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TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEEDI NGS (9: 00 a. m)
(Di scussion held off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWMARK: It's our third day of
the party session in 05-CE-136. Let nme just make
sure we have -- all the appearances are the sane as
we have in witing fromthe |ast hearing. W also
have additional for -- M. Nygaard for CETF, got his
slip in.

So nobody el se?

(No response.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's begin. | think
we wanted to recall M. Stevenson; is that correct?
MS. AGRI MONTI: Yes, Your Honor.

GRANT STEVENSON, APPLI CANT W TNESS, DULY SWORN

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Have a seat.

FURTHER DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. AGRI MONTI :

Q
A

Q

Good norning, M. Stevenson.

Good norni ng.

You were here during the testinony of M. Fasick; is
that right?

That's correct.

And M. Fasick referenced a project in Connecticut
called the Bethel to Norwalk Project. It's a 345

under ground project in Connecticut.
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| remenber himreferencing Connecticut underground
projects. I'msorry, | don't renenber exactly which.
Ckay.

But there are two underground projects related that
peopl e often reference when they tal k about the
Connecti cut underground projects.

What did you do after you heard M. Fasick's
testinony to research underground projects in
Connecticut ?

"' macquainted with Anne Bartosewitz from Northeast
Utilities. She's a project director -- and that's
their title for project manager -- for one of the two
under ground projects. There's Bethel -Norwal k and
Nor wal k- M ddl etown. | know her. W -- the CapX
proj ect managers visited Northeast Utilities back in
2008. So | called her to get sonme clarifying
information. She's traveling, and she was able to
provide me with a report on one of the two projects.
All right. And what is your understandi ng of --
let's ook at Exhibit 20, the Bethel to Norwal k
project, why that project was undergrounded?

Ms. Bartosewitz relayed that it was urban --
subur ban/ urban area wi th not enough room - -

ri ght-of-way roomfor an overhead installation.

s Exhibit 20 excerpts fromthe Bethel to Norwal k
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project that contains certain cost information that
you' ve hi ghlighted and design information?

Yes. It says schedule 12C application, which is
their cost allocation application to their

i ndependent system operator in the northeast.

And did you prepare Stevenson 217

Yes, | did.

And what is Stevenson 21 intended to relay?

The information | wanted to convey today is that it's
i nportant to consider the design of the underground
inrelation to its cost.

And what do you nean by that?

There are colums on this chart, type is the two
different styles of underground, either high pressure
fluid filled or XLPE Solid Dielectric, but then you
al so see colums that say cabl e per phase and cable
size and kcmls, which is 1,000 circular mlls, which
is a neasurenent of area so you can relate that to

t he di aneter of the copper.

And you have on here the Avon area estinmate that was
provided as late filed Exhibit 18 to your testinony.
How does this Avon project conpare to what woul d be
undergrounded in this project if it had to be
under gr ounded?

The Avon project would be the sanme nunber of cabl es
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and sane size of cable that this project woul d need
in areas of open trench installation, the areas where
M . Fasick suggested that would need to be
undergrounded in proximty to the Geat Ri ver Road.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Mbve adni ssion of Exhibits
20 and 21.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any obj ections?

(No response.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: So noved.

(Stevenson Exhi bit 20-21 received.)

M5. AGRI MONTI: | have no further
questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: (Ckay. Any cross?

MS. OVERLAND: | do have sone questions.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Regardi ng Exhibit 21, | notice you use the Avon as
the conparison. D d you | ook at the Lakeville one as
wel | ?

Wien | prepared this, | didn't have the Lakeville one
avai l abl e yet, but nmy recollectionis it's simlar --
very simlar in cost.

Ckay. And | was trying to find it as we were just
speaki ng now. Do you know how -- so | may have

m ssed sonething. Do you know what the distinction
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is? Wat made the price of this Bethel-Norwal k one

| oner than the Avon?

Well, for exanple, if you | ook -- excuse ne. |If you
| ook at high pressure fluid filled, and

Bet hel - Norwal k i nstalled both technologies in

their -- in that piece of the project in Connecticut.
You'll note that their XLPE cost per nmile was $16.9
mllion in 2005, which is very close to the $20

mllion in 2010 that our estimate shows.
Uh- huh.
But one of the key distinctions -- and actually we'l]l

probably hear this next week because | suspect one or
two people will nention Connecticut projects. 1've
heard it in public neetings people saying Connecti cut
only buries lines, they don't build overhead |ines
anynore. And Ms. Bartosewitz did not let nme finish
my sentence when | nentioned that to her. She nade
it very clear to nme they still build nore overhead
345 than they do underground. This just happened to
be a place that they needed to because of l[imted
ri ght - of - way.

But it's fewer cables and small er dianeter
cables to neet their design requirenents. It is one
of the key reasons, | believe, that the high

pressure fluid filled is significantly | ess noney,
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| ess expensive, than our estimate.

And when you say fewer cables, does that nean fewer
cabl es conpared to this design, or fewer cables
conpared to what ?

Vll, if you | ook at Exhibit 21.

Ri ght.

The first row.

Cabl es per feet?

Bet hel - Norwal k cabl es per phase two, cable size
2,500, and then |look at the first row of CapX Avon
hi gh pressure fluid filled three cables, 3,500 kcm|.
And this is nunber of cables per phase.

Is that a DC |ine?

No. This is -- there are -- Bethel-Norwal k had a
total of six cables. Two each for the three phases.
Ckay.

| chose to list it -- rather than total cables, I
listed it as cabl es per phase.

Ckay.

So multiply by three, and you get the total nunber of
cabl es.

Ckay. So this has three, and what was the third?
What am | m ssing? You have three cabl es per phase
her e?

That's correct.
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Q What's the third?
A " msorry. | don't understand what you nean by the
t hird.
Q Wl l, they have two. W have three. Wat am|
m ssing? They have two cabl es per phase?
A Ri ght.
Q And you have three for the Avon?
A Correct.
MS. AGRI MONTI: Three per phase,
Ms. Overl and.
MS5. OVERLAND: Right. Per phase?
MS. AGRI MONTI:  Uh- huh.
THE W TNESS: Total of nine.
MS. OVERLAND: That's really six.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Are you asking why is
there a different nunber?
M5. OVERLAND: Yes. Right. | don't --
" m m ssing sonet hing here.
THE WTNESS: It's a different design,
di fferent capacity perhaps.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Vol tage is the sane.
BY MS. OVERLAND:
Q Do you have any idea what the capacity of that one
was ?

A No.
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This was sonething |ike 3,000 and sone change for
anps. Do you have any idea?
No, | didn"t. | -- my purpose yesterday was know ng
that different Iines have different designs --
Uh- huh.
-- | wanted to conpare design to cost. | didn't ask
about capacity.
Ckay.
But you think about overhead lines, you can pick a
nunber of different conductors for overhead, and you
can sel ect a nunmber of different designs for
underground as well. The distinction here that | --
the clarification | wanted to nake is, we can't just
| ook at anot her conpany's underground study and
concl ude things w thout know ng the design and the
type of cables that -- a nunber and quantity of
cables that they had in their design. You need both
pi eces of information.
Ckay. Would you agree that the Holnen area is a
subur ban area, at |east on the east side of that
subst ati on?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, I'mgoing to
object to the line of questioning here. W're now
goi ng outside the scope of sinply providing cost

estimat es and background i nformation on the project
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that was referenced in M. Fasick's testinony. |
believe Ms. Overland wants to go i nto whet her

under groundi ng i s appropriate on sonme other segnent
of this project.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, the reason |
bring this up is he said they still build nore
overhead, there's fewer cables -- no, no, no. Wy
under ground? Urban/ subur ban area.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yeah. | renenber what
he said. Wy don't -- go ahead and answer.

THE WTNESS: WIIl you restate the
questi on?

MS. OVERLAND: Sure.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Earlier you had stated that they were building them
underground in Connecticut essentially because it was
an ur ban/ suburban area, not enough room Wuld you
agree that east of the substation -- directly east of
the substation across the road it's a suburban area?
| would state that Hol nen does not have nearly the
density of Stanford, Connecticut and Bri dgeport,
Connecticut, and those sorts of areas. This is the
southern tip. This is essentially the extension of
the New York City netropolitan area. |It's very

different densities. Think downtown M nneapolis.
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I'"'mfamliar with the area. 1've drove a truck for
many years.

But woul d you agree that the Holnmen area is
a suburban area?
| disagree that the popul ation densities are even
close to the sane.
Ckay. | was not asking for a conparison. 1'll |eave
it at that. | was not asking for a conparison

Now, the other study, it said that there
were generally two that were referenced, and the
ot her one -- two undergroundi ngs in Connecticut that
are often referenced, and the other one was
Norwal k - -

MR THI EL: M ddl et own.

MS. OVERLAND: M ddletown, T-O-WN, |

bel i eve.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q
A

Have you | ooked at that study?

Excuse ne. Ms. Bartosewitz provided nme -- she's

traveling in San Francisco, and she was able to

provi de Bethel-Norwalk to me. | know about the other

project, but I was not able to get sufficient detail.
MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. Let's see. | would

li ke to have as an itemthe conparative study for

t he Norwal k project, which I"'mtrying to find. |
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think I can find it during lunch as item 20 for
NoCapX for conparative purposes.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, | object to
adding a reference to a docunent that doesn't exist,
at least that can't be identified as we sit here
t oday.

M5. OVERLAND: | do believe | will be able
toidentify it before we're done sitting here today.
| can raise it then.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  All right. W'll wait
and see what you can find. |'msure there is one.

MR, THI EL: Your Honor, we found it, too.
It's 24 m | es underground.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. Any ot her

guesti ons?

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Oh. Whuld you agree that there's a statutory

requi rement in Connecticut regardi ng undergroundi ng
of transm ssion |ines?

l"mnot famliar wth the Connecticut siting

regul ations and their | aws.

Ckay. And how do you spell project director Anne --
is it Bartosewitz?

Bartosewitz. To the best of ny ability, it's
B-ART-OS-E-WI-CZ
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MS. OVERLAND: O ose.
B-ART-OS-E-WI-CZ. [|'Il check it out.

No further questions. Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: O her cross?

| just have one quick question for you,
sir. You nentioned you weren't sure what the
capacity for this -- the Bethel line was; is that
ri ght?

THE WTNESS: That's correct.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: It may be in the broader
report.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Exactly. | was going
to say.

MS. OVERLAND: It is.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: I f the capacity nunber
isin the report, the full report that is excerpted
in your Exhibit 20, would you accept that nunber as
t he capacity for the project?

THE WTNESS: Sure. |If they state their
capacity, | would have to accept that, yes.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Geat. All
ri ght. Thanks.

MR, THI EL: Your Honor, to the extent

there may be nore than one M ddl et own techni cal
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report for sone reason, we just offer both parts of
it.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Wl --

M5. THIEL: | just noticed that
Ms. Overland' s page was different than DOT' s page.
| don't know why.

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

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. CORRELL: We'Il call Craig Thonpson.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, could we get a
listing of the order?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let's go off the
record.

CRAI G THOVPSON, WDNR W TNESS, DULY SWORN
(Di scussion off the record.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. CORRELL:

Q
A

Q

Good norning, M. Thonpson.

Good nor ni ng.

Coul d you please -- state your nane and business
address for the record, please.

My name is Craig Thonmpson. | work for Wsconsin
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Departnent of Natural Resources. |'mstationed in

La Crosse. Business address is 3550 Mornon Coul ee

Road, La Crosse, W sconsin 54601.

Thank you. And are you the sane Craig Thonpson t hat

has provided both direct and surrebuttal testinony in

this matter?

Yes.

And you provided that testinony in witten form

Wul d you provide the sanme testinony today if you

were to provide it orally?

Yes.

Thank you. | just have a question. Have you had

occasion to conduct field visits or other

observations in the area of the Black R ver bottons?

| have been in the Black R ver bottons many tines.

|' ve been stationed in western Wsconsin for 25

years, 23 in La Crosse, two years in Eau Claire. But

over that period of tinme, |I've had the opportunity to

do nunerous activities within the Black River

bottons, including vegetation assessnents,

post-ti nber managenent eval uations, breeding bird

surveys, habitat assessnments, and herptil e surveys.
MS. CORRELL: Thank you. | wll tender

M . Thonpson for cross-exam nati on.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Questions?
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MS. HERRI NG Yes, Your Honor
CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. HERRI NG

Q

M. Thonpson, do you have copies of your testinony in
front of you?

Yes, | do.

Ckay. Let's start by turning to pages 4 and 5 of
your direct testinony, and on these pages you
descri be awards and designati ons bestowed upon the

Bl ack River bottonms; is that correct?

That is correct.

Are you famliar with Dairyland Power Cooperatives'
Alma to Marshland to La Crosse 161 transm ssion |ine,
al so known as the QL transm ssion |ine?

Yes, | am

And are you aware that the QL transm ssion line runs
t hrough the Bl ack River bottons?

Yes, | am

And are you aware that that line's been in place
since 19 -- approximtely 19507

Yes, | am

Wuld it be fair to say that the Black River bottons
has earned all these awards and designations with the
QL line in place?

Yes, it is.
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And | assune you're also famliar with the
Applicants' proposed QL-H ghway 35 route?

| am

And | ooking at the land that's imedi ately north of
the Applicants' proposed route, do you know whet her
that land is privately owned?

There is a nosaic of private ownership and public
owner shi p.

Speaking just to the land that's privately owned,
woul d you agree that there's no restrictions on

| andowners renoving trees or other vegetation from
that | and al ong H ghway 35?

| believe that there are restrictions based on the
county's shoreland zoning requirenents that may limt
the ability of a | andowner to whol esal e renove

veget ati on adj acent to waterways w t hout

aut hori zation fromthe county.

Let's turn back to page 1 of your direct testinony.
You describe your current job responsibilities. So
am | correct that you currently serve as the district
| and program nmanager responsible for supervising the
West Central District? And |'mcorrect that the West
Central District includes the Van Loon Wldlife Area
and the |l arger Black R ver bottons area?

Yes, you're correct.
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So in determning the permtability of a transm ssion
project through that area, is it accurate to say that
the DNR office in Madison relies heavily on fol ks

i ke you who are nore famliar wth the actual

t opography of that particul ar area?

It's accurate to say that | ocal experts are routinely
relied upon in any situation that requires permtting
process, yes.

And was that the case with this project?

In this particular instance, |'m providi ng support
informati on for the decision-nakers in the Ofice of
Ener gy.

In your direct testinony on page 5, you |ist project

i npacts such as fragnentation, spread of invasive
species, and threat to the EMR Are these the
factors that the DNR relied upon in making its

determ nation that the QL-H ghway 35 route would
result in significant adverse inpacts?

Those are sone of the factors. You know, the
overarching factor is that -- nunmerous designations
that this property has in terns of its ecol ogica
significance. By any neasure, this is an outstanding
ecol ogi cal resource, and | had enunerated earlier in
the testinony the fact that the various designations

t hat have been conferred on this area all underscore
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the inportance of it ecologically, not only in terns
of the very site specific |ocation of the Black River
itself, but froma regional and, in fact, a

conti nental context.

And if you | ook at the Ramsar designati on,
which is an international designation of inportance
for wetlands, that is -- that is a designation that
actually has an international scope. And in fact,
there are only 29 other wetlands in the nation that
have this designation

And so in sumtotal, you know, you're
| ooki ng at not only specific inpacts, the
fragnentation, spread of reed canary grass and so on,
but you're also taking a nmuch | arger view which
enconpasses all of the additional designations
associated with this property, which convey sone
pretty remarkabl e status on it.

Ckay. Let's kind of go through sone of the factors
that you list in your direct testinony. Let's start
wth the reed canary grass. On pages 6 and 7 you

di scuss reed canary grass in the existing QL line
transm ssion corridor

Uh- huh.

Do you agree that the shade fromthe forest canopy

woul d decrease the preval ence of reed canary grass in
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shaded areas?
| would agree in a qualified sense. It depends on
the density of the shade, which is a direct relation
of the density of the canopy. |'ve seen situations
where reed canary grass infestations begin to spread
in noderately or even lightly broken canopy wthin
floodplain forest. [It's a very aggressive speci es,
and once it takes hold and has the right
environnental conditions, it really takes off.

And so | don't think it's in ny
pr of essi onal judgnment to abandon the QL and wal k away
and say it's going to re-vegetate successfully.
There's not any certainty associated with that.
There's no -- there's no indication in ny mnd that
that's actually going to happen of its own accord.
So you'd agree that you can find reed canary grass
t hr oughout the Black River bottons area?
Absol utely.
And approxi matel y what percentage of the Bl ack R ver
bottons has sone reed canary grass?
| can't answer that. | would have to do a nore
detail ed evaluation of the -- of the area in question
and then try to render an opinion. At this point |I'm
not in a position to answer that.

