o
ahead.

CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR LORENCE:

Q

M. Kline, John Lorence fromthe Conm ssion. A
coupl e of questions with respect to your testinony.
In your testinony, particularly at page 5 -- |I'm
sorry, on page 4, you | guess take task with ATC s
suggestion of various interconnection points. And if
| read your testinony correctly, it -- primarily
because you state it was not part of the planning
process to have these alternative interconnection
points. |Is that accurate?

Yes, that's correct.

You're not testifying, or are you, that there is an

engi neering or an electrical reason why these
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I nt erconnecti on points would not work?

My testinony is that there is an

engi neering/electrical reason why the current

i nterconnection points were designated. But w thout
havi ng -- w thout the suggested new i nterconnection
poi nts havi ng been through the regional process, it
woul d be premature for ne to pass judgnents on them
specifically.

When you say the current interconnection points have
al ready been approved, where were they approved
specifically?

The Hanpton to Rochester to La Crosse 345 kV proj ect
has been designated to end at -- well, at the tine it
was designated to be North La Crosse substation, that
has since taken on the nanme Bri ggs Road substation,
and the La Crosse to Madison |ine was desighated to
begin at Briggs Road substati on.

I n what report or in what study?

In the Mdwest |SO transm ssi on expansi on plan for
2011.

And do they specifically identify the Briggs Road
substation in there or do they just say north of

La Crosse?

They include term nati on equi pnent at Briggs Road

substation that's necessary to termnate the line in
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the La Crosse area. So by ny estimation, that's a
designation of Briggs Road as the term nation point.
And in your exhibit, you have the summary fromthe
MIEP 08, but you don't have any information from
MIEP 11; is that correct?

Yes, | believe that's correct.

Do you know specifically where in MIEP 11 that

endpoi nt i s desi gnated?

It isin-- it would be in Appendix Ato MEP 11.
And at this point if a different -- if a route --
one -- if -- I'"'msorry. |If one of the eastern routes

were chosen as opposed to the one down the QL line in
its variations, you're testifying that the
i nterconnection point would still be the Briggs Road
substation, correct?
Yes. Based on the work perforned to date, Briggs
Road is and remains the appropriate term nation point
for a line between La Crosse and Madi son.
But that's not to say that there could not be a
different interconnection point; is that correct?
It is certainly possible for the interconnection
poi nt to be noved.

MR LORENCE: Thank you.

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Your Honor, applicants

woul d request a late filed exhibit for Appendix Ato
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MIEP 2011 based on the questioning from Conm ssion
staff.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: |s that not sonething
that's comng in?

MS. OVERLAND: Well, it's item 10.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Ckay. That may not be
part of the record precisely, and you'd like it part
of the record, the appendix itself?

M5. AGRIMONTI: | would like it -- let ne
rephrase that. The excerpt pages from Appendi x A
that M. Kline will identify as relevant to his

testi nony about the interconnection point of Briggs

Road.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Ckay. And do we do
t hat now, the page nunbers or -- ?

M5. AGRIMONTI: | can't identify the page
nunbers right now | can do so tonorrow.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Well, that's
fine wth ne. Any objections to that?

MR. CULLEN. So we're just talking about
putting in as a delayed exhibit the specific
portions of Appendix A of MIEP 11 that relate to the
Badger Coul ee MVP, the western term nation point for
t hat project?

EXAM NER NEWWVARK:  That's ny
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under st andi ng.

MR, CULLEN: For the La Crosse to Madi son
line?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: That woul d be ny
understanding. |Is that --

M5. AGRIMONTI: I'msorry, | was having
two conversati ons.

MR. CULLEN:. | think we're tal king about
putting in as a delayed exhibit just those parts of
Appendi x A that relate to the western term nation
point of the La Crosse to Madi son project, correct,
since that's what M. Lorence asked about?

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Yes.

MR. CULLEN. GCkay. Wth that
clarification, we're fine.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, | was thinking
it mght be useful to have the sane narrow pages of
Exhibit Ain the MIEP 08 that refer to this project
comng in to La Crosse.

MS. AGRIMONTI: We can certainly provide
t hat .

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. That's fine.
And so will M. Kline be able to identify those

pages tonorrow t hen?
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MS. AGRI MONTI:  (Noddi ng.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any obj ections?

Well -- well, | guess we can hold off on that and
see what he brings. But we'll mark that Kline 3.
Any idea how nany pages we woul d be considering?

M5. AGRIMONTI: I'msorry, | do not.

M. Kline, do you have a sense of how many pages
t hat woul d be?

THE WTNESS: |t would be probably,
dependi ng on how it's excerpted, no nore than two
pages per year.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Well, you can
probably just do that all in one exhibit then.

MR. LORENCE: Your Honor, could |I ask
actually that it be two exhibits because | only
asked about MIEP 11 which was -- | think we agreed
woul d be Exhibit 3. | didn't ask anythi ng about
MIEP 08. Ms. Overland has asked for, but it wasn't
part of ny discussion. So |I'd like to reserve
seeing it before agreeing that it be put in as a
del ayed exhi bit.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. W can separate
those. So make it 3 and 4. So 3 will be MIEP 11,
t hose various pages, and 4 wll be MIEP 08.

(Kline Exhibits 3 and 4 designated as
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del ayed exhibits.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. More redirect?
MS. AGRI MONTI: No, Your Honor.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: No? GCkay. You're
excused.
(Wtness excused.)
M5. AGRI MONTI: W call M. Lehman.
PAUL J. LEHVAN, APPLI CANTS W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. AGRI MONTI
Q M. Lehman, what is your position and
responsibilities at Northern States Power Conpany?
A My name is Paul J. Lehman, L EHMA N And ny title
i's manager of reqgqulatory admnistration. M job
duties entail regulatory requirenments for
transm ssion projects for Xcel Energy.
Q Did you prepare rebuttal testinony and Exhibits 1
t hrough 37
| did.
And do you have those before you?

| do.

O » O >

Are they true and correct copies of what was in the
record?

A They are.

M5. AGRI MONTI: M. Lehman is avail able
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for cross-exam nation
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q
A

Good norning, M. Lehman -- afternoon.

Af t er noon.

Here we go. On your page 3, you are tal king about
percent ages of ownership interest. Wuld you agree
that all these -- any percentages or clainms of
ownership interest are prospective and are not in
exi stence at this tine?

The percentages that are in place right now are
devel opnent percentages. They are not fi nal

owner shi p percentages, that is correct.

Right. And so then the conpany has not decl ared

what -- the conpani es have not declared what the
ownership interests will be when this is built,
correct?

To the best of nmy know edge, they have not for this
project, that's correct.

And woul d you agree that the M nnesota Public
Utilities Conm ssion as an order point for the
certificate of need require that the utilities
declare ownership interest in the projects, the three

projects that were included in that certificate of
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need?

That is a conpliance requirenent of the certificate
of need that was granted for the project in the other
CapX 345 kV projects, that's correct.

And was that 2009?

It was | believe spring of 2010. But | |ose track of
time, so it may have been '9, but it cones to m nd
*10, but...

Ckay. And as of today, that's not been identified?
What has not ?

The ownership interest has not been identified?

The ownershi p agreenents have not been signed to ny

know edge.
Ckay. | wanted to be clear about that. On page 4,
you were tal king about -- I want to be cl ear whose

testinony this is. You're referring to M. Hahn's
testinony. And you're stating that the Hanpton
project as well as the 161 lines are classified as
partici pant funded or other in M. Hahn's figure 13.
Now, is that a correct classification?

To ny know edge, that is correct, yes.

So they are other, and then the balance of this
project is the BRP, that's correct?

The bal ance of the project referring to the 345 kV

line fromthe North Rochester substation to the

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 165
Technical Session - Volume 2

Bri ggs Road substati on.

So -- ny brain is not working well. The Hanpton to
North Rochester 345 is other and then the rest of it
is BRP?

The Hanpton to North Rochester as well as the 161 kV
lines from North Rochester into the Rochester

transm ssion system are partici pant funded or other
under the M SO cost allocation classification.
Continuing from North Rochester into Wsconsin and
onto Briggs Road is the portion of the project that
has been given baseline reliability designation.

Wiy the difference in the way Hanpton to Rochester
and then Rochester to La Crosse are treated? What's
t hat about ?

| was not involved at the tinme in this project. |
was not involved in this project at the tinme those
were designated. M understanding is that the first
portion of the project that's been | abel ed as
partici pant funding was primarily identified as
serving the |l ocal |oad-serving needs of the Rochester
area and therefore qualified for participant funding
st at us.

Ckay. To your know edge, does M. Hahn in his
evaluation of this take that into account in

determ ni ng ratepayer inpacts in Wsconsin?
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He did not take -- to ny know edge, ny understandi ng
in reviewing of his exhibit, he did not take into
account a portion of the project not exceeding
baseline reliability status beyond those owners of
the project who were at the tinme not M SO nenbers.

So in other words, he didn't attenpt to
categorize part of the project as being not eligible
for baseline reliability treatnent by identifying
those entities who were not owners separately --
excuse ne, not M SO nenbers separately.

MS. OVERLAND: | have no further
questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. More cross?
Anyone?

CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR THI EL:

Q

Do any of the cost -- I'mJimThiel fromthe
Departnent of Transportation. Do any of the cost
estimates include the possibility of figures for
undergrounding on the QL line or the QL-35 |ine?
|"'mnot famliar with any of the cost cal -- or
determ nati on nunbers. That wasn't ny area of
responsibility, so | don't know if any cost estinmates
have been provided that included underground costs.

MR. THI EL: Thank you.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Redirect?

MS. AGRI MONTI: No, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  You' re excused.
Thanks.

(Wtness excused.)

MS. AGRIMONTI: M. Thonpson.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Just keep them com ng.

MS. AGRIMONTI: At sone point | wll beg
for a five-m nute break.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  You can try.
CHARLES THOVPSON, APPLI CANTS W TNESS, DULY SWORN

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q M . Thonpson, woul d you pl ease state your nane,
position and responsibilities.

A My name is Chuck Thonmpson. | work for Dairyl and
Power Cooperative. | amresponsible for getting
regulatory permts in four states where we operate
for transm ssion |ines, substations, comrunication
t owers.

Q And did you prepare direct testinony and an exhibit
for this proceedi ng?

A Yes, | did.

And do you have copies of those in front of you?

A | do.
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And are they true and correct copies of what you
filed here?
They are.
M5. AGRI MONTI: M. Stevensonis -- M. --
one of the M. Thonpsons is avail able for cross.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Cross-exam Go ahead.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

O » O >

And is it correct that -- | want to nmake sure | have
all the exhibits. Do you only have the Exhibit 1
which is the Dairyland Power QL rebuild technica
menor andum exhi bi t?

That's correct.

That's it. And there's no 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 --

No.

-- 20?7 One second. | want to clarify. 1Is it
correct that if the QL rebuild is not conpleted, that
Dai ryl and woul d not be a part of this project?

No, that's not correct. W initially got involved in
t he begi nning of the project back in 2005 and 2006.
Dairyland originally had started the planning study
back then. And so we have been a nenber of the
project since it started.

Is it correct that three of the units at the Al ma

plant will be shutting down?
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That's correct. The three smallest units.

Ckay. And as it stands now, the project as proposed,
there is no substation -- it does not connect at the
Alma area, correct? It just goes through?