Whul d you agree generally that reed canary grass is
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found in nmany areas, or it's prevalent in the Bl ack
Ri ver bottons?
| -- you know, it depends on what area you're in.
Veget ative quality ranges across the bottons from
t hose areas that have infestations of reed canary
grass to areas that don't, and our big concern is
that we undertake activities or permt activities, or
what ever the case nmay be, that does not -- so those
activities do not encourage the spread or
establishment of reed canary grass in areas where it
presently doesn't exist.

So, yes, it's in the system but it's not
W despread to the extent that it's dimnished the
overall quality of the entire systemthat we're
t aki ng about .
Part of your job responsibilities include managi ng
t he endangered resources programfor the Black R ver
bottons and the Van Loon WIldlife Area; is that
correct?
Yes. And what that entails is | actually supervise
t he endangered resources programfor the district,
and t he endangered resources program consists of a
state natural areas crew which does the hands-on
managenent. It's a crew of three. And it al so

i ncl udes our district ecol ogi st who does ecol ogi cal
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assessnents and i nventory.
Can you tell ne when the last tine an EMR was | ast
sited in the west central district that you manage?
Are you speaking specifically to the Van Loon, or are
you speaking in all of the west central district?
| woul d be speaking specifically to the Van Loon
ar ea.
| don't recall when the last record was. |'m sure
that we have that information in our database
sonmewher e.
Wul d you agree that H ghway 35 presents a barrier to
the EMR s novenent in that area, into the Van Loon
area?
No. It depends how you define barrier. A physical
barrier is sonething that actually it prevents an
animal from noving fromone | ocation to another.
Certainly snakes, turtles, and other animals with | ow
di sperse and |ow nobility capability have the ability
to cross H ghway 35. The question is whether they
can do that successfully w thout being killed by
traffic.

And | would say that -- so critters can
cross. |It's whether they can do so successfully and
repeatedly. So there's the potential for anything

that's crossing H ghway 35 to be killed and becone a
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nortality, vehicle-derived nortality, including
snakes.
Based on your opinion, do you believe a power |ine
corridor represents the sanme type of barrier that
you' ve just described?
Well, again, | don't see State Trunk Hi ghway 35 as a
barrier. | see it as a source of fragnmentation that
has a host of inpacts associated wth that type of
fragmentation. | see any new power |ine corridor as
a simlar source of fragnentation that also has
specific inpacts associated with it.

| don't think that the barrier itself --
don't think a transm ssion |ine necessarily poses a
barrier to snake novenent. Clearly a snake can nove
through a transm ssion line corridor if it's
veget ated, but there are other inpacts associ ated
with the establishnent of aggressive non-native
vegetation within those corridors that's detrinenta
to a host of species, including snakes, in the area.
So based on your testinony, you'd agree with ne that
once in place, the highway corridor serves as a
greater lethal threat to the EMRS' novenent than a
transm ssion |ine?

MS. CORRELL: Objection. Relevance. The

hi ghway i s not being regul ated here.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

BY M5. HERRI NG

Q
A

O » O >

Have you reviewed TomHi |l stroms Exhibit No. 407

| may have, but I'mnot famliar with it being
referred to as Exhibit 40.

Ckay. |I'mtal king about the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Range Wde Extinction Ri sk Mbdeling. |If you'd like
to see a copy --

| have not seen that.

Have you reviewed M. Hillstronlis testinony?

Yes.

Did you review the exhibits that were attached to his
testi nony?

| didn't have copies of the exhibits that were
attached to his testinony.

Okay. Wuld you agree that opening up the forest
canopy is a way of enhancing the habitat for the EMR?
Not necessarily. |If opening up the forest canopy
results in the establishnent of aggressive non-native
speci es which provide little food chain support, then
in fact that would be detrinental to the EMR

Wul d you agree generally that the EVMR prefers sunny
areas over shady areas?

The EMR has habitat requirenents that span the

breadth of those microhabitats that are found wthin
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the bottons. So at certain tines of the year it's
going to want sunny |l ocations and other tinmes of the
year it's going to want shady | ocati ons.
I n your opinion what can be done to inprove the
habitat in the Van Loon area for the EMR?
One of the things that we're doing is restoring
wthin a natural area that has been designated in the
north end of the Van Loon, we're restoring the native
vegetation that occurs there to provide better
conditions for -- what we hope will be better
conditions for the Eastern Massasauga Rattl esnake,
and that basically entails restoration of a
fl oodpl ain savanna and a fl oodplain prairie. But
that's all native vegetation.
So you agree that can happen.

MS. CORRELL: njection. Vague.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Yeah. Sust ai ned.

BY HERRI NG:

Q

You agree that you can reintroduce native species
into the Van Loon area and provide a better habitat
for the EVMR?

We're not reintroducing native species, they're
native species that are already there. So this is an
existing sand prairie that is found within the north

portion of the Van Loon Wldlife Area, and what we're
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doing is renoving non-native brush and sone native
brush in order to try to restore the vigor of the
prairie. So, no, we're not doing planting in the
area. W're trying to recover a nuch di m ni shed
communi ty, which has been found there historically.
Wuld installing wildlife passages al ong H ghway 35

be a way of increasing the connectivity of the EMR

habi t at ?

It's -- you know, I'"'mnot in a position to comrent on
that. | don't know if that would be effective or

not .

Can you -- are there any other nethods that can be

done to inprove the habitat other than the one you

j ust spoke of ?

Wll, | think the nost inportant things that we
consi der are avoi ding negative inpacts to the
bottons, whatever formthose may take, in order to
ensure that additional habitat degradation doesn't
occur. And then if there are opportunities for us to
restore native plant comunities to the point where
we feel that they're providing significant value for
t he species, we woul d undertake those kind of
activities.

Let's nove to page 6 of your direct testinony. And

on page 6, |I'm /| ooking probably at the top of the
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O » O >» O

page where you discuss that the presence of

transm ssion line structures and lines that exceed
treetop heights have the significant potential to
serve as a source of nortality for bird strikes for
mgrating birds. Do you see that?

Yes.

Ceneral ly speaking, howtall are the trees in the Van
Loon WIldlife Area?

Based on 2010 forestry reconnai ssance data, the
height in the area of the powerlines, the canopy

hei ght varies from 70 feet to 83 feet.

So generally taller than 75 feet?

Depends on where are you.

Depends on the area, | understand.

Per haps | ower than 75 feet.

Wul d you agree that nost of the structures that the
Applicants propose in the Van Loon are around 75 feet
tall?

My understanding is, based on M. Hillstronis
testinony, that alnost all of the structures proposed
wll be 75 feet tall. However, it's the al nost that
gi ves nme pause because that indicates to ne that
there will be structures that will exceed 75 feet in
height, and it's inportant to recognize that it only

takes a single structure at the right conditions to
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result in significant bird nortality. One structure
can do that. There have been any nunber of instances
where single towers have had trenendous inpacts of
m grating birds under foggy conditions. So our
concern is that a tower or two or several that exceed
canopy height, whatever it mght be in the defined
area, has the potential to result in bird nortality.
Woul d you agree that bird diverters on portions of a
line would help mtigate avian inpacts?
" mnot an expert in that. I'mnot in a position to
respond to that.
Moving to the topic of fragmentation. |'mgoing to
have you | ook at what's been marked as Hillstrom s
Exhi bit 41.
Ckay.
And it's on that binder that's right next to you up
on the shelf. | believe it's in the smaller one.
It's marked with a Post-it Note that says Exhibit 41.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.
THE WTNESS: Al right.

BY MS. HERRI NG

You can sit down if you don't --
| have this with ne.
Ch, you do?

Yes.
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Ckay. Do you recognize this docunent?

| do.

Can you tell us what it is?

This is a docunent that | drafted and sent to Pam
Rasnmussen at Northern States Power that dealt with an
NSP 69 kV transmi ssion |line rebuild across the Bl ack
Ri ver bottons.

Was a DNR permt issued for this project?

| know DNR approval was given for the project.

don't know if our water regs and zoning staff
actually issued a permt for it or not. |'msure
that's sonething we can ook up in the record.

Ckay. Do you recall what analysis the DNR did prior
to issuing approval as you stated?

Well, you know, we | ooked at the fact there was a
need to rebuild the transm ssion |ine, and then we

| ooked at what we considered to be viable
alternatives. |It's inportant to point out in this
situation that avoi dance, not crossing the Van Loon
bottons in any fashion, was not an alternative that
was on the table. It was very clear that if this
line was going to be rebuilt, it was going to be
crossing the bottonms sonmewhere. So while our initial
pref erence woul d have been conpl ete avoi dance of the

bottons, we didn't have the opportunity to consider
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that alternative.

So, you know, we |ooked at -- we sat down
with Pam and her staff and | ooked at various
al ternatives, and of course what we cane up with was
a mnor reroute of the existing line that still
crosses the bottons to this day.
Let's turn to the second page of that letter. And on
the second to the | ast paragraph of this letter you
wite that you believe that the proposed -- sorry.
Let nme back up.

You're the signator to this letter; is that
correct?
That's correct.
You wite that the proposed project would provide the
opportunity for inproving the integrity of an
i nportant biological resource. Do you see that?
Yes.
And turning back to your direct testinony, page --
page 6 of your direct testinony, here you testify
that renoving the QL line fromthe Van Loon Wldlife
Area will not minimze or mtigate inpacts to the Van
Loon area; is that correct?
That is correct.
So can you explain to nme why you recogni zed t he

ecol ogi cal value of renoving the 69 |line that you
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testified in that 1993 letter, but you're not willing
to recogni ze the sane ecol ogi cal val ue of renoving
the QL 161 kV line?

The reason I'"'mnot willing to recognize the

ecol ogi cal value of renmoving the QL line is because
it's uncertain what the future condition would be
after line renoval. And what | nean by that is
there's a sufficient |level of reed canary grass
infestation so that passive reforestation, just
sinply pulling out the |line and wal ki ng away, there's
no certainty that what we're going to get back there
is any kind of woody plant community. O if it does
re-vegetate to a woody plant community. That in fact
it wll be a desirable woody plant comunity.

So that source of fragnmentation could
theoretically persist for quite sone tine, in which
case even renoval of a line hasn't had it -- other
t han renoving the structures thensel ves has not
really resulted in significant benefit to the Van
Loon bottons if it doesn't re-vegetate because you
still have that existing source of fragnentation.

Are you aware that Applicants have proposed
reforestati on and other mtigation nmeasures once the
Qline is renoved, that they're not just wal king away

fromthat abandoned corri dor?
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Ckay. Yes. And | amfamliar with that, and there
is still some uncertainty. Having been involved in
wetland mitigation and particularly floodplain
forested mtigation projects for the agency, there's
a great deal of uncertainty in terns of trying to
reestablish fl oodplain forest in areas where you have
reed canary grass. Reed canary grass is extrenely
difficult to eradicate. So the |ikelihood of the
persi stence of the species is there, and that has a
tendency to gumup the works froma restoration

st andpoi nt .

In addition, in the area where Ql
presently exists, there is a flooding regine that
occurs fairly frequently. And if you have young
trees, and by young trees | nmean saplings or
seedlings that are planted, it's not at all out of
the real mof possibility that frequent inundation
Wil result in conplete or partial nortality of
anything that's pl ant ed.

On top of that, there is a deer browse
issue. And that -- the Van Loon bottons falls within
deer managenent unit 59D. The goal for 59D is 25
deer per square mle. W're currently at 35 deer per
square mle. So we're above that goal. And what

that nmeans is in certain areas we recogni ze
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overbrowse by deer. And it's very easy for a deer to
wal k through the bottons during w nter conditions and
find these snall trees, which are at head hei ght or
lower and sinply nip off the top. And you do that
repeatedly, and the trees die.

So there are a nunber of factors that can
conspire to prevent successful active afforestation
wthin the corridor, and that's why | have rel uctance
to say |'msure it's going to be successful because
l"'mnot at all confident that's going to be
successful .

|"ve had situations where we had done
fl oodpl ain forest reestablishnent and reed canary
grass in other areas in the western district, and
t hey have not been successful for a variety of
reasons. Very, very difficult to establish a
fl oodplain forest in an area where you have a
significant infestation of reed canary grass.

Wien did you first becone involved with this -- with
the analysis of this transm ssion project, the
permtability of it, if you can recall?

Gosh. It's been a little while. You know, when we
knew that -- any tinme that there's a project that --
utility project of any kind of a highway corridor, or

what ever the case may be, that has an east/west

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 08, 2012 556
Volume 4 - Technical Session

orientation and has the potential to cross the Van
Loon bottons, we start tal king about it.

So even as this project was being
conceptuali zed, we said, gosh, right away we've got
concerns about the Van Loon and what the inpacts
mght be. In ternms of getting down to the
nitty-gritty of talking about this in earnest, it's
been a year or two now, | think.

So in your testinony you di scuss various concerns
that the DNR has regarding the QL- H ghway 35 route,
correct?

Yes.

How many neetings did you have with the Applicants to
di scuss these concerns that you had?

| have been providing, again, ny role as support to
existing staff. So the neetings that have transpired
have | argely been with existing Ofice of Energy
staff, and |I've been working with them but not
directly with the Applicants.

But you are the manager of this region, the Van Loon
area?

|"'m-- you know, |I'mnot the property manager. |
oversee prograns that have sone |evel of
responsibility wthin the Van Loon, but our wldlife

program actual |y has direct managenent responsibility
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for the Van Loon Wldlife Area, the subject area
we're tal king about. And | -- the person who
oversees the wildlife programfor the district is a
col | eague of mne, so we work very closely together
Did you ever discuss your concerns regarding this
project and the Van Loon area with any ot her
i ndi vidual s or other agencies other than the
Appl i cants?
| have not specifically.
You previously nmentioned your colleague. Did your
col l eague neet with the Applicants, the wildlife
manager ?
My coll eague at the supervisory level that I'"'mat is
Kris Belling, she's the district wldlife supervisor.
| don't believe that she has net with the Applicant,
and nor have | spoken to Kris about this specific
project. W have worked with local staff in the
office. The property nmanager is a different
i ndi vidual, and we have spoken about the project.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  You said that was Kris
Bel | i ng?
THE WTNESS: Kris Belling. [It's
B-E-L-L-1-N-G She is the district wildlife
supervi sor who runs the -- nanages the entire

program for the west central district. She's not
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been directly involved. However, one of her staff,
Ron Lichtie -- and Lichtie is spelled

L-1-CGHT-1-E -- is awldlife biologist stationed
in La Crosse, and he has property manager
responsibilities for this property, and we have had
di scussions with Ron about it. And I know O fice of
Energy has had di scussions with Ron about it as

wel | .

BY MS. HERRI NG

Q

So | just want to nmake sure that the record' s clear
t hat you' ve never had any neetings, phone calls, or
e-mails with the Applicants to di scuss your concerns;
is that correct?

No, | have not.

Are you aware of when the DNR nmade its determn nation
t hat Segnent 8B of the QLl-Hi ghway 35 route, which
traverses the Black Ri ver bottons, would not be
permtable by DNR, at least in their estimation?

You know, | can't give you a date. | amfamliar
with the fact that there have been -- concerns were
expressed by Ofice of Energy, but |I'm going to have
to defer to Ofice of Energy staff in terns of when
that actually -- when that conclusion was actually
render ed.

Are you aware of what factors and analysis went into
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maki ng that concl usi on?

Ceneral ly speaking. But again, | serve as -- |
provide a certain | evel of expertise with those
things that | have expertise with, and those are the
comrents that | provided to them And | know t hey
gat her a host of other comments from other staff and
take all of those into consideration before comng to
concl usi on.

To the best -- do you know whet her or not the DNR
consi dered rel ative environnmental inpacts of other
routes when considering the permtability of the
QLl- H ghway 35 route?

| don't understand your question.

l"mtrying to ask whether or not you | ooked at the

i npacts of the other routes and conpared themto the
i npacts of the QlL-H ghway 35 route in determ ning
whet her or not the Hi ghway 35 route would be

perm tabl e by the DNR?

| believe that there has been a full-blown anal ysis
done. M focus has sinply been on the Van Loon
because that's ny area of expertise.