That's correct.

So if the three -- if three of the units may be
shutting down, what is the need for the Alma rebuil d?
The Alma rebuild, the QL line goes fromA m to
Genoa, it was built back in 1950. W divided it up
in three segnents based on trying to rebuild that
project. The line fromNorth La Crosse with the

Bri ggs Road substation to Alma, that line serves the
Cty of Wnona. There is a substation called
Marshland, it is a primary source for that. It also
serves Riverland Electric. They have custoners off
of that substation al so.

But the QL line extends from Al ma through Marshl and
down to La Crosse, correct?

Correct.

And if there isn't the power com ng out of Al ma, the
pl ant, where is the power comng fromthat wll be on
that |ine?

The Alma plant actually has five -- well, take that
back, there is six power plants at Alma. Three of

them that are being proposed to be retired are 20
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nmegawatt units each, they were built back in the late
'40s, so there's three other power plants at the Alma
site.
So 60 negawatts will be taken offline?
That's correct.
And how many nmegawatts are left?
Let me do sone math here. | believe approxi mately
580 nmegawatts.
And so the line as it exists nowis currently
handl i ng the 580 plus the 60, correct?
There are five 161 lines out of the Alma site. So
it's a conbination of all five lines.
So the QL is only one of five?
The QL is only one of five.
So it's handling a lot less than that. Does it
matter how those are configured as far as what power
is assigned to what |ines?
| don't know.
Well, okay. But if the QL line is handling the power
generate -- its share of the power generated at Al ma,
if the -- if we lose 60 negawatts, won't there be
| ess power com ng out of Al ma?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, I'mgoing to
object at this point. M. Thonpson's testinony does

not relate to engi neering considerations.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

> O >» O

I n your technical nenorandum attached as Exhibit 1,
and you had earlier tal ked about the |ine being
divided into three sections, and the 3.1, 3.2, 3.3
sections of the technical nenorandum would that be
the sane as the three sections you were descri bing?
You had used the term Marshland, but | don't see

t hat .

Whi ch page are you on?

Okay. If you look -- I'"mjust |ooking at the table
of contents now of your technical nenorandum where
Section 3, QL rebuild options, we have 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.
And you had nentioned that it's divided into three
segnents, but here they're, like, slightly different.
And you had nentioned Marshland. So here we have
Alma to MIton, MIlton to Trenpeal eau, Trenpeal eau to
Hol men.

If you go to page 5 in our introduction, second
paragraph down, it tal ks about the three segnents
that make up the total of 70 mles.

Page 5. Onh, page -- you nean page 5 of 1027

Ri ght, correct.

Ckay. So it --

The three segnents that you're referring to, 3.1,

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 172
Technical Session - Volume 2

3.2, 3.3, those are the segnents for the north 40
mles fromA m to La Crosse.
The north 40 only?
Yeah.

M5. OVERLAND: Ckay. | have no further
questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. O her cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR THI EL:

Q

The Departnment of Transportation, JimThiel. Good
afternoon. The QL line that's referred to that

Dai ryl and Power Conpany has an easenent for, where
exactly does the QL |line run?

Coul d you repeat that again, please.

Yeah, what is the -- the three geographical endpoints
of the QL line?

The QL starts at the Alma substation; it proceeds
south to a substation called Marshl and where it
interconnects; fromthere it goes to La Crosse; and
it interconnects with a couple of NSP lines in

La Crosse; and then continues on down to Genoa,

W sconsi n.

Ckay. But for purposes of this proceeding, we're
just tal king about Alma to La Crosse; is that

correct?
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Correct.

And are you aware of the size of the easenent for
your existing line?

Sure. Yes. The existing lines, they were purchased
back in 1950, | believe the nmajority of those
easenents are bl anket easenents. And -- but we have
been nmai ntai ni ng approxi nately an 80-f oot

ri ght - of -way.

When you say a bl anket easenent, what do you nean by
t hat ?

Those were easenents that were generally purchased
which took over a |arger area than just the

ri ght-of-way, but those were typically types of
easenents that were gotten back in the early days.

So your testinony is that your right-of-way is not 80
feet, it's nore than that; is that correct?

That's going a little bit beyond what | can get into.
" mnot a right-of-way expert.

When you tal k about rebuilding the QL Iine from Al na
down to La Crosse, when you say it needs rebuil ding,
do you have a precise cost estimate for rebuilding it
exactly as it is now as a 161 kV |line?

We have done sone generic nunbers for that.

In the absence of this project, would you rebuild the

161 kV line in the sane place it is now?
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Yes, we woul d.

And woul d you put the towers in the sane place as

t hey are now?

That woul d probably be sonething we'd negotiate with
the | andowners. We would stay on the existing

ri ghts-of-way. Were the actual |ocation of the
poles would be, it may -- it may change.

Wul d you -- generally do you know whet her you woul d
replace themw th the Htype pol es?

We can do either. W can do the existing H frane,
they could be wood or steel, or you could go to a
single structure, a single pole. So you could build
it either way.

Are you aware that sone of the easenents are
restricted to H-frane pol es?

| am not .

Have you | ooked at all of the easenents along the
l'ine?

Sone of the folks in our right-of-way departnent
have, yes.

You have no direct personal know edge of what they
state?

No, | don't.

Approxi mat el y when woul d you proceed to reconstruct

the 161 kV line in the absence of this initiative by
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CapX?

Well, we would need to wait until the Conm ssion
order conmes out to know which route they've sel ected.
Anticipating that they have chosen possibly the
Arcadia route, we would begin work on doing the

engi neering, rights-of-way contacts and that type of
thing. We would probably have to wait until the CapX
line is constructed before we could take that |ine of
service to rebuild it. So we're probably | ooking at
starting construction in |ate 2015.

And | take it that would require a separate
application to the Conm ssion?

Under Wsconsin law, if Dairyland stays on the
existing rights-of-way, we do not need to get a CPCN.
And when you say on the existing right-of-way, does

t hat nean the 80-feet right-of-way?

Correct.

And is your application for funding to the RUS for
the -- just the Wsconsin portion of the 345 kV
project or is it broader than that?

The Dairyland at this point has not applied to RUS

for funding. The 345 project itself would be a

separate what they call a work plan. W'd have to

file a separate work plan for that project, and that

woul d take in the whole projects in -- for the cost,
7\
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both the M nnesota and W sconsin part.

So you do not have an application pendi ng before RUS
for funding?

No. Under RUS rules, you have to put a project in a
wor k pl an, they have to approve that work plan.
We've included in -- generally we submt two- to
three-year work plans with RUS. This project has
been included in that. The only funding we have put
into that docunent is for the permtting phase of it.
The next part of it is that they actually have to
approve the Federal EI'S. Unless the environnental
docunents are approved, it's at that point they

deci de whether they wll or will not give you
funding. So the application cones in after the
project is probably built.

So it's a reinbursenent of your share of the cost of
the -- | guess | don't understand. What exactly is
under consi deration by RUS?

The -- Dairyland has indicated that we're -- we

pl anned on 11 percent ownership of the 345 kV
project. The funding for that 11 percent we woul d
put in an application to RUS to cover those costs.
Okay. So there is nothing for strictly inproving the
161 kV line on the 80-foot right-of-way?

That woul d be a separate docunent. Separate |oan
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request .
MR. THI EL: Thank you. | have no further
guesti ons.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. O her cross?
No? Redirect?
MS. AGRI MONTI: Yes, Your Honor.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q | just wanted to clarify sonething with M. Thonpson.
You testified about the existing right-of-way for the
QL and that's the existing 80 feet that TPC mai ntai ns
for the QL; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q And then you also testified that you are not in a
position to be able to opine about whether the
easenents mght allow TPC to maintain a right-of-way
greater than that 80 feet; is that also correct?

A That's correct.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you. That's all |

have.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. You're excused.
(Wtness excused.)
M5. AGRIMONTI: This is when | start
beggi ng.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. We'll take ten
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mnutes. W'l start at quarter to.

(Recess taken from2:35 to 2:45 p.m)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let's get on the
record. Gkay. Well, the applicants have offered
witten surrebuttal and exhibits for the next two
W t nesses, Stevenson and Hillstrom And | guess the
question is really how are we going to handl e these?
| " ve already decided for sake of tine we can -- you
know, if they go in, they go in as read. W have
t he paper version. W don't have to read it into
the record.

However, | guess I'd |like to hear fromthe
parties about this. Because there is substantial
information in here. So | nmean, one thing |I can
offer is to give people nore tine, we could take
these witnesses tonmorrow. But | don't know if
that's really going to solve our timng probl ens
because of the order of w tnesses we need to have.

If it would help to have nore tine right nowto
review these, | could take -- we can go off the
record for this.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JEFFREY R VWEBB, M SO W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR DAY:
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Sir, would you state your nanme and conpany address
for the record, please.
My nanme is Jeffrey R Webb. | work for the M dwest
SO M address is 701 City Center Drive, Carnel,
| ndi ana.
M. Webb, did you prepare testinony, direct and
rebuttal testinony for this proceedi ng?
Yes, | did.
And subject to any corrections you nay have, would
your answers be the sane today as when you prepared
t henf
They woul d.
Could you briefly -- or highlight the corrections
that you have | believe on page 19 of your direct
testi nony?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: We can do that off the
record.

(D scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's get back on.

MR, DAY: M. Webb is here for
Cross-exam nati on.

MS. AGRIMONTI: Do we get to ask
gquesti ons?

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yes, you do.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK: You need to be a little

M5. AGRIMONTI: | do when | need breaks.
EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ri ght.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q M. Webb, I had just a couple of questions for you.
M . Hahn provided sone testinony and you al so
provi ded testinony regarding the cost allocation
met hod under the M SO tariff based on its designation
under the MIEP. Do you recall all that testinony?

A For the npbst part, yes.

Q M. Hahn in his surrebuttal suggests that there m ght
be an opportunity to re-submt the project to the
M SO process and have it redesignated as an WP. Do
you believe that this is a reasonable possibility?

A No, | don't think that would happen at all.

Q Way not ?

A Well, when a project cones through the MIEP process,
it's classified based on the need driving the project
at the time of its approval. And then the cost
all ocation is done based on the FERC approved
nmet hodol ogy associated with the particul ar project
desi gnation which again is based on its need.

If the project were to be altered that was
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designed to serve the sane needs as the original
project here, which | think would be the case here,
what ever alternative project or configuration of the
exi sting project, reconfiguration, that would be
new y consi dered, would be considered the sane
project as a variation to the sane needs. So we
woul d really consider it a baseline reliability
project in any case.

Wul d you agree that all of the M SO studies to date
are based on an interconnecti on between the

La Crosse-Madison |line and the La Crosse -- excuse
me, the Hanpton-La Crosse |line at Briggs Road
substation or North La Crosse substation?

Yes. All of the projects that have been through the
M dwest | SO st akehol der process and have been
approved by the board have -- and particularly the
one we're tal king about here -- has been presuned
studi ed and approved at the regional |evel to be
termnating at the North La Crosse substation, Briggs
Road subst ati on.

And those are just across the street from each ot her,
is that correct, to your understandi ng? Briggs Road
and North La Crosse?

We have al ways designated the project in our listings

as North La Crosse and have understood that to be a
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substation at North La Crosse or right about there
which | believe nowis called the Briggs Road
subst ati on.

You said that that would be the result of the

st akehol der process. Can you just briefly describe
what the stakehol der process is in designating

proj ects under the MIEP?

Yes. When a need on the systemis identified, a
project or various projects are considered as to how
that need can be net. Those -- either the need or
the project is identified in a series of stakehol der
nmeeti ngs throughout either an annual or a nultiyear
pl anni ng process, which -- where we hold neetings
around the systemwth -- that are open neetings
wher e st akehol ders can conme and understand what the
vari ous needs are and what the various proposed
projects are. That process, as | said, can |last as
short as a nine- to 12-nonth cycle or it can | ast
consi derably | onger than that, over several years, as
solutions are fully devel oped.

These -- this process invol ves nunerous
open neetings with Mdwest | SO stakehol ders in
various | ocations around the system at our central
offices and at three separate subregional |ocations

which vary fromplace to place, but generally in the
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three different subregions that we've designated.

So there is quite an extensive exchange of
i nformati on between project -- those that propose
proj ects and stakeholders and M SO staff to determ ne
what the appropriate solutions are. Once that --
t hose solutions are selected, after that vetting
process, the M SO staff then presents all of those --
t he proposed projects in aggregate through the MIEP
report and it goes through another round of review by
t he pl anni ng advisory commttee, which is the
st akehol der group at M SO, and the advisory conmmittee
as well. It's a higher |evel group. And then
finally they're presented as a recommendation to be a
part of the regional plan to the M dwest |SO board of
directors, and they take action on that
recomrendat i on.
And the MIEP reports are the result of that process,
that's sort of the end report that cones out of that
st akehol der process?
That's correct. The report contains a nunber of
di scussi ons and anal ysis that may not pertain to a
particul ar set of project recommendations, but a key
part of the MIEP report is the listing of the
recommended projects and the di scussion surroundi ng

them And those listings are in what has already
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been | think referred to here once as Appendix Ato
t he MIEP report which again lists the recomended and
approved contracts.
And it is correct that the MIEP 08 approved and
recommended the La Crosse -- Hanpton to La Crosse
project and the MIEP 11 recomended as part of the
MVP portfolio the La Crosse to Madison line; is that
correct?
That's correct.

MS. AGRI MONTI: | have no ot her questions.
Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Any other cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Good afternoon, M. Webb.

Af t er noon.

First question, do you happen to have a Post-It in
your pocket regardi ng how nuch wind is in queue for
W sconsi n?

| have that Post-It in ny head.

That will do.

Which, as | recall, the amount of wind in the queue
in Wsconsin is about 500 negawatts or a little |ess
t han that.

And is there any offshore in Lake M chigan --
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No.

No. What about II1linois?
How rmuch is in Illinois?
Ri ght .

That's not on ny Post-It.

How about in your head?

Nor there at the nonent. But | can tell you how nuch
is in Mnnesota and | owa.

No, no, we want to go east. \What about |ndi ana?

Wul d you agree that quite a bit of w nd has been

installed in -- well, first, Illinois?

Yes. There's a fairly active queue in Illinois and
i n I ndiana.

And in Indiana. Okay. WelIl, let's nove on to your

testinony. First, on page 7 --

Direct?

O your direct, right. At the bottomstarting on 25,
you're tal ki ng about projected power flows. And what
is -- can you quantify what that neans, projected
power flows? What are you referring to here?

These -- that just refers to the expected flows on
the systens in a planning study.

That's nore of a general reference and not
specifically regarding this project?

| think that's correct in this part of the testinony,
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yes.

Q And have you done any analysis of what is projected
for this project?

A Yes.

Q And that would be -- for this project? Expected
capacity?

A Yes. We did analysis for the needs for this project
back in 2008 and also refreshed it for this docket
her e.

Q Wul d the expected capacity be reflected in the
appendi ces, the project |ists?

A Appendi ces to the MIEP?

Q Ri ght .

A Wuld the -- could you repeat that question.

Q Sure, yeah. Wuld you agree that the -- |ike | said,
the sumrer ratings, the rating of the lines as
proposed would be within the appendi ces of the MIEP
in the spreadsheet?

A No, | don't think so. You said of the spreadsheet.
But | nean, yes, the appendices are in spreadsheet
form but they wouldn't include line ratings and
things like that. Those would be included in the
pl anni ng power nodels. W don't |list out the ratings
of lines, specifically in the appendices to the MIEP.

Q Are you sure? 1'Il check it out. | do believe that

7~
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they're there, we'll -- it wll be in the docunents.
Sur e.

Now, I'd |like you to take a | ook at page 13 where
you're tal king about the thermal results summary in
Table 1. Do you have that?

Yes.

Now, did you also submt testinony in the M nnesota
certificate of need docket regarding simlar results?
Yes.

And woul d you agree that they're different now than
they were there?

Sonmewhat, yes.

And why is that?

Different vintage of planning study. Back then we
were | ooking forward to the system as projected from
2007' s vantage point, and | think we were anal yzing a
2011 system Here when we did our refresh, we | ooked
out to our current 2016 forecast planning year. And
so the 2011 system as viewed back in 2007 m ght be
expected to look a little different than the 2016
system from today' s vantage point.

Ckay. Now, Your Honor, | need to check and see, the
TSSR report, is that in the record here? 1s that

i ncl uded?

M5. AGRIMONTI: It's in the application,
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it's Appendi x E

MS. OVERLAND: Appendi x E? GCkay. Thank
you.
And woul d you agree, M. Wbb, that in Table 1, there
are no Alma 161 |ines show ng contingencies --
No.
-- of the current? Page 13 with the 2016 summer
peak, would you agree that there are no Alma lines in
that |isting?
| see Alma-Marshland |listed as a contingent on it.
Under critical facility.
Ch, that's true.
Ckay. And woul d you agree subject to check that two
of them two Alma lines were listed as critical
facilities in the 2008 filing that is included in
that TSSR report, subject to check?
It's possible.
Ckay. And it will say what it will say. And you had
sone corrections to your testinony on page 19. And
can you explain why on lines 10 and 11 the nunbers of
conti ngencies conditions were |owered from20 to 17
and from 26 to 247
Yeah. Generally, that was a matter of our engineers,
when they rolled up the list of events and facilities

I npacted, sonetines they can appear duplicated
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because it may -- you nmay end up -- you may see the
sanme contingent -- same overload for different
conti ngencies and that sort of thing. And so when we
el i m nated any doubl e counting, the nunbers changed a
little.
Q And then is that list a part of the record sonmewhere
in your testinony?
A It wasn't provided in ny testinony.
Q Ckay. Do you know if that's provided in the record
anywher e?
A | think the list was provided in an interrogatory.
Q Do you renenber whose?
A | think it was CUB.
MR. DAY: Your Honor, if | may, the |ist
that Ms. Overland is |ooking for is in our M dwest
| SO di scovery provided to CUB. | don't know if
that's been part of the record. | think those
answers were provided to you.
MS. OVERLAND:. Right. They would -- okay.
| have no further questions.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. O her cross?
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR, CULLEN:
Q Good afternoon, M. Wbb. Lee Cullen representing
ATC. Are you famliar with the Mdwest | SO
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transm ssi on owners' agreenent?
Yes, | am
And t hat docunent provides, does it not, that the
approval of the MIEP plan is subject to any
appl i cabl e approval s by state authority, correct?
That's correct.
So that woul d include approval by Public Service
Comm ssion of Wsconsin of the CPCN for this project?
O course.
So it would also be fair to say, would it not, that
the M dwest | SO does not have routing and siting
authority for projects in Wsconsin?
Al so true.
And finally, I think it's also the case that the
owners' agreenment recogni zes that the final design of
projects may vary fromwhat is included in the MIEP
dependi ng on changi ng circunstances, correct?
Yes, if necessary.

MR, CULLEN: That's all | have.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Staff?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. RAMIHUN:

M. Webb, |I'm D ane Rant hun for the Public Service
Comm ssion. |I'mgoing to refer to your rebuttal

testinony starting on page 4. On that page, you talk
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about the 78 percent growh rate that's provided in
Modul e E of the MSO tariff; am|l correct?

You say --

On page --

| under st and.

On page 4 of the rebuttal testinony you' re talking
about the growth rate of 78 percent that's stated in
Modul e E of the MSO tariff?

Yes. Well, it's .78.

|'"msorry, .78 percent.

| think 78 woul d be high.

Yeah, you're right.

But --

| didn't see the point.

Very bi g point.

Well, it's just -- | brought the wong gl asses.
They' re kind of a problemtoday.

Yes. There is a relationship between that and
Module E. | could explain that if you...

Pl ease explain. You said there is a relationship
bet ween the .78 and Mdul e E?

Yes. Module Eis the part of the MSO tariff that
requires load serving entities to report their | oad
forecasts to Mdwest | SO for planning purposes.

And apparently that reporting under Mdul e E has
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resulted in a projected growh rate of .78 percent?
For the aggregate nmarket, yes.

And according to your testinony, M SO uses this
particul ar forecast that includes a .78 percent
growh rate, you say prinmarily to devel op resource
forecasts to support conparative analysis of
congestion and production costs between different
possi ble future policy scenarios. Am| correct that
you're saying that's one use of these -- this type of
forecast?

That's our primary use of it.

What are other uses of 1t?

That's the only one | can think of that utilizes the
aggregate system forecasts. Resource forecasting --
al so | guess consideration of reserve margin into the
future.

Does M SO in any way state that the use of this type
of aggregate forecast is |limted to the uses you just
descri bed?

" mnot sure | conpletely understand that question.
Limted by -- for MSO s use or for anyone's use?

For anyone's use.

No, we don't nmke that explicit exclusion, of course.
So could this aggregate type of forecast be

consi dered in transm ssion pl anni ng?
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A

You woul d not use -- we do not use that forecast in
transm ssion -- well, let nme clarify this. There is
different types of transm ssion planning. | believe

my testinony in that regard here was for transm ssion
reliability planning, which is different than, say,
proj ecting what transm ssion may be needed over the

| onger termto neet various, again, long-term

obj ectives, again, where you are using those kinds of
forecasts to set up production cost nodels, for
exanple, and to conpare one transni ssion portfolio if
you will to another fromthe standpoint of various
benefits, in particular, production cost benefits.

So a scenario anal ysis between vari ous
conceptual transm ssion plans for the long-termis
nore the use of those forecasts when we -- and the
distinction is that when you're doing transm ssion
reliability planning, you really have to bring your
focus in closer to the particular area of the system
that you're seeking to ensure naintains reliability.
And t hen when each of those areas are | ooked at, then
i n aggregate you can establish that you have a
reliably planned transm ssion system
Am | correct that the recently issued MIEP 12 uses a
forecasted aggregate |load growh rate of .78 percent?

| thought the .78 was MIEP 11. MIEP 12 | think is
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actual |y somewhat higher than that, but | don't think
that that's been | ocked on yet.

Ckay. Referring to page 5 of your rebuttal

testinony, your first question-and-answer series,
line 6, you talk about a 39,000 negawatts | oad at
MSO Is that the 2011 | oad?

The reason |'m hesitating is because | believe that
the -- in the creation of the MIEP 11 aggregate
system forecast rates of .7 that we've been tal king
about here, | think that those are rolled up fromthe
Modul e E reporting for 2010 because it's a, you know,
it's a sequential process.