Do you know whet her or not the DNR consi dered ot her
types of inpacts such as upland habitat, inpacts to
| and use, proximty to hones, or costs when

determ ning whether to permt the QL-H ghway 35
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route?
A | would have to defer to O fice of Energy staff on
that. | don't know.
Q To the best of your know edge, is there any rule or
statute that precludes the placenent of a
transm ssion line in the Black R ver bottons?
A Again, not ny area of expertise. |'Il defer to
O fice of Energy staff.
Q Okay. Have you seen any witten anal ysis supporting
the unpermtability of the QLl-H ghway 35 route?
A | have not.
M5. HERRING  Could | have a second, Your
Honor ?
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sur e.
BY HERRI NG
Q Movi ng back to when you were di scussing avian
i npacts.
A Uh- huh.
Q You said -- you referred to a tower that had nmultiple
collisions with birds in the area; is that correct?
A Yes.
Q Do you know what ki nd of tower that was?
A It was a tall transm ssion tower that exceeded the

hei ght of, | think, whatever would be built in the

bottons. But ny point is that any tinme there's a
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tall tower, under the right kinds of foggy

condi tions, you can realize significant bird
nortality.

When you say transm ssion tower, you don't nean a
transm ssion line structure; is that correct?
That's ny understanding. It was a radio tower.
And are you aware of the approxi mate hei ght of that
t ower ?

It was in the hundreds of feet.

So greater -- so 100 or nore feet tall; is that
correct?

Yes.

And are you aware of whether or not there are any
lights on that tower?

That | don't know.

Speaki ng generally, is there any inpact that the
DNR -- inmpact to the Black Ri ver bottons by any
projects such as a transm ssion |line project or a
hi ghway project that the DNR woul d consi der
perm t abl e?

That's such a general question. | -- 1 think the
response to that is we would consider things on a
case- by-case basis and have to assess the inpacts
associated with the specifics of whatever is being

proposed. So | can't give you a bl anket yes to that.
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MS. HERRING Not hing further, Your Honor
EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. O her cross?
MS. OVERLAND: Yes.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q
A

Good norning, M. Thonpson

Good norni ng.

In your testinony earlier, you had referred to a
nosai ¢ of ownership, private and public. That was a
rat her poetic description. Do you know if there are
any private conservation easenents in the area?

| don't know if there are private conservation
easenents in the immediate area. The ownership that
the departnent has is held in fee, soit's a fee

si npl e ownership. And then there are privately held
parcels. | don't know if perhaps one of those

i ndi vidual s woul d have sinply put a conservation
easenent with a nonprofit conservati on organi zati on
on their property. | don't know that.

Ckay. Do you know if any of the private | andowners
are participating in any type of state or federal
conservati on prograns?

| don't know that.

Ckay. And you had -- you tal k about m grating birds,

and you did say that wasn't your area of expertise.
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What |''mwondering is, do you know if this project
Wil require an incidental take permt?

| would have to refer to our endangered resources
staff as it relates to the incidental take permt
process, and | believe Shari Kosl owsky had testified
on that previously.

Ckay. So you don't know?

No. |I'mnot a position to respond to that.

M5. CORRELL: | think the testinony speaks
for itself.

MS. OVERLAND: Hm??

MS. CORRELL: There's testinony on that
I ssue.

MS. OVERLAND: Right. But | was checking
with him He had nentioned birds, so | amjust
checking with him

| have no further questions.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. O her cross?

| have a few questions. | was curious. |
know you nentioned in the -- what is Hllstrom 41,
the letter that you signed regarding a project --
NSP project, 1993, and it | ooks |ike what was
aut hori zed or what was contenplated in the project

was t he abandonnent of structures, of corridors,
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renmoval of structures, and it indicates in the
letter that they -- the area be allowed to
re-vegetate naturally. So that's part of that
exhibit, but I would like you to turn to Hillstrom
42. | don't know if that's -- that should be in
here somewhere. And | was curious, this is the
phot ogr aphs.

THE W TNESS: Uh- huh.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: |Is this the area we're
tal king about in Exhibit 417

THE W TNESS: Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: (Ckay. So there's a
pi cture in 1993.

THE WTNESS:. O the existing corridor.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. And that's after
renmoval of the |ines?

THE WTNESS: This is pre-renoval.

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Pre-renoval, okay. And
t hen the second page is 19 -- I'msorry. |t nust be
2010 or 20117

THE W TNESS: 2011.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: And this is post-renoval.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: And | was curious. In

your opinion, has there been effective re-vegetation
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in the area?

THE W TNESS: There has been re-vegetation
in the area. The question is, the one that you
posed, is it effective. | don't know that because
|'ve not had a chance to actually go out and take a
| ook. And in these sorts of situations, the devil
isinthe details. It's a matter of what species
are col oni zing these sites.

So if you have really good species, high
quality native species that have noved in and
establi shed thenselves in a dom nant way, that would
be considered a good thing. On the flip side, in
t hese heavily disturbed -- in these sites that have
a real history of significant habitat disturbance,
and that would be the case for any powerline
corridor, it's oftentinmes after those sites are |eft
abandoned that you get the really aggressive
non-nati ve speci es which nove in because they
respond very positively to disturbance. That's
equally likely in this instance.

And the only way to sort out whether it's
a good re-vegetation or a bad re-vegetation from a
wildlife habitat standpoint would be to go out and
take a | ook, and I've not had the opportunity to do

t hat .
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EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: So, yes. Has it
re-vegetated, yes, it has. |Is it desirable or
undesirable, | can't render an opinion at this
poi nt .

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | just want to nake
sure because to ne |I'll say that it doesn't | ook
like all of it's filled in with trees.

THE WTNESS: This is still active
corridor --

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: -- as it continues down this
way. So whatever has been renoved over here has
filled in some kind of woody vegetation, and the
question i s what kind.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  And you can't tell from
the picture?

THE WTNESS: No, | cannot.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

M5. HERRING  Your Honor, | have a limted
nunber of questions based on your questions.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sur e.

RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. HERRI NG

Q M. Thonpson, you stated that you hadn't done any
7~
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analysis. Has the DNR that you're aware of done any
anal ysis of the re-vegetation?

O the abandoned corri dor?

That's correct.

"' mnot aware that any has taken pl ace.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MR. LORENCE: Your Honor, during that
exchange there was sone pointing of the map and
saying this is filled in or still active. Could you
describe on the record what that is because
ot herwi se nobody reading this record will know what
you were tal king to.

THE WTNESS: If you turn to Exhibit 42,
and there are two maps. The one is a map of -- it's
a bl ack-and-white air photo of the Van Loon Wldlife
Area that shows an existing transm ssion |ine
corridor prior to renoval

And then if you turn to the next map,
which is a Google Earth map in color, you'll see a
smal | sticker on the map that says re-vegetated
corridor with an arrow pointing down to it. And the
arrow is pointed to an area where the transm ssion

i ne corridor has been abandoned. And, you know,

shortly after abandonnent, had you done it -- taken

an air photo, you would have still seen an area that
7\
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was probably very much wi de open. And in the tine
since this air photo was taken, since re-vegetation
has been a nunber of years and there has been
veget ati on whi ch has occurred so the powerline
corridor that was abandoned is not nearly as visible
as it was prior to abandonnent obviously or even
shortly after.

MR. LORENCE: But ny question is, the area
that you're pointing to, is it half the picture?
Quarter of the picture?

THE WTNESS: It's a very small portion of
the picture on the very east side of the existing
powerline, which is the northern segnent that you
can see. So just to the east of where the existing
powerline takes a dogleg to the right and then heads
down and then dogleg |left and then crosses the Van
Loon bottons to the east, there's an area that had
previ ously been powerline corridor that is now
re-veget at ed.

MR. LORENCE: Ckay. Thank you.

MS. NEKOLA: | have one questi on.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yeah.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. NEKCLA:

M . Thonpson, have the Applicants proposed a
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| ong-term vegetati on managenent program for the
QLl- H ghway 35 route?
| have not seen sonething proposed that is considered
a | ong-term managenent pl an.

MS. NEKOLA: Ckay. Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Okay. All right.
You' re excused.

MS. CORRELL: | had redirect.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ch, |'m sorry.

MS. CORRELL: Just a couple of questions.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. CORRELL:

You were asked several questions regarding DNR s
consultation with PSC regarding permtability on
Segnment 8B and - -

MS. HERRI NG  Your Honor, I'mgoing to
object. | don't believe | asked about
communi cations wth PSCWstaff and the DNR | asked

about communi cati ons between the Applicants and DNR

BY M5. CORRELL:

Q

Okay. You were asked several questions regarding
DNR s position regarding permtability of Section 8B.
When were you -- have you been consulted prior to the
witten position that DNR has taken in both e-mails

and | etters between March 2009, May 2009, March 2010
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and again in August 2010 and March 20117

Have | been working with O fice of Energy staff?
Prior to all of those correspondence fromthe DNR to
the Applicants and PSC.

| have been working regularly with Ofice of Energy
staff during -- while those correspondence were being
gener at ed.

Ckay. And were you consulted prior to the formation
of any of those witten correspondence?

Gosh. I'mhaving a hard tinme renmenbering, to be
honest with you, but | know that we have had
conversations that have gone back and forth, and I
have been providing feedback. To the extent that

t hat feedback was incorporated in those positions, |
don't know.

In ternms of when the roots were being generated by
the Applicants, do you have any recollection of -- |
understand that's going back quite a few years, so
just a general recollection of any concerns that you
raised at that tinme?

Yes, | do. The primary concern that was raised by
mysel f and others in the office was a crossing of the
Van Loon -- of the Black R ver bottons. That's

al ways the big concern for us because it's such a

significant resource. And again, as | had indicated
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earlier in ny testinony, whenever we see anything

t hat proposes to cross the Van Loon bottons, whether
it be a highway or gas main or transm ssion |line
corridor, we have great concern because of the
signi fi cance of the resource.

So is it fair to say that that's been a concern of
yours for several years?

Yes.

Okay. And are you aware that the CPCN application
has been anmended to have an alignnent shift north of
H ghway 35 in ternms of what the original Segnent 8B
was ?

Based on M. Hillstronis testinony that | watched two
days ago, yes, | amfamliar with that.

And woul d your position be any different in regard to
i npacts to the resource based on the alignnent or

based on the original 8B segnent?

No.
MS. CORRELL: Thank you.
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: (Ckay. You're excused
now.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
(Wtness excused.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: We can start with PSC
W t nesses.
7~
Y

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 08, 2012 572
Volume 4 - Technical Session

MS. AGRI MONTI :  Your Honor, nay |
interject?

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yes.

MS. AGRI MONTI: | have had an opportunity
to get a printout of the exhibit that I w shed to
enter, which will be the next in the King series. |
provided it to Ms. Loehr --

MS. LOEHR: Loehr. That's okay.

MS. AGRI MONTI: -- Ms. Overl and, and
comm ssion staff. Those are the parties who have
signed a confidentiality agreenent, and it's a
confidential docunent. | would ask that it be
admtted at this tine, and we will ERF it under the
confidentiality rules and provide a public copy as
required.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

M5. LOEHR: Your Honor, | need a little
bit nore tinme wth it, if we can conme back to this.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. NEKOLA: And Ms. Agrinonti, we al so
signed a confidentiality agreenent.

M5. AGRIMONTI: OCh. M apol ogi es.

MR LORENCE: Can we go off the record,
Your Honor ?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Sure.
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(D scussion off the record.)
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Back on the record.
KENNETH RI NEER, PSC W TNESS, DULY SWORN
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Have a seat.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR LORENCE:

Q
A

O » O >

Can you state your nane for the record.

Kenneth C. Ri neer.

And you're the M. Rineer that prepared direct and
rebuttal testinony in this proceeding; is that
correct?

Direct and rebuttal and surrebuttal.

And surrebuttal, |I'msorry.
Yes, | did.
And in your testinony, | believe in your direct, you

referred to the EIS as Exhibit 1, and you al so
referred to a list identifying all the conponent
parts of the EIS, and you called that Exhibit 2. Do
you recall that?

Yes, | do.

And it's your understanding today that both the lists
we will call Exhibit 1, and it will incorporate by
reference all of the EI'S by ERF nunber; is that
correct?

Yes.
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And also in your direct testinony you refer to
Exhibit 3 being the public coments that we will file
into the record in this case. Do you renenber that?
Yes.
And what we're saying today is we will call that now
Exhibit 2; is that correct?
Yes.
And so your testinony should be read with those
corrections; is that correct?
Yes.
And with those corrections, if you were -- is your
testi nony and exhibits true and correct?
Yes.

MR. LORENCE: | believe M. R neer is
avail abl e for cross.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. AGRI MONTI: No questions, Your Honor.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: No, okay. O her
questi ons?

MS. OVERLAND: | have questi ons.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. OVERLAND

Good norning, M. Rineer.

Good norni ng.
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Q

| know you're in here somewhere. Just a m nute.

For the nost part |I'mgoing to be going
over sone of the interrogatories that we had sent,
and | will ask you for your comments about your
testinony. First, 1'd |like you to tal k about
coordi nation with M nnesota agenci es and how - -
first, can you discuss howit was that the Alma
crossi ng becane the only crossing offered?
| describe that in the EIS in Chapter 4.

And that -- the EIS -- the FEIS is somewhat different
fromthe DEIS; is that correct?

Yes.

Is it typical practice in Wsconsin for there to be
only one route option at a crossing?

| need sone clarification.

Okay. There's only one crossing of the M ssissipp
River. 1Is it typical for an application to have only
one river crossing offered?

There are not many river crossing projects at the
PSC, so there is no typical situation.

Well, for exanple, the Arrowhead crossed a nunber of
rivers; is that correct?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  You nean
Arr owhead- West on?

MS. OVERLAND: Arrowhead-Weston |ine.
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THE W TNESS: That wasn't ny project, but

| know it crossed a |lot of rivers.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Right. And in this project, are you aware that in
the M nnesota certificate of need there were four
river crossings proposed: one in Alna, one in

La Crosse, and two near W nona?

Yes.

And are you aware that the Rural Utilities Service is
doi ng an Environnental |npact Statenment on this

pr oj ect ?

Yes.

And are you aware that in that originally there were
three river crossings?

| didn't read it too carefully, so don't know.

Can you repeat that?

"Il say they did talk about nultiple river crossings
in the RUS EIS.

And you had said sonething about was it -- | just
couldn't hear. Reading? You didn't read the EI S?

| didn't read it that carefully.

Have you been coordinating with the Rural Utilities
Service on this project?

As much as necessary for the Wsconsin project.

How much is necessary? Can you explain that?
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| think I need a clearer question than that.
Have you specifically discussed the river crossings
with the Rural Utilities Service?
Yes.
And what was the substance of those discussions?
How t hey were going to be addressed, and how t hey
were going to be -- well, how they were going to be
addr essed.
How is it that the EIS only addresses one of the
river crossings?
That's explained in Chapter 4 of the EIS.
There are statenents about it. You're stating that
in the EIS it says -- and are you responsible for
this part of the EI S?
Yes.
It says that during the preapplication process for
this PSCW docket, the crossings had been wi nnowed to
two at La Crosse or Al na.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: And where are you?

MS. OVERLAND: |'m on page 44 of the EIS

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q
A

Q

Could you refer to that page, please.
| have it.
Ckay. And that's in the mddle just above the 4. 3.3,

correct?
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Yes.

Ckay. There's a statenent that says, unless the

M nnesota OES, and that would be the Ofice of Energy
Security, determned after its EIS scopi ng process
that the La Crosse crossing should be carried forward
in the process, or the Al nma crossing was not viable,

t hen the scope of the Mnnesota EI'S woul d i nclude the
Al ma crossing as the only crossing.

And it goes on to say, the Wsconsin CPCN
process would then concentrate on the project with
the Alma crossing as one endpoint.

Now, how is it that Wsconsin has the
authority tolimt it to one crossing?

Project cones in as a transm ssion project for us.
It's usually from Point Ato Point B, and this was

t he agreed upon -- one of the agreed upon points
during the preapplication process.

Agreed upon by who?

M nnesota RUS and W sconsin staff.

Are you aware that the M nnesota certificate of need
has four river crossings and not one?

No, I'mnot aware of -- nuch of the M nnesota
certificate of need except that it exists.

Are you aware that the M nnesota routing decision has

not been made by the Public Utilities Conm ssion?
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Yes.

So on what basis was the Al ma decision -- what was
the basis for that decision?

The basis for the decision about using Alma as the
endpoint for this project is described in detail in
t he section you've been referring to in the EIS,
started with four and now it's one.

Isn't it a requirenent under the Wsconsin

Envi ronmental Policy Act and the Nati onal

Envi ronmental Policy Act to review alternatives?
Yes.

And is there a review of alternative crossings in

t hi s docunent ?

Yes.

A review of then? Please point it out to nme in

the --

It's the exact sane section that we've been talking
about, and it refers to the appendi x in the CPCN
where the alternatives were all witten up, and it
refers to the process that occurred anong staff from
the different agencies.

Ckay. Wiat |I'mseeing is on page 43, a listing of
al ternative crossings, and a section regarding

w nnow ng of crossing alternatives, and then | see a

review of the crossing at Alma. Can you point out to
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me where there is evaluation of the other crossings?
There's no evaluation of the other crossings in this
thing, just a review

Thank you. There's a statenent here, the

M nnesota -- okay. W're going back to page 44, |just
above 4.3.3. The M nnesota OES scopi ng decision in
August 2010 confirmed the Alma crossing as the one to
be carried through the two states' review processes.

Under what authority does M nnesota OES
scopi ng deci sion determ ne anything for the state of
W sconsi n?

MR. LORENCE: (bjection. She's asking for
a M nnesota | aw | egal conclusion that this w tness
can't answer to.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, |'m not asking
about M nnesota. |'m asking about Wsconsin, and
the statenent here is about M nnesota's scoping
deci sion determning the two states' review. That's
about W sconsi n.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. | think we're
hung up with authority though. If you could
rephrase. So you're asking himwhat |aw -- how does
the law in M nnesota apply to Wsconsin?

M5. OVERLAND: Well, |I'masking -- 1"l

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 08, 2012 581
Volume 4 - Technical Session

rephr ase

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yeabh.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Wth this sentence, it states that M nnesota's
scopi ng deci sion confirmed the crossing as one to be
carried through the two states' revi ew process.
Explain to ne howit -- Wsconsin accepted that
deci sion and the basis for it.

MR. LORENCE: 1'Ill object. Again, Your
Honor, she's asking this w tness questions that
really are nore applicable to the Applicants. The
state received an application with this crossing
wth the application, and the crossings describe why
it was made this way, and that's what we received.
| don't think this is really an appropriate question
for Wsconsin to deci de what should be in an
Applicants' application.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. Well, we'll let
hi m answer. You can answer.

THE WTNESS: My | have the question
agai n then.

MS. OVERLAND: Can you read that back,
pl ease.

( RECORD READ. )

THE W TNESS: That decisi on was made
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during the preapplication processes for the
agencies, and it was made as a cooperation effort
between the two states, and it was made with the
know edge that there were issues with the La Crosse
crossing that were, in the opinion of the DNR

i nsur nount abl e, and issues with the other crossings
that Fish and Wldlife determ ned were

i nsurnountable. So we agreed that we needed to
narrow the projects down so that we coul d get

wor kabl e applications for transm ssion projects, and
we needed to go through one | ast hurdle before we
agreed to that, and that was the M nnesota CES

scopi hg process.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

And so then as a Wsconsin Public Service Conm ssion
staff person, what is your -- your understanding of
how an agency environnental review scoping decision
af fects Wsconsin's review?

You nean another state's agency?

Right. Howis it that another -- explain to nme your
under st andi ng of how anot her state's agency's scopi ng
deci sion affects your work, your review

| believe |I've already expl ai ned that.

| didn't hear it.

Can you ask ne a different way then because | believe
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| al ready expl ai ned that.
Is it your testinony that as a Wsconsin Public
Servi ce Conmi ssion staff person charged wth
environnental review, that you accepted an OES
scopi ng decision as directive towards your review?
MR. LORENCE: This has been asked and
answer ed, Your Honor. He's explained that it's been
a cooperative discussion between M nnesota and RUS
and Wsconsin, and | think we're just repeating the
sane questi ons.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Yeah.

Sust al ned.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

What is your view of Wsconsin's requirenents
regarding alternative -- alternatives and in this
case specifically river crossings?

My viewis that Wsconsin staff nust followthe
statutes and the Power Plant Siting Act and al so the
W sconsin Environnental Policy Act.

Ckay. And when you say the Power Plant Siting Act,
is that the M nnesota Power Plant Siting Act?

| beg your pardon. It's 196.491 W sconsin Statutes.
Thank you. 1Is it correct Wsconsin does not have a
power plant siting act? |s that correct?

l"msorry. | was |oose in the way | spoke of it.
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It's 196.491, and it's the statute that we use when
we're working with certificates of public

conveni ence.

So is it correct that Wsconsin does not have a power
pl ant siting act?

| --

MR. LORENCE: Your Honor, the statutes
speak for thensel ves.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yeah.

MR, LORENCE: 196.491 | can assure
Ms. Overland applies both to power plants and
transm ssion |ines.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, the reason |I'm
asking that is in Mnnesota it's called the Power
Plant Siting Act.

MR. LORENCE: Your Honor, this is
Wsconsin. | don't really think it's relevant what
they call it in M nnesota.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor, he called it
the Power Plant Siting Act. He used the term

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Did you nean the
M nnesota statutes or the Wsconsin statutes?

THE W TNESS: W sconsin statute is the
statute | was tal ki ng about.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Go ahead.
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BY M5. OVERLAND:
Q Thank you. On page 45 you're discussing
undergrounding. 1Is this the extent of the eval uation

of undergrounding at the river crossing?

A The DEI S?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Have you reviewed the U S. Fish and Wldlife letter
regar di ng undergroundi ng? No. First, to your
know edge, has the U S. Fish and Wldlife issued any
comrent s regardi ng undergroundi ng at the M ssi ssi ppi
Ri ver?

A | believe so.

Q And have you reviewed those?

A | believe | have, |ong ago.

Q Are they in the record?

MR LORENCE: Can we be nore specific,
Your Honor ?
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Wl --
THE W TNESS: The Applicants can say
whet her they're in the record. | don't know.
BY MS. OVERLAND:
Q To your know edge, you have not put U S. Fish and
Wldlife letters in the record?

A | have not.
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EXAM NER NEWVARK: Does this have to do
wth HIIlstrom 48?

MS. OVERLAND: That's one of them

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

The Environnental |npact Statenent states just above
4.4 that for the limted protection of birds and the
addi tional inpact on ground |level and -- at the
ground | evel and under water, the underground options
woul d be nore expensive, about 90 mllion for 1.3
m | es, blah, blah, blah.
s it your opinion that undergrounding is
too costly?
" mnot authorized to have an opinion on that.
What under groundi ng cost estinmates did you consider
in witing this on page 45?
" msorry?
What under groundi ng cost estimates did you revi ew?
EXAM NER NEWWARK: Ckay. There's a
f oot not e.

THE WTNESS: It's in the footnote, yes.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

And so you only | ooked at this one feasibility
anal ysis and not any ot her undergroundi ng
docunent ati on?

There is staff at the agency that are experts on this
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sort of thing, and | am not one of those.

So | take it you didn't Googl e under groundi ng?

| was busy working on ElIS.

Anot her question on 4.4. The EIS |ists project
endpoi nt, Briggs Road substation. Does that nean
that that is deened the project endpoint in -- for
t he purposes of the environnental review?

MR. LORENCE: Can you identify a specific
site? 4.4 has a nunber of subsections, and |'m
having a hard tinme follow ng these questions.

M5. OVERLAND: It's not too difficult.
Excuse ne. |If you | ook at page 45, 4.4, I'm
di scussing the heading here where it says 4.4
proj ect endpoi nt, Briggs Road substation.

MR. LORENCE: Thank you. If you had said
headi ng, | woul d have been able to followit. Thank

you.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Q

Do you -- do you followit?

Yeah. |'mthere.

Ckay. Does that nmean that that is recorded as the
proj ect endpoint for this project?

The headi ng nmeans nothing nore than a guideline to
readi ng the EIS.

Are there other endpoints -- are there other
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substations regarded as an endpoint for this project?

No.

Thank you. In your testinony on page 3, |line one --
that doesn't seemright. It should be your direct.
One nonent. | have to make sure that that's -- okay.

You're discussing the EI'S process on your
direct, page 3. Wat type of independent
verification did you do of the information received
inthe -- fromthe Applicants?

When we receive information fromthe Applicants for a
project, we engage in discussion inside the agency.
We visit the project areas. W check the math. W

|l ook at maps. We try to conpare notes. W conpare
anal yses and photographs and things. So it's case by
case.

Okay. And who -- in sonme of your discovery you |et
me know that there was a staff person who is the WEPA
coordinator. Wo is that person?

Her nane is Kathleen Zuel sdorff.

Zuel sdorff, okay. Has she reviewed the -- | know
she's not testifying. Has she reviewed the

Envi ronnment al | npact Statenent?

Yes.

And has she nade any -- given any opinion as to

whet her it does neet the requirenents of WEPA?
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MR, LORENCE: Your Honor, | could direct
Ms. Overland to the first page of the EIS after the
cover page where she signed it and does nake her
st atenent .

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

MS. OVERLAND: Thank you.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

There was a Route 88 option added late in -- well,
added later in the process than the application
itself. D dthe PSC staff notify | andowners al ong

t hat route?

Yes.

What type of notice did they get?

They got a letter and copies of previous notices that
have been out.

Did they receive notice that they specifically

could -- their land could be targeted with a

transm ssion route, |like sonething that specifically
| et them know that they nay be in the path of a
route?

That's the purpose of the letter.

Right. So it did state that?

It's not in the cover letter, but it's in the
attachments to that letter.

Ckay. And what was the ERF nunmber on that?
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O » O >

PSC ref erence nunber 156913.
1569127
- 3.
-3, thank you.
MR LORENCE: Your Honor, would you |like
us to make that letter an exhibit in this hearing?
EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | f soneone requests it.
MS. OVERLAND: Sure.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. That can be

Ri neer 3.

(Rineer Exhibit 3 marked.)

MS. OVERLAND: |, too, am w nnow ng. |
think 1'"mal nost done. | want to make sure.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

O » O >

To your know edge, M. Rineer, are all the scenic
easenents accounted for along 35 -- H ghway 357
How so and by whonf?

In the environnmental review, have -- are they -- |
know there's a |lot of them and are you confi dent
that they're all accounted for?

No, |I'm not.

So there could be nore?

This is a DOT issue, so |'mnot so sure.

Well, you do address scenic easenents in your

testinony, your rebuttal testinony, and | would think
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Q

O » O >

that -- would you agree that aesthetics and digital

i npact is sonething to be addressed in the EI S?

| agree.

Are any steps being taken to assure that -- to | ook
for additional scenic easenents that may be -- by PSC
staff?

" mnot sure what you're asking.

Are you -- is the PSC staff -- because there's sone
guestion as to whether they're all in -- have been
taken into account, is the PSC staff taking sonme
initiative to determ ne whether there are |urking
sceni ¢ easenents?

PSC staff's relying on the DOT testinony as provided.
Ckay. Has the PSC done any checking to see if there
are private conservation easenents along Route 35 or
in other places along the route?

Yes, we did.

Ckay. And is it correct that there are sone on

H ghway 887?

Yes.

Are there others?

Yes.

Roughly -- and that would -- is that information all
contained in the EI S?

Yes.
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MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. | have no further
questi ons.
EXAM NER NEWWARK: Al right. O her
guestions? Cross questions?
MS. NEKOLA: | have one.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. NEKCLA:

Q

M. Rineer, you discuss in your direct testinony on
page 4, an apparent contradiction between

M. Hllstroms statenment and his testinony that al
woody vegetation would be cleared for the full

ri ght-of-way wdth and sone information that you
recei ved in subsequent, | think, data request
response indicating that there m ght be sone
exceptions to that. Has that been clarified?

Yes.

That has been resolved, and so what is the -- what is
t he answer?

The answer | think is in M. Hllstronis response to
nmy direct. He responds to ne.

Ckay. Al right. Thanks. And with regard to

i ndependent environnental nonitors, you state in your
testinony as well that the Conm ssion has ordered
those in the last three, | believe, transm ssion

projects. |Is there anything about this particul ar
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proposal that you think especially warrants

envi ronnent al i ndependent nonitors?

Yes.

Can you describe a little bit of what that m ght be?
There is, of course, the Van Loon. There are issues
wth hillsides, forests, wetlands on every route.
There are issues with farm and, and we expect to hear

nore concerns fromthe public. There m ght be sone

issues with private enterprise or private -- private
property danmage or things like that. | nean, that's
speaki ng very broadly, but that's all | can do at
this point.

MS. NEKOLA: Thank you. That's all.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: O her cross?

MR THI EL: Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: | just wondered --

MR THIEL: | do.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Sorry. Go ahead.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR THI EL:

Q

M. Rineer, this is JimThiel fromDOI. Volune 2 of
t he Final Environnental |npact Statenent has
extrenely useful aerial charts and overlays, and on
sone of those pages of figures there are notes

descri bing sonme sources of the information. But is
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there a | ocation which describes the source of the
outlines of all the scenic easenents and the route
segnents? You know, sonething that defines exactly
how you reach the lines on the figures?
Are you asking nme whether we put sonething in the EI'S
t hat descri bes the source for that information?
Yes. | just haven't been able to locate it.
You probably -- if you haven't located it, |I'm not
confident that it would be there. W don't have
notes on the sources of everything that's in the EI S
The -- | will say the source is the DOT information
that was given to our G S peopl e.
What about the sources of the Dairyland easenents?
| would assune they canme fromeither our transm ssion
dat abase or fromthe application G S infornmation
But 1"mnot the QS person, so | can't tell you.
And with regard to the exact |ocation of the various
route proposals for the 345 kV line, | know that it
was a noving target, frankly, because in |ate
Decenber there was an offer by the Applicants to
nodi fy sonme of themthat were not able to be taken
into account.

But how does anybody -- how can soneone
tell where those three itens overlap? By that | nean

all the DOT -- well, it's four. Al the DOT
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ri ght-of-way, which you do not have easenents by
anybody other than DOT, the DOT scenic easenents, the
Dai ryl and easenents, and the exact route with the 150
to 200-sone bl owout area of the 345 kV line.

That was a long question. |'msorry. The beginning
of it I think was the question.

In order to see howthey all relate to each other, |
don't -- as useful as this is, | don't see that it
actually portrays that.

|"msorry. It's an illustration.

Par don ne?

The maps in here are illustrations to hel p understand
t he project as best we can.

Ckay. That's fine. | didn't know how precise this
was expected to be.

It's based on G S information. That's the limt |
can tell you. It's alimt of what | can say.

It's limted?

The imt of what | can say is that it's based on G'S
information that we've received or asked for.

Do you know who actually put together these

figures --

I n Vol unme 27?

-- that we could consult wth?

MR. LORENCE: Are you referring to the
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maps, M. Thiel?

MR THI EL: Yes.

THE WTNESS: The maps in Vol une 2?

MR, THIEL: Yes, the maps in Vol une 2.

THE W TNESS: Who - -

MR, THI EL: Yeah. So we can |earn what
they represent precisely, that's all. | nean, we're
not trying to challenge anything. W just want to
know exactly what they are.

THE WTNESS: Well, yes. | nean, we have
G S people at the agency that have access to the
files that cane into the agency from your agency and
t he Applicants, yes.

MR THIEL: It mght be better if | just
give an illustration. Bear with ne. | amgoing to
find something that's easy to foll ow

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's go off the record
for a second.

(Brief break taken.)
(Change of reporters.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Let's get back.
| think M. Thiel still had sonme questions.

MR THIEL: No. 1'd just like to make a
statenent on the record.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Hang on a
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second. We're back on the record. Go ahead.

MR, THIEL: In an informal discussion with
the witness, DOT has resolved its questions
regarding the illustrative nature of Volunme 2 of the
FEIS and the |l evel of precision that is intended by
it, and it need not be pursued further.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. So other cross?

MR THI EL: Yes. | still have additional
guesti ons.

M. Rineer, | draw your attention to your rebuttal
testi nony of February 22nd. On page 2, you list the
nunbers of a potentially unpermtable segnent that
had been identified previously in the final EISin a
chart | abel ed Table 12.7-1; is that correct?
Yes.
And as a result of the Departnent of Transportation's
prefiled testinony, does page 4 represent the fact
the DOT actually renoved its objections to four
segnment s?
Yes. That's what it reflects.
MR THI EL: | have no further questions.
EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Ckay. O her cross?

| have a few questions for M. Rineer.

" mjust wondering, in terns of the independent
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nmonitors, in the three projects where independent
nmoni tors have been made a part of condition of the
CPCN, has an i ndependent nonitor ever stopped
construction?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Yes, it has happened in
the past? GCkay. And | was al so wondering, | want
to make sure that the public coment exhibit
contains -- it's a docunent that was filed early on
in the case. It's on ERF. And it's a resolution
fromthe M ssissippi River Parkway Comm ssion. |
want to nmake sure we put that in the conmrent
exhibit. And I'll just give the ERF nunber for the
record. It's 144271, resolution of the Conm ssion.