So you're not sure if it represents |load in 2010 as
reported in the MIEP 117

Well, it's on the sane basis as the .78. It's |oad
that was reported that yielded the .78, and |'m just
not a hundred percent sure of whether that was

Modul e E reporting for year 2010 or "11. | think it
was 2010.

And what's the -- what is the geographical area
represented by the 30,000 -- 39,000 negawatt of | oad?
Well, it was a wide area that included -- this area
tended to be in the western side of our footprint.

We don't normally -- the information that's reporting

in Module E is confidential on an LSE basis, and so
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we tend not to aggregate it. But -- and dissem nate
that information. But it was in an area that is in
the La Crosse area and to the west of that.

In that same answer, page 5, you tal k about 234 areas
over which the | oads are aggregated for reporting
purposes with 116 of those areas reporting growth

rates of nore than one percent. Do you see that

answer ?
Yes.
Am | correct that -- does that nean that 118 areas

have growth rates of |ess than one percent?
That would be true, you could surm se that.

MS. RAMIHUN. No further questions.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. Redirect?

MR. DAY: None, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Al'l right. You're
excused. Thanks.

(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: So should we npve on to
applicants' final wtnesses or is there any reason
to take M. Holtz next?

MR, CULLEN: Applicants.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: I n your opinion
correct?

MR CULLEN: Yes.
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EXAM NER NEWMARK: Let's start
M. Stevenson. Let's get off the record.
(Di scussion off the record.)
MS. AGRI MONTI: M. Stevenson.
GRANT STEVENSON, APPLI CANTS W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI :

Q M. Stevenson, will you please state your nane and
wor k addr ess.

A G ant Stevenson, STEVENSON | wrk at 250
Mar quette Plaza, M nneapolis, 55401.

Q And what are your responsibilities with respect to
this project?

A | am proj ect manager. | have overall responsibility
for the project fromstart to finish fromthe tine
the project | eaves the planning studies until final
i npl enent ati on.

Q And you' ve provided a nunmber of prefiled testinony
exhibits; is that right?

A Yes. Several.

"Il read them off and you tell ne if |I've got the

list right. | have you as filing direct,

suppl enental direct, second supplenental direct,

third supplenental direct, rebuttal, surrebuttal and

sur-surrebutal. D d you prepare all that testinony?
7~
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Yes, | did.
And do you have true and correct copies of that
bef ore you?
| do.
And did you al so prepare Exhibits 1 through 177
Yes.
M5. AGRI MONTI: The witness is avail able
for cross.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. W need to nove
in his exhibits.
M5. AGRI MONTI: Ch, sorry, nove in
sur-surrebutal .
EXAM NER NEWWVARK: And his Exhibits 15
t hrough 17.
MS. AGRI MONTI: 15 through 17, yes, sir.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any obj ecti on?
(Stevenson Exhi bits 15 through 17
received.)
MS. OVERLAND: | had a question. |'m
noticing no one's being sworn in. |Is that nornmal ?
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's go off the
record.
(Di scussion off the record.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Back on the record. So

we have cross, right?
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M5. AGRIMONTI: I'msorry, do you need to
rule on ny request to admt sur-surrebutal ?
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | guess so. It's all
in. Anybody want cross then?
MS. NEKOLA: | have a few questions for
M. Stevenson.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. NEKOLA:

Q Good afternoon, M. Stevenson. | am Katie Nekola and
| represent C ean W sconsin.

A Ckay.

Q I n your direct testinony on page 23, you provide a
general project schedule. Do you have that? It's
pretty broad. It doesn't have a |lot of detail init.
But it does note that the actual dates may be changed
based on various factors. |Is that correct?

A Yes, that's true of all projects.

Q Right. GOkay. So can you explain what factors m ght
nodi fy the construction schedule as you're
pr oceedi ng?

A There's a nunber, ones that cone to mnd: Qutage
constraints, we have an idea of when we want to
schedul e outages. Most every route in Mnnesota and
W sconsin contenplates rebuilding an existing line,

and that outage nust be scheduled wth M SO
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Constructi on seasons can change schedul es.
For exanple, there are areas where we may have to
work only during the winter or only during the fall,
during | ow wat er periods because there is water
crossings, those sorts of things.
s that an exhaustive list or are there other factors
that you can think of?
That's two exanpl es.
Right. Are there others?
| imagine there are others, sure.
Wuld flooding in the river bottons be likely to
del ay construction?
If there are -- | guess -- do you have a specific
exanple? It sure could be possible, yes.
Ckay. |Is your sumrer construction schedul e affected
by the availability of outages nore than other tines
of the year?
It's generally accepted that we won't get any line
out June, July and August. During those tines, we
woul d be wor ki ng sonepl ace el se.
Okay. Thanks. In your experience, and | know you've
done a nunber of these, nmanaged a nunmber of these
projects. Wen you construct transm ssion projects,
how do you decide where to begin? | nmeanis it fair

to assune that you would start regardl ess of which
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line route is selected for this project, at the river
crossing, for exanple?

No, not necessarily. There are a nunber of factors.
Generally the first one is area of first need
identified by transm ssion planning engi neers. But
that can nodified by a nunber of factors, conditions
t hat either comm ssion places on construction
regarding timng for a nunber of things, wetl ands,
endangered species. There's a nunber of factors that
could nodify that general starting point of the order
in which the planning engineers say they'd like to
see the segnents energized.

Ckay. And so when you do construct, do you construct
one contiguous segnent after another or would you
nove along the |line route?

W will endeavor to start a segnent and stay there.
It's nore efficient, less costly if you don't
re-deploy the troops. That said, on this project, |
expect that there will be tines when we have nore

t han one segnment under construction at a tine.

Ckay.

And | al so expect that there will be tines when we
have no choice but to do a little bit of junping

ar ound.

I s your Decenber 2015 in-service date a hard-and-fast
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date or is that subject to change as well?

Many project managers wll tell you dates are al ways

hard and fast, but |I'mnot one of those. There are a

nunmber of factors that we've been discussing that al

could influence ultimte conpl etion date.

And just a couple nore questions about ice roads.

You referred to those in your testinony. Are they

ever constructed in the sumer or fall nonths in

anticipation of winter construction?

' mnot sure | understand, because in ny mnd, ice

nmeans winter. It would only start once ice is

begi nning to be established.

Wul d you ever --

O frozen conditions.

Wul d you ever prepare the construction area for an

ice road before winter?

If we could do so w thout damagi ng the sensitive area

that -- i1ce roads al nost by definition are to protect

a sensitive resource. |If we can prepare it before

it's frozen, we do so. But that mght also indicate

that we would be driving or traveling in areas that

aren't sensitive. So it's kind of a bit of a | oop.
MS. NEKOLA: Thank you. That's all |

have.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Departnment of
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Transportation, | skipped over you by accident. D d
you have any questions?
MR THI EL: Yes, we do.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR THI EL:

Q

Woul d you describe the QL route alternative as
basically the Dairyl and, existing Dairyland Power
line route?

The QL H ghway 35 route?

No, just the QL.

The QL route is essentially the Dairyland route, but
we made choices to vary fromtheir existing

ri ght - of -way.

So you're saying the QL route is off the table?

' ve been advised that the QL route, if you talk
about the original QL route, includes a -- the final
three mles or so on the very southeastern end of
that route, is -- the Fish & Wldlife Service has
opi ned that that segnment is not permtable.

Woul d you describe the Q1-35 route then? What is the
Ql-35 the route alternative?

You want nme to describe what the route is?

Yes. Does it follow the G eat R ver Road nati onal
sceni ¢ byway and does it follow the Dairyl and

easenent, or does it get off the Dairyland easenent?
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MS. AGRI MONTI: A conpound question. |
al so object in that M. Stevenson is our cost and
proj ect manager witness. M. Hillstromis really
the appropriate routing witness. Not that
M. Stevenson doesn't have sone know edge, but the
detai | ed questi ons about the routes should be
directed to M. Hillstrom

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Be a little bit nore
specific, M. Thiel, and if it's a routing question,

make sure you have the right w tness.

BY MR THI EL:

Q

Well, | believe M. Stevenson has already testified
to -- if you refer to your direct testinony,

M. Stevenson, PSC reference 158011, page 79, line 16
to page 80, line 2, published January 9th, 2012, you
state that the Ql-H ghway 35 route is the | east cost
option. Is that correct?

Can you tell nme which testinony you're referring to?
I"mtal king to your direct testinony, PSC reference
nunmber 158011.

M5. AGRIMONTI: | believe M. Thiel is
citing the page nunber as originally filed, and
we'll need to do sone correlation. W had
sequentially nunbered the pages.

MS. CORRELL: You said page 79. It should
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be page 23 in the re-fil ed.
MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you.

BY MR THI EL:

Q So that would be page 23, line 16 to page 24, line 2;
is that correct?

A | have PSC reference nunber 158309 before ne.

Q | believe your direct testinony was nunber 158011,
and that was re-filed under a different nunber; is
that correct?

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Yes. He's got the
ri ght one.

BY MR THI EL:

Q You have the correct one before you there?

A | have 1583009.

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Yes.

BY MR THI EL:

Q You state there that --

A Sorry, which page?

Q Page 23 and page 24; page 23, |line 16 to page 24,
line 2.

A Ckay. |'mthere.

Q And you state that the Ql-H ghway 35 route is the
| east cost alternative?

A Yes, that's correct. Line 1 on page 24.

Q How do you reach that concl usion?
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Through estimating practices.

I n your estimating practices, did you consider the
fact that the right-of-way requirenents that are a
345 kV line are larger than 80 feet w de?

Yes, | did.

And what costs did you attribute to that additional
ri ght-of-way requirenent?

| don't have the specific nunber. It's part of the
nunmber of line itens that add up to esti mtes for
each and every of these |ine segnents or routes.
Tal ki ng about the segnent to the -- down where you're
avoiding the area of which the U S. Fish & Wldlife
Servi ce said was unacceptable. Wn't you have to go
off existing Dairyland right-of-way to construct

al ong Hi ghway 35 as the alternative under Ql-35?

In segnent 8, yes.

And do you have a cost estinate for that?

" msorry, for that segnent?

For that segnent.

It'"s in the application. | don't have it nmenorized
segnent by segnent.

And what portion of that is on the H ghway 35

ri ght-of-way, if any?

The -- we've shown two alignnents in this proceeding.

The original CPCN filing had sonme -- ny recollection

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 206
Technical Session - Volume 2

is this is an area where the highway right-of-way is
quite w de, maybe 350 feet either side of the
centerline. And if that recollection is correct, we
were overl apping in the original CPCN application.
In one of ny testinonies, | don't renenber
whi ch one, we showed one alignnent that shifts it a
little bit farther north. So there is no overl ap.
So that would require acquiring additiona
right-of-way for that installation; is that correct?
For that segment, correct.
And do you have a -- know how many property owners
that are there in that area?
| don't have the nunber of property owners commtted
to menory, but | do know that no new property owners
are affected by that shift.
How could that be if they're -- you're on entirely
new right-of-way there?
It's a shift, nmy recollection of sonething on the
order of 40 feet. And | know because when we
contenpl ated di scussing that shift, | pulled the maps
of |l andowners that were noticed previously and we
superi nposed the newline and it's all the sane
property owners.
Now, in that particular |ocation, do you know whet her

there is any objection fromthe Departnent of Natural
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Resources to cutting trees in order to clear that

ri ght-of-way for your 150-foot w dth?

| don't recall any specific objections to cutting
trees, but I'"'mnot the lead for permtting, so |
don't recall specific objection to cutting trees.
You said you just noved it 40 feet north. But if you
have a 150-foot right-of-way requirenment for 435 kV
line, don't you have to nove it farther north than
t hat ?