There's also the comments fromthe
W sconsin M ssissippi R ver Parkway Comnr ssion,
comments on the draft EIS. And as far as | know,
the comments for the draft don't go -- usually
typically are in the record, but they're nentioned
in the final.

THE W TNESS: They're recognized in the
appendi x that deals with comments. That particul ar
docunent is the first docunent that was submtted to
us way early in the -- before an application canme

in.
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EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. Right. And so
it wouldn't be -- it wasn't submtted during the
comment period, so typically wouldn't be in the
comrent exhibit, but we're going to make sure that
it goes in.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, is that a 2010
resol ution?

EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Did | just close it?
Hang on. Just a second. Yes, it's dated Decenber
18t h, 2010.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Okay. All right.

Thanks.

MS. OVERLAND: Your Honor ?

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Yes.

MS. OVERLAND: You raised the question of
the M ssissippi R ver Comm ssion -- Parkway
Comm ssion. |'m concerned about the U S. Fish and

Wldlife letters regarding the river crossing and if

those are all in the record. 1'll look it up and
try to nake sure, but how do we -- | don't think
they're all in the record.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. They m ght be in
a variety of places, so we want to avoid

dupli cati ng.
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MS. OVERLAND: Right. 1'll spend sone
time during |unch.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: That woul d be hel pful.
Yeah. Let's -- | don't really see a problemwth
themgoing in the record. So to the extent they're
not already there, we can put themin. You know,
and if they're ERF' d already, that nmkes it easier.
" massum ng they're already on ERF by now, but we

can deal with it; if we have to, we can redeal with

it later.
So do we have redirect?
MR, LORENCE: No, Your Honor.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: (Okay. You're excused.
Thanks.

(Wtness excused.)
MARI LYN WEI SS, STAFF W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR LORENCE:

Q
A

Q

Can you state your nane for the record.

Marilyn Wi ss.

And are you the sane Marilyn Wiss that prepared
direct testinony in this matter?

Yes.

And if you were asked those questions today, would

your answers be the sane?
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Yes.
MR, LORENCE: Ms. Weiss is available for
Cross.
EXAM NER NEWMARK: Okay. Cross?
MS. AGRI MONTI: No questions, Your Honor.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

It will be quick, |I think. Good afternoon -- good
nmorning. In your testinony, direct, page 1, |line 8,
you nention environnmental enforcenment. |Is that --

does that also include air permts or is that water
type issues, |land issues?
Hazar dous wast e.
Ckay. Thank you. Now, you also reference a
Comm ssion order -- a prior Comm ssion order, it's
page 2, lines 16 through 18, on the Rockdal e- West
M ddl et on docket there regarding inpact fees.

Did the Commi ssion at that tine suggest
that that should be applied going forward?
It actually says in their supplenmental order on
page 4 near the bottom on a going-forward basis the
Comm ssi on expects the issue of inpact fees to be
fully raised and, if contested, argued by the parties
in an evidentiary record nade in support of or in

opposition to a request for a CPCN.
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And so that's what you're doing?
That's it.
Okay. Got it. And then ultimately how is that cost
basis determined? Is it determ ned after argunents,
then the Conmi ssion will nmake a decision about it?
| believe so.
MS. OVERLAND: | have no further
questi ons.
EXAM NER NEWWMARK: Ckay. O her cross?
No? Redirect?
MR. LORENCE: No, Your Honor.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  You're excused.
(Wtness excused.)
M5. RAMIHUN: We call Carol Stenrich
CAROL STEMRI CH, STAFF W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. RAMIHUN:

> O >» O

Pl ease state your nane.
Carol A. Stentich.
And you filed direct testinony in this matter?
Yes.

M5. RAMIHUN: Ms. Stenrich is avail able
for cross.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, | don't have

any specific questions for this witness; but she did
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provi de responses to discovery to NoCapX that |
think would be only helpful to put in the record,
and I'd like to offer them

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. Let's mark that
Stenrich 1.

(Stenrich Exhibit No. 1 nmarked.)

MS5. AGRI MONTI: Ms. Stenrich, I'll ask if
t hese are responses to discovery that you provided
in this docket and if they're true and correct
copi es of the answers that you provi ded?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Move adm ssion of
Stenrich 1.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Any objections? These
are not on ERF at this point?

MS. AGRI MONTI: They are not.

MS. OVERLAND: They are.

MS. RAMIHUN. They are.

MS. OVERLAND: | can tell you which one.
Copi es have been provided as well to staff.

M5. RAMIHUN: They' re ERF nunber 160505.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: Actually, | think mne are
160502.
M5. RAMIHUN. |'msorry. | was | ooking at
7~
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the Ol series. I'mcorrected. It wasn't ny
gl asses.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Al'l right. There are
no objections? Ckay.

(Stenrich Exhibit No. 1 received.)

MS. OVERLAND: | have no questions. |I'm
happy.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Anyone el se with
guestions? No? Then you're excused.

(Wtness excused.)

M5. RAMIHUN:. We call M. Sirohi next.
UDAI VI R SI NGH SI ROHI, STAFF W TNESS, DULY SWORN

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q
A

Q

Pl ease state your nane.
Udai vir Singh Sirohi
M. Sirohi, did you file direct, surrebuttal and
sur-surrebutal testinmony in this docket?
| did.
Did you also file Exhibit Nos. 1 and 2, 2
confidential and 3?
Yes, | did.
(Interruption by the reporter.)
Let me correct that, 2 confidential and 2 public.

M. Sirohi, I"'mgoing to refer back to your
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surrebuttal testinony in this matter starting at
about page 19. D d you provide a revised alternate
cost and perfornmance conpari son anal ysis?
Surrebuttal page 9?

19. I'msorry. Page --

Page 6 maybe?

Yes. Page -- it's page 4 of your surrebuttal

t esti nony.

Coul d I approach?

Yeah. | was looking at -- it's line 19. And it's
page 4. And so it's page 4 of your surrebuttal.
Yes, | have it.

And you based -- in your surrebuttal, you based that
revi sed conpari son analysis on planning |evel
estimates that Grant Stevenson provided in

Exhibit 12; is that correct?

Yes.

And am | correct that subsequently, M. Stevenson
revised his estimates in Exhibit No. 137

Yes, he did.

And in turn, as a result of Exhibit 13, did you
review your earlier conparisons?

Yes, | did.

And as a result of Exhibit 13, have any of the

ranki ngs of the transm ssion line alternatives shown
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in your surrebuttal testinony changed?

Yes. For Table 3 and 4, the revised costs will not
change ranking. The ranking stays sane for both
tables until the cost clinbs to $432 mllion.

And t hen what happens to the ranking?

The ranking will change. On the -- the alternative B
will not remain ranked 1 in Table 3 and 4 if the cost
clinbs to $432 mllion.

That's the cost of the proposed project?

Yes, ma'am Alternative B |I'mtal ki ng about.

Yes. Then what is ranked nunber 17

Which table are you referring to?

Well, you just said in Tables 3 and 4, alternative B

is no | onger nunber 1.

| f the cost goes to $432 million?
Yes.
Yes. Then the reconductor option will becone
ranked 1.
M5. RAMIHUN. All right. | have no

further questions. M. Sirohi is available for
Cr oss.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: Did we verify all his
subm ssions? | don't renenber.

MS5. RAMIHUN: Par don?

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Did he verify all his
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subm ssions, all his filings, did he verify those?

M5. RAMIHUN: That he did direct,
surrebuttal and sur-surrebutal ?

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  And they're true and
correct to the best of your know edge?

THE W TNESS: They are true and correct to
t he best of ny know edge.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | just didn't hear
that. And what about his sur-sur, is that not being
of f er ed?

M5. RAMIHUN: That is. | just didn't -- |
haven't offered it yet.
M. Sirohi, yesterday did you file sur-surrebuta

testi nony?

Yes, | did.
M. Sirohi, if | ask you any of the questions in any
of your testinony, your direct, rebuttal -- |I'm

sorry, direct, surrebuttal and sur-surrebuttal, wll
your answers be the sane today as they were in the
testi nony?
Yes, they will be the sane.

M5. RAMTHUN. M. Sirohi is available for
Cross.

CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI
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Hel | o.
Yes.
M. Sirohi, | amgoing to ask a couple of questions

on the testinony you just provided because |I' m not

sure | fully understand the revisions to the table.
You nentioned that you had revi ewed

M. Stevenson's nunber 13. Do you have a copy of

that in front of you?

No, | don't.

Let nme get one.

Sure. (Docunent tendered to the w tness.)

All right. Do you have it now?

Yes, | have it.

Ckay. And when you say that the nunbers change when

the cost of the proposal reaches -- |I'msorry, what

nunber were you using?

Ckay. In Exhibit Stevenson 12, the cost of the

proposed project, which is alternative B, was

$388 mllion. But he revised that cost in his

Exhibit 13 to $393 million. So |I'mtalking about

t hat now.

Al right. And this is the planning | evel estimate

provided in 12 and 137

Tr ue.

So the $5 nmillion additional planning estinate cost
7\
Y
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in M. Stevenson's 13 caused you to re-rank in Tables
2 and 4 of your testinobny to reverse the project and
t he reconductor option?

No. | -- could you say the question again.

Let nme try again. All right. Let's look at a
specific table, perhaps that will be easier for both
of us to follow

Yes, yes.

On page 4 of your surrebuttal, you have --

Yes.

Actually, let's go to Table 5 because you said it was
Table 2 and 4 that got altered. So we're |ooking at
Table 2 and you have a ranking; in that case,
reconductor is nunmber 1, so that ranking would not
change in Table 2?

Yes, it will not change.

And then if | go to Table 4, which was the other
tabl e you tal ked about, right?

3 and 4.

3 and 4. Ckay. Let's start with 3.

Yes.

I n nunber 3 the reconductor option in the project are
tied with a nunber of 17

Yes.

Ckay. And is it your testinony that those nunbers
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changed with the 393 nunber?
No, they don't change | say.
Perfect.
| said that for 3 and 4, if the cost goes to
$393 million, the ranking will not change.
Ckay. But at sone point it does and you gave that
nunber ?
Yes. |If they exceed because those costs -- if the
conpany revises those costs again and again, and |'m
giving a -- the final nunmber that at what |evel those
ranki ngs wi Il change.
Ckay. Can you give nme that nunmber again, please.
$432 million
Ckay. Thank you. That's what | wasn't foll ow ng.
So if nunmbers change and the cost of the project is
432, we have to re-rank on Table 3 and 4 of your
testi nony?
You are right.
Thank you for bearing with ne, M. Sirohi. That's
all I have.
Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  Cr o0ss?

MS. OVERLAND: Yes.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:
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Good norning, M. Sirohi.

Good norning, na'am

First, as a nenber of Public Service Comm ssion
staff, what is your understandi ng of what the rapid
response teamtransm ssion and the fast-tracking of
this project neans for the PSC?

MS. RAMIHUN:. Obj ect as outside the scope
of his earlier testinony. Also outside this
W tness's area of expertise.

M5. OVERLAND: Is it? I'mtrying to find
out what this nmeans for this project. |Is it outside
t he scope?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's | et him answer.

THE WTNESS: | didn't hear you. | was --

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ch, you can answer her
guestion, please.

Ckay. | think -- could you restate it, please,

agai n.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Yes. |'d like to know what your understanding is of
what the fast-tracking status and the rapid response
team for transm ssions oversight of this project
means to you and the -- in your work in the
Conmm ssi on.

That is a very good question; and | amthe public
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enpl oyee, so | have to do ny job whenever the
informati on cones and use it. So that is what | wll
say.

Has that status had any inpact on what you do?

| was fully assigned to this project, so | have been
working on it and there were other m nor projects and
| could also handle those. So | was not disturbed or
nmy schedul e was not changed because of the rapid
changes.

So does that nean then that there has been no inpact,
it hasn't been a concern?

| grew up on a farm so | can take a ot of things to
do.

Ckay. Thank you. In your direct, page 2, lines 6
through 7, and | realized I didn't have your
sur-surrebutal in here, so... Also, as we go through
this, let me know if things have changed in your
sur-surrebutal that I'mnot taking into account.

Page nunmber 2, ma' anf

Page nunmber 2, lines 6 through 11, you're discussing
project facilities.

Yes, ma'am

And your testinony states you agree with the

i nformation supplied by the applicants about the

design of the proposed transm ssions facilities. D d
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you do i ndependent verification of that informtion?
Yes, | did. | conpared with other projects filed
with the Conm ssion and external information which I
gathered for ny review.
And then you also state in FEIS Sections 4.2.1 and
4.4. 1s that correct?
Yes, ma'am
And so you're saying you agree with that information?
Yes, | do.
Ckay. And then if you could | ook at the EI'S page 38,
Section 4.2.1, it should be -- it was just up there.
M5. RAMIHUN: What section? Tell ne the
page and secti on.
MS. OVERLAND: 38, Section 4.2.1 that he
references in his testinony.
(Document tendered to the w tness.)
Yes, ma'am
Ckay. One question | have is just an informational
type of question. It refers to ACSS/ TW
Yes.
What does that nean?
| have to check nmy handbook because | -- at ny young
age, | sonetinmes forget the abbreviations. But I
think I nust have checked it wth ny handbook and

other information | have in things.
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Is that a designation of conductor?

Yeah, that is a designation of a conductor.

And then, to your know edge, | nean | notice you talk
about the specs of it. |Is this a conductor that you
woul d expect to have about 3,000 anps capacity?

Yes. This will be in the range of about 2,000
nmegawatt or so.

Ckay. About 2,000 negawatts or so, so would that be

about 3, 000-sone anps?

That may be.

And t hen what do those nunbers nmean? | nean is that
t he energency rating, normal rating, do you have -- ?
| think the -- | think they are sumrer ratings |

shoul d say.

Do you know if that would also be reflected in the
MIEP t abl es of approved projects?

"' mnot the M SO expert, so | was not involved in the
M SO - -

So you're not famliar with their description of the

pr oj ects?

Yes, yes.

| am-- now |I'mstruggling with ny glasses. And
woul d you agree that because this is -- well, your

testinony involves |ocal |oad. Wuld you agree that

capacity of the line is sonething that shoul d be
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consi dered in determ ning what type of project is
appropri ate?

That is true.

Do you know i f that has been addressed in the
Envi ronnment al | npact Statenent?

The capacity of the |ine?

Ri ght.
Well, | reviewed the power flow sinulations which the
conpany provided. And then based on that, | revi ewed

whet her the capacities they determ ned were properly
addressed when this new project cones on line.

And is it your opinion that this is an appropriately
si zed project?

Yes. |I'msaying in the final EIS the facilities
proposed are properly sized.

Does that nmean it's big enough?

Yes, for the purpose for which | | ooked at it, they
are sufficient.

Does it -- does this project for |local |oad purposes
al so potentially provide nmuch nore than that which is
required for local |oad?

Yeah. | think I'"m concerned about the |ocal area
needs only, so it neets the |ocal area needs | wll
say.

But regardi ng | ocal needs, does it also provide nore
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t han what | ocal needs could require?

Yeah. |t serves |local area needs for a very | ong
time. So that is one of the purposes of this

pr oj ect.

So it could serve nmuch nore |ocal need than what is
st at ed?

Yeah. Because in ny tables, if you | ook, you wl|
find then how | ong does -- each alternative wl|
serve the | ocal area needs. That gives the

i nformati on.

Ckay. On the FEI'S page 38 to 39, you state -- oh
this was your responsibility, right? This part of
the EIS, was it?

| don't want to take authorship, but | did wite it.
Okay. | want to be sure I'mtalking to the right
person here.

Yes.

You note -- well, the EIS notes on page 39 at the top
that the fiber optic would be 36 to 48 fibers. And
do you know how nany it takes to control a

transm ssion |ine, how many fibers, roughly?

| don't recall now, but when | reviewed it, | did
know.

Let me go back here just to establish sonething.

Woul d you agree that fiber optics is often used as
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comruni cations and controlling for a |line?
Yes, that is true.
And woul d you agree that there is -- there could be
extra fibers, nore than what is needed, to control
the line within that 36 to 48?
Yeah, it could be. It could be used for sone other
pur poses, but | thought that was reasonabl e whatever
t hey had there.
Could that be |leased to other parties?
Il will not -- I amnot expert on that part, so | wll
not be able to say yes or no.
Do you know if anyone is -- any of the PSC w tnesses
have consi dered that?

MS. RAMIHUN:. |f you know.

| don't know.

BY MS. OVERLAND

Q

Ckay. In the FEI'S on page 40, it tal ks about

cl earances and m ni mum hei ghts at m d-span. And what
does the -- well, first, is this sonething that's
governed by the National Electric Safety Code?

44, | think that is the part covered by the -- by Ken
Ri neer. The crossing, | did not -- if | recall -- |
have to consult whether | was part of that witing or
not .

Ch, but it's sonething you're not, |ike, famliar
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wth off the top of your head?

No.

That's okay. [It's not that inportant. And then the
FEI S page 45, that would be Section 4.4.

4.4, ma' anf

4.4 where it says project endpoint Briggs Road
station.

Yes.

Does that nean then that -- this is one of the
sections you agreed with according to your testinony?
Yes, ma'am Yes.

And then does this nean that in your view, the

proj ect endpoint is the Briggs Road -- would be the
Bri ggs Road substation?

No. I'mnot tal king about -- |I'mtal king here about
the substation facilities, whether it should be
Briggs Road or sonething else. | did not go and
investigate that. M assignnment was limted to the
facilities proposed for the substation, are they
properly proposed and do they neet the need.

Ckay. And so no other substations were reviewed as a

part of this?

Yes, nm'am yes.
And so when you were -- if you turn to page 46, if
you're | ooking at whether this would -- |I'm not
7\
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hearing you very well, but | want to make sure | have
this right -- whether this would neet the need; is

t hat what you had -- your task was?

Yes.

Ckay. If you look at the drawi ng of the substation,

woul d you agree that there are lines comng in and

com ng out?

Yes, | do see it.
And then do you see in the south -- not the
sout hwest -- the |lower |eft-hand corner where there's

a | ot of open spaces there?
Yes, ma'am
In a substation draw ng, what woul d those open spaces

there represent?

| wouldn't be able to tell you

Then how did you evaluate -- when you evaluated this

substation to determ ne whether it would neet the

need, what did you | ook at?

| look at the facilities only, nma'am

The what? |'m sorry.

VWhat equi prent they will be using. What transm ssion

line, transforner and ot her nachi ne equi pnent they

wll need, | only |look at that.

Wul d you agree that in the lower |eft-hand section

of this drawing -- scale drawing, Figure 4.4-1, that
7~
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it looks like there's not equipnent in that part of
it?
| didn't foll ow you.
Ckay. If you look --
M5. RAMIHUN: | have to object. | don't

know what part of the figure you're referring to.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q " mreferring to the substation drawi ng here. Ckay?
W're this far?

MS. RAMTHUN:  Ri ght .
MS. OVERLAND: Ckay.

Q And then do you see the boundaries of the
substation --

A Yes, ma'am

Q -- itself?

A Yes.

Q And then do you see the space in the |lower |eft-hand
corner where there aren't lines comng into it, the
part that's there are not lines comng into it?

A Yes.

Do you see that? Wuld you agree that that would
be -- that would nean that there's not equi pnent in
that part of the substation?

A Looking at this small size drawi ng, | cannot nake a
conment .

7~
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Ckay. Let ne try another one --
And then I think if that question is directed to the
applicants, they can better answer that.
Okay. And that's true, though, but | can't direct it
to the applicants at this point.

Woul d you agree that the lines going into
t hat draw ng, the border of the substation, are --
represent transmssion |ines going in?
Yes, ma'am
Ckay. "1l leave it at that. Also, looking at this,
woul d you agree that the Briggs Road preferred and
alternate substations as presented by applicants are
contiguous in this |ocation?
| didn't understand that question.
Wul d you agree that these substations are right next
to each other in their locations as proposed?
"' mnot the |ocation expert.
Ckay. In your direct page 2, lines 10 and 11, you're
testifying that the facilities and the design are
reasonable. That would be at page 2, lines 10 to 11.
Yes, ma'am Yes.
VWat does reasonabl e nean? Reasonable for what
pur pose?
For the 345 kV line termnation, what facilities are

needed connect -- for the 345 kV term nation |ine
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termnating at that substation connected with other
existing facilities.

Now, in your testinony, tell me if |I'm confusing
things, but -- and is it still correct -- is it
correct that you are concludi ng that the reconductor
option is the | east cost option?

Based on table --

That woul d be in your sur-surrebutal ?

Yeah, | just -- -- yes. That is in ny surrebuttal
actual ly.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Surrebuttal.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

And the option C would be the -- what you regard as
the | east cost option on page 2 of your
sur-surrebutal ?
Page 2. | think we are having -- are you tal king ny
surrebuttal or sur-surrebutal ?
Sur-surrebutal on the top of page 2.
The Table SS1, ma' anf?
| can't see that part of it. Just a mnute.

M ne doesn't have a heading on the top of
it, mybe it's on the bottom

M5. RAMIHUN: It's Table SS1.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Ckay. |It's Table SS1, yes.
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Yes.

Now, if the reconductor option is what you' re view ng

as the | east cost option, how logically is it that

the 345 project is -- you're deem ng that reasonable?
EXAM NER NEWVARK: |Is this in testinony?

It isin ny testinony and | based it on the cost

conpari son and | oad serving needs of the |local area.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

> O » O >»

If it can be done in another way that is |east cost,
is it still reasonable?
If it can be done in another way?
Li ke reconductoring, as you state --
Yes.
-- Is it still reasonable as a 345?
"' mnot getting what you are trying to ask nme, so |
don't under st and.
M5. RAMIHUN:. Let ne interpose an
obj ection. Reasonable for what purpose?
MS. OVERLAND: Well, that's what |I'm
wondering. The testinony doesn't state and
that's --
This is -- ny testinony is for the |ocal area needs
only, nm'am
Ri ght .

So |I''m saying the reconductor option as shown in
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Table SS1 is the | east cost.

Right. And you're testifying also in the beginning
in your direct page 2 that the project facilities,
you' ve reviewed them and the design and facilities,
you're saying that they're reasonable. So does that
change if the reconductor option is the |east cost?
There is a distinction here.

Ckay. Pl ease.

Alternatives are analyzed in ny testinony al so; and
the facilities proposed by the applicants were al so
revi ewed because at that tinme, | cannot say that the
applicants shoul d propose this alternative or that
alternative. So there is a distinction here. |
think I nade it clear that | reviewed what they
proposed as facilities for 345 kV transm ssion |ine
project and | reviewed alternatives that can serve
the | ocal area needs.

And those are distinct?

They are distinct.

Ckay.

Yes.

So then to be clear of what you' re saying then,
you're saying that the project facilities and design
as proposed by the applicants and as reviewed in the

ElIS, they are reasonable for what they are?
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Yes. Suppose if the Conmm ssion approves a
particular -- if it approves the proposed project.

Then | am saying those facilities which are proposed

with those -- with 345 kV transm ssi on project are
pr oper.
Ckay. Got it. | needed that separation and

di stinction. Thank you.

Thank you.

Now, you had eval uated al so, |ike, reconductoring and
| oner voltage options?

Yes.

Did you take into consideration any |ower voltage 161
lines that are proposed as a part of this project and
not -- and others in the southeast M nnesota region

t hat may have an inpact on La Crosse?

My analysis was limted to the | ocal area needs which
is La Crosse area. So they were not |looking -- | was
not | ooki ng at what happens in M nnesot a.

Ckay. D d that take into account the el ectrical
connections in the 161 line in the area that does

i ncl ude M nnesot a?

Yes. They were part of the power flow analysis |

di d.

So, for exanple, were -- do you know if the Chester

line that is the 161 line that is associated with
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this project was included in those power flows?

| think applicants could verify that because the
nodel s were prepared and filed with us -- that they
cane fromthe applicants.

And | can't go there. So you don't know of f hand?
Unless | go back to ny desk and | ook at them | wll
not be able to say yes or no.

Now, on page 3, line 4.

O ny direct?

O your direct. You state that nodeling was done,
perfornmed using a 2012 forecast at summer peak | oad.
And when -- do you know when that nodel was

devel oped? It's line 4 on page 3 of your direct.

| think that's described in the applicants' filing,
ma'am So | don't recall it, but it is described
when it was prepared.

Do you know if that's the npbst recent nodel currently
in use?

| cannot say.

Ckay. Then on line 20, the first part, the first
phrase there, | want sone clarification --

207?

Page 3, line 20. And it says that applicants
identified the critical N-2 contingency.

Yes.
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Ckay. And does that nean that is the critical
contingency or is it just they identified a critical
contingency? Is it, like, this is the npst

i nportant ?

This is the nost inportant.

Ckay. That's what that neans. Were you present for
the testinony of Jeff Webb from M SO?

Yes, | was.

Do we have his... Did you |look at the chart that was
associated with his testinony? Wuld that be up
there? Wuld his testinmony? Jeff Webb.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  No.

MS. RAMIHUN:. Let ne object first as going
beyond the scope of his direct and his previously
filed testinony.

M5. OVERLAND: | don't think so. He's
tal ki ng about the contingencies in the area. |'m
referring to Jeff Wbb's chart about the
contingencies in the area. |It's directly on point.

MS. RAMTHUN: All right.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Conti nue.

M5. OVERLAND: May | approach with this?

EXAM NER NEWVARK: | f you show it to her.

M5. OVERLAND: |It's that chart there.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: So where are you?
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MS. OVERLAND: The chart on Jeff Webb's
testinony, | think it's page 12. | have to run back
and | ook.

M5. RAMIHUN: It's Jeff Webb's direct
testi nony, page 13, Table 1.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q Have you | ooked at that testinony before?

A Yes, ma'am

Q Ckay. Wuld you agree that that's a listing of
critical N-2 contingencies?

A Yes.

Q And what is the nodeling year of that? Wuld you
agree at the top of the chart there it's 20167

A That is 2016.

Q Ckay. As you look at that, do you see the
Al ma- Mar shl and 161 kV line |listed as one of the
critical contingencies in the critical contingency
col um?

A That's nunber 27
Under critical contingencies on the |left-hand side
t here.

A That is critical facility, ma'am The contingency
event is in the mddle colum.

Q Right. But I'mreferring to critical facility. |Is

7~
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it listed there?

Yes.

Under critical facilities, where -- which |line would
it be? The line is listed under contingency event,
in that colum; but under critical facilities, do you
see it?

Yes, | do. Columm 1.

What is it that you' re seeing that says

Al ma- Mar shl and? Are you seeing where it says Genoa
nunber 3 plus Al ma- Marshl and 1617

Yes. That's the contingency event.

That's the contingency event, correct?

Yes.

And critical facility, do you see --

Yes.

Is it listed -- do you see that listed in the
critical facility colum?

Critical facility did --

MS. RAMIHUN. Let ne object. | don't
understand the question. | think it was vague. Can
you rephrase it?

MS. OVERLAND: Very sinply.

Under the critical facility colum that is on the
| eft-hand side, is the Al ma-Marshland 161 line |isted

anywhere in that colum?
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No.
Ckay. Thank you. That's all.

On page 4, 4 and going into page 5, you are
usi ng the busi ness-as-usual scenario. And what is
the basis for that choice, your basis for that
choi ce?

That cane fromDr. Urban's testinmony who is --
Doct or which? Oh, Urban.

Yes.

Ckay. So that was her choice?

| won't say her choice, but that's the nunbers she
gave ne.

Ckay. On page 6, lines 4 through 5, about the
operation of French Island. You stated that you
bel i eved that operation decisions should be based on
the applicable restrictions in costs, but then you
state that you did not ask for those, for
reactivation and operational costs. And why not?
That is French Island 3, ma'am

3.

Yes. |I'mtalking here about they criticize what we
wote in the final EIS. So |I'mrebutting that
criticismthat the generalities cannot explain the
deci si on of dispatching power plants. The nunbers

nmust speak out the -- what are the realities for
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di spatching a power plant.

So essentially that they should have di scl osed that

i nformati on?

Yes.

Ckay.

Yes. O this was described in a manner that involved
nunbers rather than that this will happen, that wll
happen.

Just nore specifics and not generalities?

Yes.
Let's see. And on page 7, | want to clarify, you did
question whether -- you questioned the nmanual that

M. Webb had referred to, and you did receive that
information; is that correct? On page 7,

condi tion 1.

Yes.

You did receive that?

Utimately.

And that was resolved to your satisfaction?

Yes. That's why | described ny opinion in ny
surrebuttal.

And page 7, on conditions 2 and 3, line 7, you're
stating that French Island units 3 and 4 are not
operationally restricted; is that your belief?

Yes. That is based on the information applicants
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provided in one of the data requests to us.
Wul d you regard air permt limts even if they're --
okay. If an air permt allows X of em ssions and the
pl ant would emt X m nus whatever, so it's bel ow, and
if it never reaches that, would you regard that
situation as not being -- not having -- not being
operationally restricted?
W spec --

M5. RAMITHUN. |'m going to object as

overly broad and vague and beyond this witness's

experti se.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

MS. OVERLAND: Actually, | think he knows
exactly what |I'mtal king about. 1'Il phrase it

anot her way.

Wul d you regard air permt limts, even if -- if

t hey' re never reached, never violated, as an
operational restriction?

That coul d be true.

That would be. And so when you say that they're not
operationally restricted, would you nean that the air
permts have no em ssions limts?

We asked a specific question whether DNR or EPA | aws
have any restriction placed on operation of the

French Island plants, and we got an answer no. So
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that's ny reference.

Do you know how -- are air permts available in

W sconsin publicly? Maybe on the DNR site?

"' m not expert on that.

Don't know? Ckay. Do you know if they have air
permts? Just generally.

| wll not say definitely yes or no.

Now, on page 7, lines 16 to 20, you testify that the
| ocal transm ssion systemalternative is sufficient
to 2024, which is about 12 years out now. How far
out do you generally regard forecasts as reliable?
Cenerally we accept a planning period starting from
10 years to 20 years. So when we plan, we | ook for
t hat pl anni ng peri od.

Ckay. And I'm | ooking at page 8, Table 3, and | note
that you took the interest and inflation rates from
Kiplinger, |I believe. WIlI, first, is that correct?
| think it is the citation in ny testinony where

t ook those nunmbers from

Did you do any checking around el sewhere to see if
that's a reasonabl e nortgage rate?

Yes, | subsequently did.

And you found -- ?

It was in the general range.

Ckay. And how about the inflation rate?
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That was also in the...

And you did do a little checking around?

Yes, | did.

Ckay. Thank you. Also, in addressing the
reconductor option, was there any consideration of
reconductoring the old 345 kV systenf?

| think the applicants have been studying that option
since 2006. And they have been upgradi ng that
reconductor option for a long tinme. | don't recall
if there was any reconductoring of 345 kV line. So
they were limted to 161 kV line or 69 kV |lines.

And you were limted for what reason?

This is an option which the applicants have studi ed
for along tine. So this is not an option which |
determ ned that you will need for this project.

Do you have any latitude to cone up with options?
Yes, | did. That's why there were a coupl e of
alternatives | asked the applicants to evaluate for
the -- for ne.

Do you know, did you consider and reject potential of
a 345 reconductor option?

No, | did not.

Ckay. Also, | have a question about Exhibit 2 which
was the equival ent real annual costs.

Yes.
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What's the significance of that to you? | presune
you relied on it for your testinony; is that correct?
Yes. The ranking is based on that information,

ma' am

And is this a process, technique, that you have used

in other proceedings as well?

| don't recall. But that's a common practice; if you
Google it, you will find resources or where this has
been used.

Ckay. Thank you. If you go to your surrebuttal, do
you have that up there?

Yes, ma'am

Page 2, lines 6 and |line 12 -- that doesn't sound
right. Hold on a second. This is not right. Just a
m nut e.

Ckay. Page 2, line 6 and line 12. You're
noting that these don't solve all of the transm ssion
systemviolations. |Is it necessary to resolve all of
the transm ssion violations to -- is it necessary to
resolve all of then?

Yes, it is necessary when you plan a project.

Wul d you agree that if sone were resolved and sone
were not, that may shift what happens with the ones
that were not resolved, electrically?

That the electric system may not sustain the | oad
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serving capability.

| don't understand.

It may not serve the load for the particul ar area.

"' mnot getting it.

Because if you don't do anything and you keep | oadi ng
t hose |ines which have not -- which have probl ens,
they wll get aggravated and then you have to suspend
your operation serving particul ar areas served by

t hose |i nes.

But isn't it true that, say, if you had five lines
and you upgraded three of them that the upgrade of

t hose three woul d have an i npact on the remaining
lines?

You are right 100 percent.

Okay. Thank you. | amm ssing sone of ny -- | think
| didn't save ny work |ast night.