The original application alignment overl apped DOT
right-of-way -- ny recollection, we have to check the
exact nunber, by sonme 40 feet. The w dth of

ri ght-of-way has not changed. The entire area from
the highway north -- not the entire area, but it's
wooded. So the strip of right-of-way is the sane
width shifted 40 feet farther north or sone nunber
cl ose to 40.

40 feet beyond the 350-foot conservati on easenent
area owned by DOT?

Qur original alignnent -- our proposed right-of -way
over| apped DOT right-of-way by some 40 feet in the

original alignnment.

So you're at the very far northern edge of the DOT
right-of-way; is that correct?
We were outside -- the poles were outside the DOT
7\
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ri ght - of -way.

Were they outside of the DOT sceni c easenent ?

| believe in that area, the scenic easenent and the
ri ght-of-way are the sane width and strip.

Well, that's not correct. But... W can clarify
that |ater.

It's a matter of fact. W can...

Yeah. And -- but it is correct you need a 150-f oot
wi dth for your blowout area for your lines; is that
correct?

It's specifically called out in the application, |
believe in that area it's 155 feet.

Now, do you know how many crossi ngs of highways under
t he Departnent of Transportation's jurisdictions you
woul d have to cross for the Ql-35 route?

Again, that's in the record.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: |Is there a particul ar
part of the application we can be directed to or
phot ographs of the route that mght clarify a | ot of
t hese questions?

MR THIEL: It has to do with his origina
statenent that this is the | east cost option.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: |' m not doubting that.
But if we can get the best infornmation maybe just by

referencing a part of the application instead of
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testing his know edge on the stand. W' re not
disputing -- | don't think he's disputing what's in
the application. So if we can just have, you know,
the application information, it would be nore
conduci ve.

MR. THI EL: The point is they have not
consi dered what it cost to underground those
crossings at all.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, it sounds |ike
argunent rather than questioning.

MR THI EL: Well, that's what |I'm getting
to asking that question --

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Okay. Well, then get
to those questions because we're just testing his

know edge of the --

BY MR THI EL:

Q

Assumi ng that there are seven highway crossings under
t he Departnent of Transportation's jurisdiction, have
you made an estimate of what it would cost to
underground a 345 kV line through those seven

Crossi ngs?

O her than providing data on typical per mle cost
and cost of transition stations, no.

And do you know that as a condition of issuing

permts for crossing those lines, the Departnent of
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Transportation will also require you to underground
in all scenic easenents affected?

We learned that late | believe in surrebuttal of

M. Fasi ck.

Have you got an estimte of what that would cost to
underground |lines in those areas?

| believe you're tal king about the sane area, the
seven crossings sounds about right, | believe --

No, |I'mtal king about the scenic easenent areas now,
not the right-of-way.

No, forgive ne. | -- other than providing the per
mle cost and cost of transition stations, no.

So is it true to say that you don't know whet her the
Ql-35 route is the | east cost option of al

al ternative routes?

It is ny understanding that the scenic easenents have
as a permtted use transm ssion lines, and |I think we

do not agree that we can't cross the road overhead.

Those two issues -- in our opinion, the QL-H ghway 35
is still least cost.
Well, how can that be if we're not going to issue a

permt to cross any of those hi ghways, assum ng there
are seven of them wunless you also bury within our
sceni ¢ easenents?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, argunentative.
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| think we have an issue for briefing, Your Honor.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

BY MR THI EL:

Q Well, do you have an estimate for the cost of
under grounding in those sceni c vestnments?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, asked and
answer ed.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

MR THIEL: D d he say no?

M5. AGRIMONTI: It's in the transcript.
He says he has a per mle estimate for
under groundi ng and he has informati on about
transition structures.

BY MR THI EL:

Q Isn't it a fact you don't know what the |east cost
option is?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, argunentative.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

BY MR THI EL:

Q Have you read the Departnent of Transportation's
typi cal requirenment for a nenorandum of under st andi ng
and a constructability report prior to issuing any
permts to a utility?

A No, sir.

Q So you're not aware of the fact that that is a
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typical part of the Departnent of Transportation's
requi rement for any utility crossing of any hi ghway?
| learned of that late for the first tinme, | believe
it's M. Fasick's testinony or surrebuttal testinony.
| did not learn that until sonetime during prefiled

t esti nony.

But | believe you' ve been discussing this matter with
t he Departnent of Transportation for several years;
is that correct?

That's correct.

And did you talk with M. Fasick on a nunber of
occasi ons?

Yes, several

Are you at all famliar with ATC s Dane County
reliability project?

| know the name. |Is that the beltline project?

Yes.

That is what | know about it, sir, it's the beltline
pr oj ect .

What steps would you take to enter into such an MOU
and constructability report in order to say that the
Departnment of Transportation would even issue a
permt for crossing these seven assumed hi ghway
crossings on the QL route? Correction, Ql-H ghway 35

route.
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The Departnent of Transportation would have to tell
nme what those requirenents are, and they haven't been
di scussed previously.

|"'mnot sure | got the right reference here; but in
your rebuttal testinony at page 4, lines 5 and 6, you
state, "I wish to note that applicants do not believe
any approval fromWsDOT is required for construction
of the transm ssion facilities in the scenic
easenents.” |Is that correct?

That's correct, that's ny understandi ng.

Are you al so aware that DOT will not rel ease any
sceni ¢ easenents unless the line is constructed
under gr ound?

| seemto recall that in sone of the later filed

t esti nony.

You say your -- in the sane rebuttal statenent, |

beli eve you say that your figures and costs are based
on the assunption that 1.1 mles of |ongitudinal
installation in scenic easenent renmains an issue.

M5. AGRIMONTI: Is there a question?

BY MR THI EL:

Q s that correct?
A Can you direct ne to a page.
Q Actually, | cannot, but | think it's right in the
sane area as the other one. |It's where you put in
7~
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your undergroundi ng cost figures anount.

MS. AGRIMONTI: | can be helpful. It's
page 7 rebuttal.

MR. THI EL: Thank you.
So I"'mnot sure if you had a question, or would you
repeat it, please.
Well, the -- have you provided costs to the
Commi ssi on based upon WsDOT's position regarding the
sceni ¢ easenents and WsDOI's permtability, not just
your statenent that it's an issue?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, vague, |
don't...
Can you restate --

MR THIEL: [I'll rephrase it.
You have maj or cost estimates on the assunption that
DOT's position on this is, how should I say, not
taken into consideration?
No, sir. M estimates are based on overhead
construction which until -- there was no indication
until surrebuttal that the departnent had a position
that things needed to be underground. In fact, we --
| seemto recall communications that specifically
cal l ed out crossings could and woul d be overhead.
| think the Departnent of Transportation's position

is that the only way the QlL-H ghway 35 route woul d be

g \
\ N |
WWW.GRAMANNREPORTING.COM * 414.272.7878 GRAMANN
Innovation - Expertise - Integrity REPORTING




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N Rk O

Transcript of Proceedings - March 5, 2012 215
Technical Session - Volume 2

permtable is if they went underground. It's not
that we're insisting that you take the Ql-35 route,
just saying if you want to take that route, you have
to put it underground. But you don't have -- the
fact of the matter is, you have no cost estinates for
t hat ?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection --

MR THIEL: [|I'mjust confirmng that.

MS. AGRI MONTI: (Cbjection, asked and
answered. We've been over this several tines.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

BY MR THI EL:

Q

Are you aware of where WsDOT nay all ow above-ground
installation on the Ql-35 route?

| recall a description of underground in M. Fasick's
testinony. So | guess the rest of the places would
be over head.

So you're not aware of the alternatives and where DOT
woul d al | ow overhead alternative routes; is that
correct?

Prefiled testinony indicated in places where in

W sDOT' s opinion the |line should be placed
underground. So | presune the remaining parts of the
line could remain overhead. |If you have a -- | don't

mean to be cute about it, but |I don't recall any
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testinony that says these are the places you can go
overhead. To the contrary, in surrebuttal, there
were places |listed where the Departnent of
Transportation believes the |Iine should be
under gr ound.
Have you exam ned M. Fasick's direct testinony?
Yes, sir.
Are you aware that on page 8 of that direct
testinony, which is now PSC reference 160638,
M. Fasick describes exactly where above-grounds
woul d be all owed and where under ground woul d be
requi red?
| believe a copy is being provided for ne.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: What was your page
nunber agai n?

MR THIEL: Starting at page 8. And
concl uding at the top of page 10, |ine 3.
The top of page 8?
Actually, it starts on -- the question is on line 5.
And in the interest of tinme, is there one of these
segnents you'd like ne to read?
The Q- H ghway 35, since you say that's the | east
costly option.
Ckay. |'ve read it.

And is your testinony still that that is the |east
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costly option?

Applicants believe that the scenic easenents all ow
as -- in the permtted use section of the scenic
easenents overhead installation. So it's our belief,
as |'ve stated before, that we respectfully disagree
and overhead transm ssion lines are allowed in those
sceni ¢ easenents, so the cost estinmates are still as
t hey are.

But do you di sagree that the DOT would only issue a
permt for crossing the assuned seven crossings of

hi ghways under our jurisdiction if you place the

| i nes underground in those scenic easenents?

| understand that that is your position.

Are you aware that we have unil ateral authority to
make that decision at the DOT?

| amnot an attorney nor a real estate agent. But |
can tell you what |'ve been advised, which is what
|"ve been told, that WsDOT's -- this is ny
understanding fromny project team and ny counsel,
you have permtting authority for hi ghway

ri ght-of-way and your interest in scenic easenents
are of a landholder. And |'ve been advised that --
and the easenents that |'ve read as not an attorney
are -- seempretty clear to ne, they call out

permtted use lines -- and this isn't a quote, but
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lines to carry heat, |ight and power, et cetera,

t hose sorts of things.

But you're not aware that the DOT's responsibility
under its highway utility acconpdati on policy is not
to issue permts to cross highway right-of-way in any
area where -- of the scenic and natural beauty?
You're not aware of that?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Object to how he's
characterizing the accommbdati on policy, facts not
in evidence and argunent.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Did we al ready ask if
you assune that you're not going to permt over head,
what the cost would be? | think you already asked
t hat question, right?

MR. THI EL: Yes, and he said he had no
esti mat e.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: So let's nove on to a

different topic because we're just going over this.

MR THIEL: Well, it's very inportant,
Your Honor. | nean we have seven crossings --
EXAM NER NEWMARK: | think we have the

answers we're going to get here. OQherw se you have
your testinmony of your wi tnesses in evidence.
MR. THIEL: | have no further questions.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. O her cross?
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CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Q

Good afternoon, M. Stevenson.

Good aft ernoon.