Now, alternative A, you're stating that
it's not a feasible alternative. Now, wasn't that
associated with a 1.9 mllion rotor cost upgrade?
| think |I describe later that if French Island 3 is
reactivated, this option nay becone viable or
feasible. But | did not analyze that in ny
t esti nony.

In thinking of if one option changes, that shifts

things for everything else. Wuld you agree that
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that 1.9 mllion upgrade in addition to the
reconductor option mght have a positive inpact on

| ocal | oad serving and reliability?

A Any resource will help in the reliability.

Q And in the cosmc realmof things, is 1.9 mllion
very nmuch noney when you're tal king about el ectrical
upgr ades?

MS. RAMIHUN. Object, | have no idea what
the cosmc realmis.
MS. OVERLAND: | think he does, but 1"l
rephrase
MR, CULLEN: | think we're init.
BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q Wth all of the noney that we're tal king about, for

exanple, in your Table S -- whatever -- 1, where
we're | ooking at costs of hundreds of mllions of
dollars, is a 1.9 mllion rotor upgrade very much to
spend?

M5. AGRIMONTI: I'mgoing to object to the

foundati on of the question. She's asking the
context of that being a viable alternative, and I
don't think that's been established.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.

M5. OVERLAND: | think --

EXAM NER NEWMARK: No, sustained. Let's
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nove on.

MS5. OVERLAND: | was |ooking at it as an
addition, not an alternative. GCkay. | have no
further questions.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ot her cross? | just
had a quick one for you. And | think | noticed it
in the last portion of testinony that you were
directed to. So nmaybe you have it open. | don't
have it in front of me. But it was sonething that
dealt with NERC and it said a C contingency, 3
contingency. And |I'mjust curious, | know I'm
famliar with N contingencies. And |I'mjust
wonderi ng, when you see C contingencies, what is --
is that the sane thing?

THE WTNESS: That is described in
M. Webb's testinmony. So | borrowed it fromthere.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: But are they
synonynous, N and C?

THE W TNESS: Yes, they are.

EXAM NER NEWWVARK: Ckay. Thanks.

MS. AGRIMONTI: | prom-- can we go off
for just a second?

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Sure. We'Ill go off the
record.

(D scussion off the record.)
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MS5. RAMIHUN: | have no redirect.
MS. OVERLAND: | have a question regarding
his exhibit that he referenced on -- that was ERF d.

But | don't believe it's an exhibit.

MS. RAMIHUN: VWhi ch one?

MS. OVERLAND: Just a second. |I'mpulling
it up.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Let's go off the
record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  You' re excused.

(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: We can go off the
record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

(Recess taken from 12:15 to 1:15 p.m)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let's get on the
record. Let's have Ms. Overland just give us
descriptions of a few nore itens that she'll include
in her exhibit. Wy don't you go ahead.

MS. OVERLAND: Ckay. \Which nunber did you
want nme to start at?

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  20.

MS. OVERLAND: 20. Okay. 20 would be the
US Fish and Widlife letter dated February 19th,
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2008. It's a letter to Pam Rasnussen, Xcel Energy,
or maybe NSP. And item 21 would be a U S. Fish and
Wlidlife letter dated May 4th, 2009, to Tom
Hillstrom also Xcel Energy or NSP, whichever. And
item 22 would be a U S. Fish and Wldlife DEI S
coment for the M nnesota docket, that would be
docket 08-1474, dated April 29th, 2011.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Al l right. Okay. OFf
the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Let's get on record. |
just wanted to nention there's been a request that
| -- instead of taking that M ssissippi Parkway
Commi ssion resolution and putting in the public
comrent exhibit, we're going to make that Ri neer
Exhibit 4, just so it doesn't get confused with
comrents that were filed within the coment tine
frame.

(R neer Exhibit No. 4 was narked.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  And that was 144271. |
think that's it.

MS. AGRIMONTI: | just wanted to
officially nove adm ssion of King 15 which is
applicants' response to 2CUB request for production

nunber 6. Actually, it's NSPWs response. And that
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data has been sunmarized into one sheet which is
what is Exhibit 15 that shows the hours that French
| sland was run for 2010 and '11. And it is
confidenti al

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. Any objections?
Ckay. That's in.

(King Exhibit No. 2 received.)

EXAM NER NEWWARK: And we can start with
the next staff w tness.

M5. RAMIHUN: We call Julie Urban.

JULI E A URBAN, STAFF W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q
A

Q

Wul d you state your nane.
My nane is Julie A Urban.
And Ms. Urban, did you file direct and rebuttal
testinmony and one exhibit in this matter?
Yes, | did.
If | asked you the sane questions today that are in
your testinony, are your answers the sane?
Yes, they are.
Do you have any corrections to your testinony or
exhi bit?
No.
M5. RAMIHUN: Ms. Urban is avail able for
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Cross.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Okay. Questions?
MS. AGRI MONTI: No, Your Honor.
M5. OVERLAND: | do have sone.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q Good afternoon.

A Af t er noon.

Q Not too much. | see that | at sone point got sone of
your questions mxed up with M. Sirohi's, so I'll do
sone Wi nnowi ng here. In your description of your

experience, you're tal king about working on MIEP
processes and ot her study groups and such. Have you

al so worked on the JCSP pl anni ng?

A No, | have not.

Q And you're famliar with what JCSP is?

A No.

Q Have you worked on the Eastern | nterconnect
Pl anni ng --

A No, | have not.
Regardi ng the MIEP process, it says you've been
followi ng. What does foll ow ng nean?

A | participate in the planning advisory conmttee and

participate in the discussions of the future

scenarios in the growth rates that are used for 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 08, 2012 643
Volume 4 - Technical Session

MIEP pl anni ng process.

Ckay. Is it nostly a nonitoring function?

No, not necessarily. | do actively participate in
t he di scussions with other stakehol ders.

Ckay. Thank you. On page 3, line 3, you're |ooking
at | oad forecasts used by the applicants. And you
state it in the singular. Have you | ooked at one

| oad forecast or several |oad forecasts?

By the applicant?

By the applicants.

| would say one | oad forecast. There have been
revisions, a couple revisions fromthe origina
forecast that we received. They did a suppl enental
report and there was a revised forecast.

When you say suppl enmental report, would that be the
suppl enental needs statenent?

Correct.

And when you -- the | oad forecast you started out
wth, would that be the one that canme in when they
first made their application?

That's correct.

Have you revi ewed the 2005 what would be itemb5, the
techni cal update from Oct ober 20057

| did. But that was quite a while ago, so | do not

remenber details.
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Ckay. Would you accept, subject to check, that that
report is predicated on a 2.49 percent growh rate?

| cannot verify that. | don't renenber.

Ckay. Do you have any idea what the growth rate

m ght have --

No.

Are you famliar with any M SO forecasting

gui del i nes?

| amfamliar with the process that they use in MIEP
They | ook across a nunber of scenari os which
determ ne growh rates within each of those
scenarios, and I'minvolved in the discussion of
putting together what those scenarios |ook |ike and
al so in advising the OM5 on what woul d be the nost

i kely forecast.

And what would the O-- oh, there it is. OV  Okay.
Can you explain the rel ationship between OVS and

M SO?

OMS are the regulators within the M SO footprint, and
the OM5 is the group of regulators. W have worKking
groups that nmonitor the -- what's going on on the
grid. And we advise the M SO board.

Ckay.

" msorry, not the M SO board, the OMS board. Excuse

ne.
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Ch, okay. And then does the OVMS take positions on --
Yes, they do. In the MSO commttees, the advisory
comm ttee, um hmm

Ckay. Now, | just wanted to run over, on page 3,
lines 10 through 16 -- 17, you're expl aining how t hey
cane up with their percentage growh rates, or what
nunbers they used. And so is it correct that there
were two | evels of forecasting going on: |In one NSPW
was applying a 1.02 percent growh rate starting in
2011, and then on a parallel track Dairyland was
averaging their loads and growing it at that rate,
and these were happening sinul --

That is ny under st andi ng.

And has anything occurred that woul d change that view
of how they were doing it?

Not -- no.

Ckay. |I'mgoing to junp over a few pages and take a
| ook at page 6, line 1 and 2. And what is your basis
for focusing on this EIA rate conpared to the other
rates avail abl e?

| just wanted to cite that as another projection of
electricity demand just as a -- for a conpari son.

And then that's pretty close to one of the M SO rates
of .78, correct?

Yes, it is.
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And on the bottomof 6 going into 7, you're stating,
you know, given consensus that econom c recovery wl|l
be slow, does that also say then the position of the
PSC is that it would be sl ow?

I|"'mnot sure if that's the position of the PSC, but
that's nmy position.

Ckay. And would slow nean nore in line with the .78
percent or is there --

This isn't referring to the U S. econony as a whol e.
Ckay.

That the recovery out of -- the recovery woul d be
somewhat slow. W would expect a slower growth in
GDP, for exanpl e.

And then that would be the slower than the

busi ness- as-usual scenari 0?

The busi ness-as-usual scenario does not give us an
estimate of what's happening with growh in GDP for
the U. S. econony.

Wuld that | ead you to --

The point of citing slow econom c growth woul d be
that if there is slow economic growh, that we woul d
expect a slightly lower growh in electricity denmand.
"Il leave it at that. That's fine. You also

ref erence heavy support for scenario 1 by the M SO

st akehol ders. And - -

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 08, 2012 647
Volume 4 - Technical Session

Yes.

-- can you be a little nore specific about what that
neans?

In the MIEP process, they -- the stakehol ders vote
across four scenarios on which scenario they think is
nost likely to occur. And the scenario 1, the .78
percent annual growth rate, received 51 percent of

t he stakeholders -- 51 percent of the stakehol ders
rated that as the nost likely scenario of the four
scenari os.

And then you agree that that's the nost likely as
wel | ?

| would -- | would agree that that's the nost |ikely.

But 1'"'mgoing to tenper it a little bit and say as an

economst, | will not -- I do not have a perfect
crystal ball and I will not say that | think the
growh rate will be .78. | think it's nuch nore

reasonable to give a range, and that's why | used the
range .78 percent to 1.28 percent. For ne, that's a
reasonabl e range to expect the growh rate to be in
the future.

And you discuss the Commission's role in assessing

t he i npact on whol esal e conpetition. How do you deal
wth that -- well, first, whol esal e conpetition, that

goes beyond the borders of Wsconsin, right?
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That is correct.
And how do you deal with assessing that if the
whol esal e conpetition is | eading to use of Wsconsin
as a pass-through to places el sewhere? How does that
pl ay into your analysis?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, facts not in
evi dence.

MS. RAMIHUN:. Obj ect because | don't
under st and t he questi on.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Maybe you lay a
foundation for that. |[If she knows this topic, she

m ght be able to answer.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

First, you're testifying about the Comm ssion's role
in assessing the effect of whol esal e conpetition when
approving a line. Oh, | see a problem Ckay.

M5. RAMTHUN. |Is that a question or a
comment or --

MS. OVERLAND: |'mbuilding. | just made
a statenent of what her testinony was, and then |
realized there was a problemin ny | ogica
progression, so | stopped. And now I'mrethinking.
Ckay. On page 8, the question you' re responding to
IS what are the attributes of a new transm ssion |ine

that wll enhance whol esal e conpetition? So, first,
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is it your testinony that the line from Hanpton to

La Crosse wll enhance whol esal e conpetition on its
own?
| would surm se that that would -- there would be

increased transferability and perhaps nay | ower the
production costs of electricity for the consuners.
And wi Il that happen wth Hanpton to La Crosse

w thout a La Crosse to Madi son extension eastward?
That is outside nmy area of expertise.

Are you testifying that there woul d be regi ona
reliability benefits for the Hanpton to La Crosse
only without the La Crosse to --

That, too, is outside ny |evel of expertise, ny area
of expertise. |'mnot a power engineer.

Well, you're testifying about enhanci ng whol esal e
conpetition, correct?

Yes. In general, we would expect if you increase
transferability, that you're naking nore options
available in terns of generating energy, and you nay
have -- and that may | ower production costs. So in
general, we would guess that if you increase
transferability, that you would have | ower pricing
across the grid.

Ckay. And you're tal king about increasing

transferability fromwhere to where? Transferring --
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A | amjust referring to this in a general sense.

Q Ckay. But nowin this case, we're | ooking at a
specific line from Hanpton down to La Crosse. So
you' re di scussing --

A And as | say in line 12, that this could allow LDCs
to acquire energy wth fewer congestion and | oss
charges in the M SO market; when energy outside is
avail able at prices lower than the cost of generating
el ectricity outside the La Crosse/ Wnona area, that

could benefit electricity consuners in the | ocal

ar ea.
Q Now, am | correct, though, that you were going to
be -- just a mnute.

Now, M. Sirohi was dealing with | oca
| oad, and then what is it then that you' re dealing
wth? It's -- were you dealing with nore regional
i ssues, regional reliability?
MS. RAMIHUN:. |'I1l object. Her testinony
speaks for itself.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Sust ai ned.
BY MS. OVERLAND:
Q Moving to your rebuttal. Have you reviewed the
capacity validation study? It's Ms. King's
Exhibit -- | don't renenber which, mybe 14.

A No, | have not. O if I have, | don't recall
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MS. OVERLAND: | have no further
questi ons.
EXAM NER NEWVARK: Ckay. O her questions?
M5. AGRIMONTI: | have one follow up
guestion, Your Honor, if | mght.

CRGOSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. AGRI MONTI

Q

Ms. Urban, you were tal king about the range of .78 to
1.28 growth rate. Do you recall that?

Yes.

s that testinony for the La Crosse area or were you
referring to the M SO footprint?

| felt that using the MIEP growh rates were the best
proj ections available in order to establish bookends
for a reasonable range of gromh rates. So --

So is it your -- I'msorry.

| would say in general, no, they don't necessarily
reflect the |ocal need; but | felt that | did not
receive sufficient detail to -- detail and
explanation to justify a growth rate of 1.46 percent
that was submtted by the applicants.

So is it your testinony then that the best

i nformati on you have is that for the La Crosse area,
this range woul d be applicabl e?

| would see that as a reasonabl e range to expect over
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the next 20 to 30 years. And, again, | would base
that on the historical growth that we have seen in
the past in the La Crosse area and the fact that
popul ation projections are for a lower growh rate
than we've had in the past.
In the | ast 20 years, has there been a period where
the growh rate has been as | ow as .78?
Actually, what | did, what drove sonme of ny analysis
is looking at the 2002 peak | oad growth and conpari ng
it to 2010. And the reason | used those two years is
because they had simlar weather in those years. The
peak tenperature in 2002 was 94, the peak tenperature
in 2010 was also 94. And | felt that provided a nore
accurate trend line than | ooking at 2002 to 2011.
The reason being, again, because the clinmte was
simlar in those two years and it would give ne a
better, long-termtrend rate. |If | |ook at that
growmh rate, it's .75.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Ckay. Thank you.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Which is "that growth
rate," you nean the --

THE W TNESS: The average annual growh
rate.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  For those --

THE WTNESS: Over the tine period from
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2002 to 2010. 2011 was a hot year as conpared to
2010 and 2002.
EXAM NER NEWVARK:  Ckay.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5, LCEHR

Q

Just a clarifying question in followup to your
conversation with Ms. Agrinonti. You nentioned that
you felt you had not received enough information to
support the 1.46 percent of the applicants. Do you
still feel that way now?
Yes, | do.

MS. LOEHR: Thank you.

M5. RAMIHUN: No redirect.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: | was just curious, are
you famliar with weather normalization?

THE W TNESS:. Sonewhat .

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Ckay. And it's done --
t he Conm ssion does use that concept in other
dockets, other applications?

THE W TNESS: Um hmm

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Do you know what the
pur pose of that woul d be?

THE WTNESS: | think that would be to
focus on the long-run trend of the increase in

demand rather than |ooking at the static of the
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changi ng weat her over tine.

EXAM NER NEWWARK: And do you know how
t hat woul d be done?

THE WTNESS: No, | don't.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: No? GCkay. Thanks.
Any ot her questions? Ckay. You' re excused.

(Wtness excused.)

M5. RAMIHUN: Qur next witness is Don
Neuneyer .

DONALD NEUMEYER, STAFF W TNESS, DULY SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. RAMIHUN:

Q

Q

> O » O »r

M. Neuneyer, did you file direct testinony and an
errata correction of that direct testinony?

Yes, | did.

Did you file -- also file four exhibits with that
testi nony?

Yes, | did.

And if | asked you the questions that are in your
testi nony today, would your answers be the sane?
Yes, they woul d.