Just a quick -- you just had sone di scussion about
the Fasick direct, page 8, regarding the QL and

H ghway 35, and there are al so discussions there
about other options. So | wanted to clarify if it is
your understanding that the DOI's permtting
authority also extends to the QL-H ghway 35/ 88
Options A and B?

" mon page 8. And would you repeat that again,

pl ease?

8 and 9. Right. | just wanted to knowis it your
understanding that the DOT's permtting authority

al so extends to the H ghway 88, Options A and B?
Their permtting authority, not, you know, the
statenent that they will not issue a permt, but the
permtting authority.

Permitting authority specifically regardi ng H ghway
88?2

Right, the 88 options, which is 88 Option A and B.

H ghway 88 is a state highway, and | assune they have
simlar permtting authority over that state hi ghway

as well, yes.
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Just wanted to clarify that.

Ckay. The question regarding ice roads in
winter. W've had a winter where not nmuch is
freezing. How would -- would ice roads be effective
if we have a winter like this winter?

It depends on location. It depends on the wetl and.
It depends on the nmakeup of the wetland and whet her
there is water flowng or not flowwng. So it's nore
or less site specific.

And about construction schedules, in your sur-sur on
page 3, you're saying that you were too optimstic in
estimating six years of construction. It would be
page 3 of your sur-sur.

Yes.

Now, do you have, |ike, a Gantt table, Gantt chart
anywhere here that shows how it stretches out over
time?

No, | do not.

Because | was | ooking at Exhibit 15, which has permt
duration nonths, and it's |isting nonths, and
construction duration, which lists nonths, but it's
totaling 67 nonths, but you construct serially?

What we do know in the investigation we have done

recently on the reconductor alternative is specific

to the construction durations. W know -- we knew
7\
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previously, and when | reassenbled the team of system
operators, they affirnmed the -- no two of those

projects can be rebuilt sinmultaneously.

Ckay.
So the construction part of it will have to proceed
on a serial basis. | made no attenpt here in a Gantt

chart format to tell you how the permtting would go
t oget her and when any of those segnments could start.
That woul d be further work, and |logic would say could
and probably would further |engthen that schedul e.

So essentially you're saying that these are too
connected to be renoved nore than one at a tinme?

That is very clear fromour system operators, yes.
Ckay. Regardi ng undergrounding. Now, you're the
cost guy on undergrounding; is that correct?

| am the cost guy.

Ckay. The estinmate that you provided, was that for a
M ssi ssi ppi River crossing, or was that an estimte
appl i cabl e anywhere?

There is a M ssissippi R ver crossing undergroundi ng
in our application. The nunber that we're referring
to here in prefiled testinony is a different study
that is for your typical over-the-ground open trench
styl e of underground construction.

And you just said that's a different study. Is that
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A

a different study here sonewhere that |'m m ssing?
l"mmssing a lot right now | know, but is that in
the record?
| am not sure.

MS. AGRI MONTI: The actual study is not in

t he record.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Whul d that study be simlar to, say, like, the

under groundi ng study for the mddle of the

Br ooki ngs- Hanpt on route where it was just a
cross-country kind of undergroundi ng?

" maware of two underground studies that CapX
utilities did. One was on the Brookings Project. It
focused on the Lakeville, Mnnesota area, if |
recall, and the Fargo -- second one was the Fargo
under ground study, simlar type construction in the
Avon, M nnesota area.

Are the cost estimates for -- that you have in this
proceeding in the sane range as, say, the

Br ooki ngs- Lakevill e study?

It's been a nunber of years, but | renmenber at one
tinme laying those two studies both on ny desk, and |
recall that the costs were in the sane general range.
Two different studies, two different engi neering

firms, and they arrived at approximtely the sane
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cost.

Q Is that a study that could be produced?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: The one that he's
referring to in his testinony today?

MS. OVERLAND: Ri ght.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: I n the sur-sur?

MS. OVERLAND: Not the Lakeville one, but
the one for this project where it seens to be very
needed.

MS. AGRI MONTI: W can provide that as a
late filed exhibit, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  All right. So what's
hi s next nunber here? 18?7 W'Il mark it as 18
and - -

MS. OVERLAND: 18.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: St evenson.

(Stevenson Exhi bit 18 designated for del ayed receipt.)

MS. OVERLAND: Stevenson 18 was that?

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  Yes. Now t he
under groundi ng cost study, good enough?

MS. OVERLAND: Yeah. Although | would
suggest it mght incorporate nore than just cost.
It mght incorporate techniques, if it's anything
li ke their past studies.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Wel |, just for
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reference.

M5. AGRIMONTI: | will note it's a study
not specific to this project. It was for the CapX
Fargo line in the Avon area that M. Stevenson is
testifying about as a general cost assessnent for
under ground - -

MS. OVERLAND: Actually, | was referring
to the -- nore the Lakeville one than the Avon one.
There's a difference because Avon is like this, and
Lakeville is pretty flat.

MS. AGRI MONTI: M. Stevenson, which
reports did you base your cost estinates on?

THE W TNESS:. Fargo or Avon, M nnesot a.

MS. AGRI MONTI: W can provide them both
i f Your Honor would Ilike.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, what | recal
he just testified about was he took the Lakeville
side by side and | ooked at them and they were just
about the sane.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. So 18 is Avon,
and 19 is --

MS. OVERLAND: Lakeville.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Lakeville. Ckay.

(Stevenson Exhibit 19 designated for del ayed receipt.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any ot her questions?
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MS. OVERLAND: Yes. |I'mjust waiting for
himto finish.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Ckay. |'ve got your full attention. Regarding the
cost estimtes for aboveground construction, |
notice, you know, M. Hahn in the application, and I
don't renmenber where, but the highest segnent,

hi ghest cost segnment was deened to be the M ssissipp

Ri ver crossing at, like, 7 million a mle. Does that
sound - -

Are you referring to all the -- the entire project?
No, no, no. That's the thing, I"'mnot. [|I'm

referring to the segnent about the M ssissippi River
crossing where M. Hahn pointed out that it was
roughly 7 million per mle for that area, that it was
t he nost expensive part to construct. Do you recal

t hat ?

| don't recall M. Hahn's statenent, but the

M ssi ssippi River crossing is the highest cost
segnent .

Okay. And when you're considering undergroundi ng and
a conparison of the cost of undergrounding with the
conpari son of building the segnment, what kind of

rati o do you end up with? Rather than considering
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t he average cost per mle, which is nmuch lower. Wen
you're |l ooking at the M ssissippi R ver crossing with
t hat hi gher cost, how does undergroundi ng and the
cost of undergroundi ng conpare with that higher cost
segnent ?

| want to nake sure |'manswering the right question.
Are you asking nme what's the conparison at the river
crossi ng, overhead and under ground?

Right. Now we're on river crossing, right.

The entire river crossing, including both Mnnesota
and W sconsin, because it was studied as one segnent
since it's unique construction.

Right. And to cross it goes from one --

s on the order of -- the nunber's in the
application. | recall $12 mllion. | don't renenber

if that's per mle or for that segnent. The

M ssi ssi ppi Ri ver underground was $70 million.
Again, | don't renenber if it's that segnent or per
mle. W presented the information intw -- it's

1.3 mles in the segnent that | define as the

M ssi ssippi River crossing. So what |I'mconfusing is
my cost for 1.3 or one nile.

And that will be reflected in the record in the
docunents, correct?

The underground M ssissippi River crossing is, |
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bel i eve, an appendix to the application.

Ri ght.

And then in that appendix, | believe we call out

over head costs and underground costs and descri be the
length in the preanble section to the study.

And you're saying that -- well, it'll say what it
says. That's okay. Just a mnute.

Oh. Your Exhibit 4 says AC el ectromagnetic
study. | don't necessarily want you to refer to it,
but 1'"mgoing to -- are you the EMF guy? | don't
think you are. Is that M. Hillstron?

" mnot the EMF person, but this exhibit isn't
necessarily about EM-.

Right. 1It's not, and that's what | was wonderi ng
about .

Okay. Let's see. However, if you |look at
page -- | think it's nunber 9. 1've got 65, but I
think it's page 9 where it tal ks about the specs for
the |ine.

" msorry, page 9 of --

Page 9, | believe, of your direct.

My direct. Okay.

Sorry. Actually, before we get to the specs, above
that on page 9, you're tal king about the

doubl e-circuit capable. Wy aren't you doing it that
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way here -- proposing to do that here in Wsconsin?
Specifically what are you aski ng about?
You know, we got -- you got the CPC -- the
certificate of need for double-circuit capable. Wy
aren't you doing that here in Wsconsin?
Well, there's a nunber of factors. W didn't propose
a doubl e-circuit capable in Mnnesota as you recall.
Neither did the intervenors. Two intervenors
proposed hi gher-capacity |lines than what we proposed,
and the end result was a double-circuit capable line.
We, the Applicants, and our nenber
utilities considered whether we should continue that
into Wsconsin. And for a nunmber of reasons they
elected not to. It got to -- or the criteria and the
approval s that would be necessary to propose
sonething like that. That's ny recollection, but we
had a specific conversation with our owners about
whet her that should be proposed, and we el ected not
to, other than sone short segnents dependi ng on
route.

Meani ng pl anni ng ahead for it just in case. You

mean, like, for the river crossing or -- is that what
you nean?
Well, if you recall in Mnnesota, we proposed a

single-circuit 345, and we were overtaken by
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circunstances. And we exited that proceeding with a
doubl e-circuit capable line. The utilities

consi dered whet her we shoul d propose double-circuit
capable into Wsconsin, and what we deci ded was, for
a nunmber of factors, we would propose double-circuit
capabl e a short distance to sone place where it
could -- a substation m ght one day be built and --
because there are five 161 lines in the area. So
carrying the double-circuit capable far enough into
W sconsin that would give future options to planners
was deened the prudent step, and that's what we put
in our application.

So essentially you're crossing the river to sone | and
where -- is that essentially it?

Where sone planners could --

Throw a substation in?

-- devise sone solution at sone day in the future,
yes.

Ckay. Then novi ng down there on page 9 to the next
part, you give the specs of the conductor for the 345
first. And in this part, would you agree that the
sumrer rating would be, like, 2,050 for the single
circuit and 4,100 for the double, which for the nost
part isn't considered here?

2,050 and --
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2,050 WA for bundle.

Yes. The conductor that we called out here, a double
bundl e of 954 ACSS is nonminally thermally rated at
2,000 negawatts. 2,050, 2,000, in that vicinity.

And it is definitely bundl ed? Because it doesn't say
t hat here.

Yes. We proposed two conductors per phase. Pretty
standard design for 345.

And that's standard for you, but it's not been stated
here in this.

Ckay.

So you're talking 2,000 WA. And then did I mss the
161, what that summer rating is?

| don't have it commtted to nenory, that 795 ACSS
rating.

| s that bundl e al so?

No.

No? Just one second. | want to throw a subject to
check. That's ACSS al so, correct?

Correct.

161 single circuit. Wuld you accept, subject to
check, that it would be around the order of close to
500 MVA?

That sounds about right.

Ckay. Thank you. And on page 68 -- that doesn't
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hel p. Just a mnute. That would be page 12. W're
t al ki ng about the substations and the |ayout of the
substations. | think it would be page 12. It m ght
be page 13. Should be page 12, your direct.

Yes, |'mthere.

And i s any vegetation proposed around the substation?
As screeni ng?

Vi sual and audi o.

Are we proposing to install any?

Yeah.

Not to ny recollection, but M. HIlstromwould be --
Hllstroms the one --

-- better inforned.

Ckay. And so he woul d al so address sound?

Yes, | believe so.

Ckay. And on page 15, you're tal king about

hel i copters, and | know that you've been using

hel i copters a lot for just the general construction.
And is it correct that in Wsconsin it |ooks |ike the
use of helicopters is going to be alittle less --

| ess used than in M nnesota?

|s there a specific |ine nunber?

Yeah, lines 21 and 22.

Ckay.

It seens that you're restricting use of helicopters
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to areas w thout ground-based construction access,
and in M nnesota you've been using them pretty

regul arly.

These lines of testinony specifically tal k about
heavy lift in sonme sensitive areas, which is an offer
we made to the Departnent of Natural Resources. |Its
use of helicopters in the stringing operation is
becom ng nore and nore one of the standard techni ques
avail able to constructors of transmi ssion lines. So
it's possible that helicopters mght be used in sone
of those stringing operations. Particularly, we have
sone spans fromridge to ridge, hill to hill, that
are fairly long and otherw se difficult to get

bet ween.

So this is just here because you're tal king about
speci fic places, but you nay use it generally as
wel | ?

There's two types of helicopters. Heavy lift is
different than the small helicopter that's used for
stringing operations. This talks about heavy lift to
carry in poles, and it's also in the sane section
where we're tal king about ice roads. So that's in
relation to construction in sensitive areas. There
is another type of smaller helicopter that's used for

stringi ng operations.
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And woul d that also then be sonething nore for

M. Hllstrom or is that also your departnent --
Depends on what the --

-- because it's construction.

Depends on what the question is.

Ch. The question would be construction techniques in
sensitive areas. That's you?

It's probably an overl appi ng area.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let ne just inject
because I'mcurious. M. Overland nentioned in her
perception there are nore helicopters used in
M nnesota, or seens to be nore of a general
practice, and you -- but you would relate that to
the stringing operations, the fact that you would
see nore helicopters than just --

THE WTNESS: | believe -- and she coul d
tell us because she's referring to the first phase
of the CapX Fargo Project. W used both type of
hel i copters there. The lighter helicopters for
stringing, and we used the heavy-lift helicopter to
install three poles in a wetland area in lieu of ice
roads. So we used both there, and it's a
standard -- it's becom ng a standard techni que that
| woul d expect that we may enpl oy as wel |.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Thanks.
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BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

| thought of that going down the beltway today
wat ching them stringing the lines this norning, where
they're doing it manually on the ground rather than
hel i copters.

Ckay. Page 18 where you're tal king about
railroad -- permssion fromrailroads, BNSF and
Chi cago Nort hwestern on page 19.
Yes.
| have a question about perm ssion to cross. |[|s that
t hrough an easenent, or are you | easing the | and?
My understanding is through permt.
Through permt. |Is that permt fromthe conpany,
correct?
Fromthe rail road conpany, yes.
Fromthe railroad. Do you get paid for that?
My understanding there is sone nomnal fee that's
involved. | don't recall what it is.
Is it an annual fee or just a one-tiner?
| don't recall, but I do know that we have a
progranmmati ¢ agreenent or sone sort of agreenment with
Burlington Northern Santa Fe that covers a | ot of
what we do, and it also speaks to the permt cost,
which | understand are pretty -- actually quite

small. | don't knowif they're one tine or annual.
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Q Ckay. | think we're al nost done. Oh, okay. Wuld
you agree that in M nnesota there was al so an i ssue
regardi ng the DOT and sceni c easenents?

MS5. AGRI MONTI: Objection. CQutside the
scope of this proceeding. Different easenents,

di fferent agenci es.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, the reason |
raise this is that it was an issue, and there seens
to be a pattern of not paying a lot of attention to
what the DOT is -- their policy of acconodati on.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: |'m going to sustain
the objection. | don't see how we can conbi ne those
things at this point, but --

MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. |[I'll find a way to
do it on the brief.

Okay. No further questions.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: O her cross?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. CORRELL:

Q | just have a quick clarification. Thank you,

M. Stevenson. |'m Megan Correll fromthe DNR, and
would like to refer you to page 19 of your direct
testinmony. Let nme know when you get there.

A ' m here.

Q Are you set?
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Yes.

You testified that during construction the nost
effective way to mnimze inpacts is to avoid wet
areas, streans, and rivers; is that correct?

That's correct. Wen possi bl e.

And | just want to clarify for the record. When you
refer to wet areas, given the context of your
question regardi ng environnentally sensitive or
wet | ands, would it be fair to say that you're

i ncl udi ng wetl ands in your description of -- strike
t hat .

Wuld it be fair to say that when -- you
stated that you were including wetlands within types
of inpacts that you would try to avoid first?

Is there a specific line nunber | should refer to?
Wll, yes. It's the lines 11 and 12. | just read

t hat sane sentence, and you refer to wet areas. Can
you clarify what you nean by that?

Sure. | just --

| assune, is it fair to say that it includes
wet | ands?

Yeah. |If you give nme a nonent to just reread.

Ch, yeah

The first sentence, during construction the nost

effective way to mnimze inpacts --
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Ckay.
-- Is to avoid wet areas, streans, rivers?
Ri ght .
Yes.
Ckay. So -- because | wasn't sure the way you
answered. You did clarify that that includes
wet | ands, the wet areas, correct?
Yes. \When possible, yes.

MS. CORRELL: Okay. That's all | have.
Thank you.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q

QO >» O >

M. Stevenson, | have a couple cost-rel ated
questions. | guess, as you know by now, |I'm D ane
Ramt hun of the Comm ssi on.

Yes. (Good afternoon.

Referring first to Exhibit 11.

' mthere.

If you | ook at the colums under estimates, the

M nnesota col unmm under estinmate, the M nnesota col um
under cost, and |I'm | ooking at the reconductor only
row -- the two rows I'mconcerned with are
reconductor only and reconductor only with M nnesota
345 kV. Do you see those rows?

Yes, | do.
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Am | correct that the -- and again, I'"'mreferring to
the M nnesota estimtes. The M nnesota estinates and
costs include connecting an existing 161 kV to the
new CapX 345 kV |ine?

Under reconductor only and reconductor with M nnesota

3457
Well, actually ny question before | get to those
specific rows is, does the -- do the estimtes and

costs include connecting an existing 161 line to the
proposed 345 kV |ine?

|"'m-- sone of the alternatives that are on this
tabl e i nclude connecting to a 345 and sone do not.
So that's why | was asking for a clarification about
whi ch of the alternatives.

Wl |, does the reconductor only include --
reconductor only with M nnesota 345 kV, does that

i ncl ude connecting to an existing 161 kV line to the
new M nnesota 345 kV |line?

In M nnesota, the reconductor with M nnesota 345
costs assune building 345 as approved in Mnnesota to
satisfy the Rochester area load into the existing
network, which is 161 in the Rochester area. |Is

t hat --

And then the costs include connecting to the 161

network t here?
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In Rochester, yes. The M nnesota costs do, yes.

And just one other question. Does your Exhibit 13 --
| think you stated this, but | want to make sure.
Exhi bit 13 does not include the various

under groundi ng costs that you just tal ked about on
cross-examnation with the parties?

That is correct.

MS. RAMIHUN. No further questions. Thank
you.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Redirect?

MS. AGRI MONTI:  Your Honor, none.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: None? Ckay. W have
one nore witness for the Applicants?

MS. AGRI MONTI: We do, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: We can take ten m nutes
and get back. And if we can finish up the
Applicants today, that woul d be great.

MS. AGRIMONTI: May we go off the record
for a nonment?

(D scussion off the record.)

(Recess taken from4:35 to 4:45 p.m)

(Change of reporters, 4:45 p.m)

(Di scussion held off the record.)

VI NCENT MOSCA, CLEAN W SCONSI N W TNESS, DULY SWORN

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: (Ckay. Let's go ahead.
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. VWHEELER:

Q M. Mosca, can you please state your full nanme and
pl ace of enploynent for the record.

A My name is Vincent J. Mbsca. |I'mwth Hey and
Associ ates, Inc., 26575 West Commerce Drive, Vol o,
II1'linois 60073.

Q Thank you. And did you prepare direct and
surrebuttal testinony in this proceedi ng?

A | did.

Q And did you al so prepare, | think, 13 exhibits in
t his proceedi ng?

A | believe that's correct.

M5. WHEELER: M. Mbsca is avail able for
Cr oss.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. | have 11 on ny
list.
MS. WHEELER: |'m sorry, 11.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: All right. Cross-exanf
MS5. HERRIG  Yes, Your Honor. | just have
one qui ck question for you, M. Mbsca.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. HERRI G
Q " mlooking at your resunme, which is Exhibit 1 to

your testinony. Am/| correct that you've never been
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i nvolved in a CPCN proceedi ng before?

A That is correct.

M5. HERRIG That's all | have.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

M5. OVERLAND: | do have sone.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q Let's see. Page 5, |ine 15.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: OF direct or --
M5. OVERLAND: O direct. | don't think
"Il get past direct. Let's see.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q You're pointing out sone inconsistencies and
uncertainties in this regarding wetlands, and it's
been established you haven't worked on a CPCN
proceedi ng before, but in the work that you' ve done,
is this -- are you accustoned to finding this |evel
of inconsistency or uncertainty, or is that sonething
different?

A Actually, the nonmenclature that's used in this
application is not conventional to nost other
projects that woul d have wetl and i npacts.

Q How so0?

A The easi est answer is that generally an applicant

t hat woul d propose wetl and i npacts for either a
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hi ghway project, a sanitary sewer project, or a
retail mall would have essentially categories that
woul d say preserve wetland or inpacted wetland. This
application had other nonmenclatures in it |ike
permanently nodi fi ed habitat, tenporary inpacts,

per manent inpacts, affected habitat, those kind of
things in various docunents, both the applicant and
the EIS. So it was hard to conpare apples to appl es
on what woul d be an inpact or not.

And do you think there are ways that that could be
altered so that you could conpare apples to appl es,
or are you stuck -- are we stuck here wth appl es and
semanti cs?

The application has what the Applicant has

consi dered, permanent and tenporary inpact. M/ point
in nmy testinony was that that didn't seemto
accurately reflect potential other inpacts that in

ot her -- other docunents in the application seemto
indicate that there would be additional i npacts,
including forested wetl and i npacts.

Do you think that the application deals adequately
wWith representing, like, forest, which will have a
per manent i npact, conpared to sone other kind of
terrain or feature where it can recover over tine

because you can't grow forests underneath the |ines?
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A

| think that the application has done a reasonabl e
job in docunenting the acreage that may be inpacted,
but I'm not convinced that the application is as

t horough in considering that as a true inpact and
what mitigation nmeasures woul d be used.

And so you're tal king about nobre not just the
nunbers, but the qualitative aspects of the inpact;
is that what you're sayi ng?

Well, actually what -- under the regulatory climte
of needi ng conpensatory wetland mtigation or true
appl es-t o- appl es conpari son between routes on how
much 1 npact would be, I'mnot so sure that the
application is clear to nost readers on what actually
is going to be inpacted and not.

Ckay.

And al so given that sonme of the routes are on private
property and have not been thoroughly docunented yet,
so -- and | understand that the Applicant can't get
access to that. But froma review standpoint, if
sone of the routings have not even been thoroughly
bedded from a resource standpoint, it's hard to tell
how much woul d actually be inpacted or not.

Isn't that something that where a | ot of the
information is avail abl e through agency records and

even Google Earth?
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Yeah. The Applicants' very clear on their

nmet hodol ogy, which I"'mactually quite confortable
with --

Ckay.

-- froman overall docunentation standpoint, but it's
the interpretation and how that information is then
used as an inpact analysis that | have nore issues
Wit h.

Ckay. Does it appear to you that they've done
everything they can do to m nim ze construction

i npact s?

The easi est answer i s no.

Ckay. [|'ll take that. What kinds of things do you

t hink could be done or suggested to be done that have
not been addressed?

Well, | think that the application -- and |I'm sort of
synpathetic to the Applicant, they can't have
everything figured out ahead of tine.

Uh- huh.

But access to wetlands, whether it's perpendicular to
the right-of-way or you' re perpendicul ar or parallel,
dependi ng whet her you have access from upl and areas,
et cetera, construction season, depth of the water,
all those things. You know, it's easy to say we'l|

mnimze inpacts when practicable, but if it's not
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practicable, you're never quite sure what's going to
happen. And then al so sone of the inpacts, whether
they're going to actually restore themto their
original quality and that are very -- not wel
docunmented in the application at this point.

So is sone of that throwng things into a catchall --
when it's practicable, just throwng it into a
catchall and not goi ng beyond that?

Ri ght .

Ckay.

|"'m confortable that the Applicant and their
contractors know how to conduct their work, but on
any given day in certain types of wetlands, it's nore
i mportant to have the A-Teamon that crew than just a
run-of -the-mill |evel.

Ckay. Looking at page 11, starting at lines four, in
that first paragraph -- well, actually, say, page 11,
t hat question. First question, one through 11, now,
gi ven the inadequaci es that you've described, are you
aware of any docunented route alternatives that m ght
have potentially acceptabl e or manageabl e

mtigatable -- nmtigatable inpacts on wetl ands?

In sone ways all of the routes are equal, that they
wll all have wetland inpacts. They wll all have

forested wetl and i npacts, both -- or permanent and
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tenporary inpacts. The QL-35 route, which | think is

becom ng cl ear that has other issues besides natural

resource issues that sonme of the agencies have tal ked

about. So, fromthat standpoint, all of the routes

have i ssues from an environnental standpoint, which

is to be expected.

So the easy answer is, that if you avoi ded

t he Van Loon Bottons or the Ql-35 routing, that

al nost by definition would probably have the | east

envi ronnent al inpacts because that's nore of an

upl and route and goi ng away from sort of the

identified highest quality wetlands in the corridors.
Q Ckay. That helps. Let's see. If you go to |line

15 -- page 15, | nmean. Down at the bottom and

you' ve tal ked about this sonewhat, | think, where
you' re saying the process -- typical process wasn't
followed. 1Is it an issue of they can't accurately

state the inpacts, or just it just hasn't been sai d?
MR, ZI BART: (Objection. CQutside the scope
of the wtness's know edge.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Wel I, can you rephrase
that? |1'mnot sure --

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q What |''mwondering is, in your testinony where it
says accurately -- just a second. Let ne see where
7\
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that is. That's in that part. You're testifying
regardi ng what additional studies are required in
order to accurately determ ne wetland inpacts. So
|"mwondering if that's, |ike, sonmething that can be
done with, like, you know, nore study, or if it's not
wthin the realmof possibility to do?

In general, in normal wetland delineation-type
projects, you would actually have a boundary fl agged
inthe field. It would be surveyed into a project
docunent and then verified by the agencies. In this
case the scope of the project, access, they've all
been nostly estimated, either visually estinmated from
the field, aerial photography interpretation, and

t hose types of things. So | think that the Arny
Corp. has indicated that if in fact they believe that
a boundary needs to be nore defined in the field,
they may require that at some point in the future,
but right now the boundaries are only esti nated,
maybe conservatively, but still only estinmated.

So on any given spot on any given
structure or access route, one of the agencies could
require that a field boundary is placed so that silt
fencing or access routes can be determ ned nore
definitively in the field.

And you testified that the Arnmy Corp. won't consider
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wet | and per manent application conplete unless the

i npacts are adequately stated. |Is it clear from what
you' ve seen what areas are affected and necessary for
an Arny Corp. permt?

It's relatively clear where the inpact will be
necessary.

Ckay. \Wiere the -- or where the permt would be
necessary?

Well, it's relatively clear -- the routings are set.
So whi chever routing is chosen, the wetl ands have
been docunented, at least to type and to size. So if
the Applicant is proposing a structure in a certain
area, an access route or a conversion of forested
wet |l and, you will know where those inpacts wll be.
But 1'm not confident that they're all fully
docunented or | abeled as such in the current
docunent ati on.

Ckay. | think I get that. Do you know, to your
knowl edge, has there been an avian protection plan
devel oped?

"' mnot aware of that.

Ckay. Is that within your real n?

| did not necessarily focus on a lot of the -- a |ot
of docunentation outside of the -- those nost

directly related to the wetl and ar eas.
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Ckay. Typically in wetlands, is that a bird
attractant? |Is there a nexus between wetl ands and

bi rds?

Certain types of birds, certainly.

Let's see. Page 19, line 13 -- well, that paragraph
starting at 13 and then particularly lines 22 through
24, and that's page 19 of your direct. And you
testified that you have concerns about whether the
overall category of environnmental cost has been
grossly underbudgeted. Do you think it has been?

Are you're saying there's concerns? Well, that's
kind of iffy. Is it -- do you think they have been
grossly under budget ed?

In rebuttal or surrebuttal testinony of the
Applicant, they've indicated that was incorrect, that
the environnental category of the budget does not

i nclude things such as right-of-way restorati on and
wetland mtigation, so that the category that |
specifically spoke of on page 19 here did not include
that. So | may have been incorrect that they have
under budget ed in that category; however, | still have
i ssues that they didn't adequately budget under their
ri ght-of-way prep category, which the Applicant had
clarified is where that noney woul d have been

al | ocat ed.
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Ckay.
But it's just aline itemwith no allocation by task,

so it's hard to tease out how nuch had been

al located -- allocated for each individual task.

So nmeaning that, like, the way it's been presented,
it's hard to tell what it all includes?

Correct.

G her than, |ike, guess and they're wong, and then

it's really here, and then it doesn't al so show that
it's here in the other place, correct?

To ny satisfaction, I'mnot sure that it's been
adequately budgeted with what | know at this point.
Ckay. Let's see. On page 20, lines 23 through 26,
you express a concern that there isn't enough tine
for the DNR approvals. Well, there's not nuch tine
to review and that it mght be difficult to do an

adequat e analysis. Does that remain a concern?

Yes.
Is it -- could information be provided -- how do you
avoid that? Is it, like, built into the process?

| believe that it's a requirenent under Act 89 that
the DNRis required to give a permt application. |
guess -- | say approval. | guess |I don't know that
they automatically have to approve the application

but they may have to.
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Uh- huh.
But they have a 30-day review period to render their
opi nion, which | believe generally will end up in an
approval. So they have 30 days fromthe tine the PSC
gi ves the order.
And 30 days for any project, no matter how | arge?
For these types of projects, which is not -- which is
not a requirenent for a fill for a drug store.
To your know edge, has the DNR ever denied a pernmt?
Not to ny know edge.
Let's see. And your bottomline -- well, it's not at
t he bottom but on page 22 you state that given the
insufficient field level -- insufficient |evel of
field verified data, blah, blah, blah, you would not
be confortable recommendi ng any of the proposed
routes for approval by the PSC. Have you seen
anything since then in any of the testinony that
changes that opi nion?
No.

MS. OVERLAND: No further questions.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: O her cross?

(No response.)

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. Redirect.

MS. WHEELER: Yep. |'ve got just a couple

of foll ow ups.
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REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. WHEELER:

Q

M. Mosca, you stated you've never been involved in a
CPCN process before in Wsconsin. Can -- have you
been involved in any other types of corridor work?

' ve worked on electrical transm ssion corridor
projects in Illinois. |'ve done sanitary sewers,

hi ghway corridors, recreational drill projects that
have spanned 20, 25 nmiles.

Ckay. | also just wanted to clarify froman answer
you gave earlier. At this time do you believe

t here's enough information about wetland inpacts for
the Arnmy Corp. of Engineers to issue a permt?

No.

And then finally, about -- about sone of the budget
guestions that Ms. Overland had asked you about, can
you state specifically what types of budget itens
you' re concerned that they've omtted fromthe
right-of-way prep itemon their budget?

There's two main categories. The Applicant has

i ndi cated that they believe that they will need to do
wetland mtigation for conversion of forested wetl and
to open wetland. |'ve not seen any budget figure or
any kind of real mtigation plan that woul d address

that, so -- and then also there's an expectation, and
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t he Applicant has indicated that, that there wll be
sone several year followup managenent nonitor
reporting plan and i nplenentation to restore
tenmporary inpacts along the corridor. And at this

point | don't know that that's been budgeted for.

M5. WHEELER: Thanks. | have no further
questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. | was j ust
curious. | note that there was an issue about the

Arnmy Corp. of Engineers, and in that exhibit of
yours, | think it's Exhibit 9, there's tal k about
jurisdictional determ nations. Do you know where
the Arnmy Corp. is asserting jurisdiction in the
pr oj ect ?

THE WTNESS: | do not. They -- | don't
know t hat they've been asked for a jurisdictional
determ nation at this point, but in a sinple
st andpoi nt, anything that -- any wetland that w |
flow to a navigable water woul d be under their
jurisdiction, which would probably be the nmpjority
in this part of the state.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. So they would
have the potential to -- they woul d have the
opportunity to have to permt nost of these wetl and

I npacts or --
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THE W TNESS: That's ny expectation

EXAM NER NEWVARK: But they'd actually
have to start that process, or how do they --

THE WTNESS: They would have to --

t hi nk at sone point, once the corridor has been
chosen, if one is, then an application wll be

subm tted under 404 of the C ean Water Act to the
Arny Corp., and then the expectation is there's an

i ndi vidual permt that would be required with the
public notice period and alternative's analysis as a
part of the federal requirenent under the Cl ean

WAt er Act.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. Does that
relate -- how does that relate to the DNR perm ts?
Do they overlap, or are they distinct?

THE W TNESS: They overl ap, but the
W sconsin DNR is sort of the water quality
certification under the Clean Water Act. That's the
401, that's Code NR3 in Wsconsin. But they
overlap. There's simlar parts of it, but the Arny
Corp. is the |l ead agency when it conmes to the
wet | and i npact s.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Thanks.

Ckay. Anything el se?

(No response.)
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EXAM NER NEWVMARK: (Okay. You're excused.

(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWWARK: So is that all we have
for today? You hope.

Al right. Anything we need to deal wth
on the record before we go? CQutstanding issues?
No.

Ckay. Let's go off the record then.

MS. OVERLAND: \What tinme tonorrow norni ng?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: 9 o' clock. Let's see
you tonorrow.

(The hearing adjourned at 5:10 p.m)

* * *
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