And did you prepare the exhibits?

Yes, | did prepare those exhibits.

And any corrections?

None to the exhibits.
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MS. RAMIHUN. M. Neuneyer is avail able
for cross.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Your Honor, again, | do
not have specific questions, but would like to
i ntroduce M. Neuneyer's responses to NoCapX s CTCF
02 series data requests.

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  That's Neuneyer --

MS. AGRIMONTI: It would be Neuneyer 5.

EXAM NER NEWVARK:  You're correct.

(Neuneyer Exhibit No. 5 narked.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any obj ecti ons?

MS. RAMIHUN:. No obj ecti on.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Ckay. So that's in.

(Neuneyer Exhibit No. 5 received.)

M5. AGRI MONTI: That's all | have, Your
Honor .

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Any ot her questions?

M5. OVERLAND: [|'Il have a few, in
addition to I want to thank the applicants for doing
my work. | appreciate it.

M5. SMTH. Was this going to be Exhibit

MR CULLEN. 5.
M5. SMTH. Wasn't this previously ERF d?
MS. OVERLAND: Yes, it was.

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 08, 2012 656
Volume 4 - Technical Session

M5. HERRING W won't file this again,

we'll just use that designation.

M5. AGRIMONTI: I'msorry. It is
reference 160503.
CRCSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Good afternoon.
Good af t ernoon.
"Il be cross-referencing so we'll elimnate sone of
these. | noticed in your C. V. on page 2 that you' ve
done sone work on characteristics of new high voltage
under ground cables. And can you tell nme a little
about that work?
" mlooking for the word characteri sti cs.
Maybe it was characterizing is what was neant.

M5. RAMIHUN: It's the bottom bullet on
page 2 of your C V., Exhibit 1.

THE W TNESS: OCh, thank you. Yes. |

have.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q
A

Can you tell nme a little about that.

Ch, the high voltage cabl es have -- underground
cables have a lot of different characteristics. And
when maki ng assessnents for transm ssion pl anning,

you have to consider all kinds of characteristics,
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steady state and thermal, |ength and these things.
And so when you integrate theminto a system you
have to make sure you have all those things in mnd
So | am aware of how those el ectrical properties have
to be managed when you put theminto a network.
And did you have any input on the sections of the EI' S
regar di ng under groundi ng?
| did not.
Did you review the undergrounding in this --
potential for undergrounding, the proposal in this
pr oj ect ?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection, vague as to
pr oposal .

MS. OVERLAND: Sure.
First, did you review the undergroundi ng report and
cost estimate that the applicants provided in their
application?
| did not review that report.
Have you revi ewed, say, Exhibit 18 of the
under groundi ng report?
Yes.
You have reviewed that. And is that the Avon or the
Lakevill e?
| believe it was the Avon.

Avon, okay. Did you review the Lakeville as well?

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 08, 2012 658
Volume 4 - Technical Session

> O » O >»

That woul d be Exhibit 19, Stevenson 19.

| -- barely. I'maware it exists. | |ooked at

the -- looked at it very quickly.

| think I'lIl leave it at that. Wn't go into that.
Now, on page 2, lines 1 through 3, of your

direct, you're stating that your testinony is
focusing on regional -- in part on regional and

mar ket i ssues. Can you explain the regional benefits
that this project alone wthout any extension

provi des?

The -- when you say -- do you nean the proposal ?

The Hanpton to Rochester to La Crosse project.

3457

345, correct.

The SNS showed that that particular project increased
the transfer capability into the area, and |I' m going
to recall |ike 900-plus negawatts of transfer
capability. | don't recall the nunber, but a sig --
really |large

And would you rate it as bringing it in as a --
within the 345 system it's a radial 345 into the

La Crosse area?

As in the date of the installation, it would be
radi al .

Is that -- as a radial line, could that lead to
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systeminstability?

| saw no evidence in their application.

Did they discuss the issue?

Their study was -- their engineering study which |

| ooked at seened to -- no, there was no...

Wul d you agree that every engi neering study on this
project also includes -- engineering study -- a line
goi ng eastward from La Crosse?

MS5. AGRI MONTI: Objection, msstates the

facts. It also doesn't identify what studies you're
saying -- or asking himto attest to.
MS. OVERLAND: |'m asking hi mregarding

the studies he referred to. He used the term
"studies" plural. So I'masking if there is any --
okay, let ne rephrase it.

Are there any studies that you reviewed that
address -- electrical studies that you reviewed that
address the project as a separate unit and not with
an extension going eastward from La Crosse?

That was the application.

s the application an electrical study?

There is an appendix in the back that has a | ot of
information. That's ny recollection that it had

st udi es.

Did you review the SNS, the Suppl enental Needs Study?
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Yes, | did.

And woul d you agree that that addresses an extension
further east?

It had singular and it had one and two variations to
t he east.

Did you review the capacity validation study?

| did not review that in detail, no.

If you didn't review it in detail, you did review it

alittle bit?

| know it exists. | know that it exists and it had
analysis init. But | -- I"'mjust -- | acknow edge
it exists.

So you're saying you would not be able to testify
about that?
Not -- no, | could not.
Ckay. If there is aradial line extending into an
area bringing power into that area, would that
electrically -- would that create congestion?

M5. RAMIHUN. | have to object. It's
vague and overly broad. What size of a |ine?

M5. OVERLAND: Well, the 345 that we're
tal ki ng about here that he's testifying about.

M5. RAMIHUN: Well, it could be anything.

MS. OVERLAND: The Hanpton to Rochester to

La Crosse 345 kV line. W're tal king about com ng
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into the area a radial 345, which he's testified to.

M5. AGRIMONTI: | join in the objection.
The way the question was phrased by Ms. Overl and,
it's a hypothetical w thout a geographical boundary.
| f she wants to rephrase it to La Crosse, perhaps it
woul d be --

M5. OVERLAND: I'Il narrow it down.
Wien we're | ooking at this radial 345 line from
Hanmpton to La Crosse via Rochester, would a radial
345 tend to produce congestion?
When it increases transfer capability, no. It would
tend not to.
And increasing transfer capability to where?
The study itself designated -- and | don't recall,
but it gave the source and sync in the geographic
ar ea.
When you say the study itself, which study?
Ch, the SNS had in a footnote in a paragraph the
source and the syncs how that happened.
Ckay. GCkay. And then do you presune transfer
capability generally to be a benefit?
Yes.
And what parties benefit? Wo receives the benefits?
| believe that question was answered earlier in the

transcript by -- | may pronounce his nane wong --
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M. Beuning | believe answered that question, and |
agree with his -- it depends on where you are and
whi ch party you are and things of that nature. No
matter which tine -- and Ti m Noel dner nay have
answered that too.
So what you're saying, that -- do you recall what it
was that they said that you're agreeing to?
It depends is what they said. They gave sone
general -- you can't nmake a singular statenment on a
singular line in one place in tinme. That's what |
recall the transcript saying.
Ckay. Well, is part of your job to do the
cost/benefit review of a transm ssion project?
| review the value of the line on a regi onal basis.
On a what basis?
Excuse nme, | have a little bit of a cold, so if I --
if I"'mnot clear, tell nme. | can hear it in ny ears
better than I'msaying it out |oud. Excuse ne.

| reviewed it on a regional basis,
regi onal
How are you defining regional? Can you give us a
geographi c idea there?
Regi onal can be in ny view above |ocal and out to
M SO
Ckay.
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And possibly -- yeah.

So then is it your testinony that this |Iine would
provi de a regional benefit in, as you describe,
regi onal ?

| thought | said that. | think it --

Wthout the addition of a La Crosse |line going
eastward, that this |line al one produces a regional
benefit, can you show ne --

It would increase the transfer capability.

Does it increase the transfer capability across the
M nnesot a/ Wsconsin interface?

Yes. | believe that's what the study identified.
And how do you specifically identify the

M nnesota/ Wsconsin interface? Wat |lines are we
tal ki ng there?

You'd -- that was al so addressed in soneone else's
testinony on the -- what they call the

M nnesot a/ Wsconsin inter -- EX exchange. And |
think that was M. Beuning who kind of gave that
definition.

So you don't know?

| -- it's -- if I -- nmy definition would be the
interface generally runs from-- up fromthe Teen
(phonetic) area and down towards, you know, down past

Genoa.
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A

Are you including the Prairie Island/Byron line in
t hat ?
As a part of the interface?
Yes. The M nnesota/ W sconsi n.
It's in the area.
Are you attributing any costs associated with this
increase in transfer capability? You' re |ooking at
benefits, you're |ooking at costs. Wat types of
costs did you consider in this?
The cost | identified in nmy testinony was the
appl i cants' construction costs.
Did you include costs of any potential increased
em ssi ons benefits?

MS. AGRI MONTI: Objection --

MS. OVERLAND: | nean eni ssions, not
benefits.

M5. AGRIMONTI: |I'msorry, the question is
aski ng what as | understand how t he system woul d
operate in reverse. Can you just rephrase it. [1'1I
follow better this tine.

MS. OVERLAND: Sure.
Did you consider the costs of any -- did you consider
any other costs such as, you know, externalities |ike
potential for increased em ssions?

| did not nonetize anything el se.
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Not hi ng el se? And did you consider the inpact on --
| did not nonetize anything else. | did consider
benefits in the savings in production costs in ny
coment .
And costs, are you saying you only considered
strictly the costs of the project as laid out by the
applicants?
Back to costs, that's correct.
Right. That's what I'mtrying to get at. Now, you
state that the 345 -- page 2, lines 9 to 10, you're
stating that the 345 and 161 projects would have a
| oad serving capability 750 nmegawatts.

Woul d you agree that the 335 -- first, does
t hat statenent nean that they both could serve a | oad
of 750 negawatts?
The definition was that that's the area | oad that
t hey were capabl e of serving.
And woul d you agree that a 345 kV |ine desi gned and
spec'd as this one is could potentially serve a
greater | oad?
| -- no, | don't think so. | accepted the
appli cants' net hodol ogy.
And so are you saying then that the 345 | oad serving
capability is limted to 750 negawatts?

The design for that area is 750 negawatts for the
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ar ea.
Designed for the area or the clained need for the
area?
| didn't understand the | ast part.

M5. RAMTHUN.  And I'Il object. He just
answered it was designed for the area. He didn't
say cl ai med need.

M5. OVERLAND: |'Il leave it there.
That' s okay.
What is the normal rating of the line as proposed for
this project, the 3452
| believe the normal rating is slightly over 2,000
MA.
And woul d you agree that 2,000 is a little nore than
7507

M5. RAMIHUN.  Wait, | have to object
because this isn't clear. 2,000 -- | think the
question should reflect you' re conparing 2,000 WA
to 750 negawatts.

MS. OVERLAND: It's easy enough to do.
Wul d you agree that negawatts is essentially -- that
MVA is essentially MVA (sic), not quite, but al npst
t he sanme?
It could be, but --

It's close, right?

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 08, 2012 667
Volume 4 - Technical Session

Line ratings -- now, line ratings on -- transm ssion
line ratings and -- don't have necessarily -- on an
AC system nean that you can get that capacity out of
t hem
That's correct, but that's not ny question. So would
you agree that a 2,000 WA line could handle -- could
likely handle a little nore than 750 megawatts?
| don't know that it could in that area, no.
Do you know that it can't?
This --

M5. RAMIHUN: | object, that calls for
specul ati on.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK:  Overrul ed.

M5. RAMIHUN: He said he didn't know if it
coul d.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Overrul ed. He can
answer .
The applicants' study with the 345 design fromthe

west says it can serve 750 negawatts in that area.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

And what do the studies say about increasing transfer
capability after an extension is added from La Crosse
goi ng east? Doesn't that increase the transfer
capability substantially according to these sane

st udi es?
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That study showed that the transfer capability went
up.

That's right. So then would you agree that it could
handl e nore than 7507?

The line enables the | oad serving area to -- enabl es
t he study per planning standards to serve 750
nmegawatts. Their planning standards can be net with
that line up to 750 negawatts.

And when you add a line fromLa Crosse goi ng east,
the line itself, the 345 kV from Hanpton to

La Crosse, would add transfer capacity -- have
increased transfer capacity with an extension; is
that not correct?

The extension allows the transfer capability to go
up.

Right. Thank you. On page 2, lines 11 through 14,
you tal k about the Eau C aire-Arpin special
protection system Can you explain what that is?

| can -- | don't have the exact details of it, and
part of it |I think is confidential.

Ckay.

But it has -- the area is -- has -- because of the

| ocati on of generation to the west and generation to
the east, there's sone special consideration. Under

certain operating conditions, you have to be very
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careful on what kind of flows are all owed under what
conditions. And they have to be very careful that
they don't et sonething happen to -- which could put
you in -- you know, kind of make the system possibly
unst abl e or not recoverable.

And does this relate to, for exanple, the operating
guide of -- like 700-sone or 800-sone negawatts
previous to this iteration of a special protection
systemthat was on that sanme |line where they had to
l[imt the capacity of the line?

| -- could you start that question again. | think I
got it.

Sure. Are you famliar with a prior operating -- an
operating guide prior to the special protection

syst en?

Right. Yes. |It's related to that concept.

Ckay. And so what that does is that limts the flow
of -- the MVA or the negawatts on that |ine?

Ri ght. Correct.

And is the nunerical value of that what's
confidential ?

| can't -- | don't have access to it, and | can't
tell you the conmponents, which or which not
confidential. Sonebody at M dwest |SO or the

operati ng conpani es would have to answer that
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questi on.
Ckay.

EXAM NER NEWMARK: This relates to your
Exhi bit 2, though, doesn't it? O no?

THE WTNESS: Yes. It does -- it has --

there is a relationship.

BY M5. OVERLAND:

Q

Right. And you talk about if the schene were to be
retired, under what circunstances would it be
retired?

| don't know the exact circunstances that it could be
retired. Back to the conponents. | ammnot famliar
with the details of the schene and its attributes.
Ckay. Well, there's -- that table in

Exhi bit Neuneyer 2, then why is that brought up as an
i ssue, retirenent of the systemdefinition -- system
if you don't know when or if or how it m ght be
retired?

There is a relationship; and if that schene were
retired, sonme nunbers may be able to be changed under
certain conditions. There is a relationship. |

don't believe it was defined exactly.

Now, on page 3, line 18, you're tal king about reduced
congestion. And this is in a discussion of the WP

projects. So would you agree that, you know,
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essentially the MVP projects, you're testifying that
that wll reduce -- the MVP projects as a whole in
this case, without singling out any one of them that
woul d reduce congestion?
| think that's a general statenent, that's correct.
And the MVP projects will cone after this project, so
that would nean logically that then there is
congestion that the MVP projects would relieve? |
mean it's circular, but doesn't that nean then that
there is congestion that the MVP projects --
Sonme MVP projects cone -- | believe are before this
pr oj ect .
And on page 4, it is correct that the SO2 is really
cor?
Correct. That was an error.
And that would be line 13. Howw Il the SO2
em ssions be reduced?

M5. RAMIHUN:  You nean CO2?

MS. AGRIMONTI: Oh, CO2, yes. It said
SO2, so | was | ooking at that.
How wi || those CO2 em ssions be reduced, and
hopefully sone SO2 in the process?
By increasing the transfer capability, you reduce --
you all ow nore econom ¢ di spatch -- excuse ne. \Wen

the line increases the transfer capability, it allows

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 08, 2012 672
Volume 4 - Technical Session

nore power to flow nore efficiently into the narket
fromthe | east cost units. And typically in this
situation in this area, the -- when you have -- you
reduce the congestion, you allow the dispatch, and |

t hi nk M. Beuning kind of answered that, you can
reduce -- run nore efficient units which reduces
fossil consunption, allows nore wind. That's how you
reduce CO2, gas, whatever.

How wi I | increasing transfer capacity and even,
arguably, increasing wind over those lines, how w |
that reduce fossil consunption? Wat -- how wil |

that reduce that?

That's what a nulti -- you know, the production cost
program does. That's the sinmulation of the nodel.

It allows nore efficient generation to nove further
into the system

Vell, if we have a -- inmagine a baseline |evel of
generation, and we're adding wind onto it, but not
just wind, we're adding transmssion to it. But how
wll anything that's already existing in operation be
reduced? What is the nechani sm by which you can
testify that use of fossil fuels will decrease?

When you have | ower congestion, you can |ower -- and
| ower | osses, you can run units that are cheaper; and

when they're usually cheaper, they're nore efficient,
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so you burn |l ess fuel.
Typically, as | understand it, coal plants are anong
the nore cheaper resources; would you agree?
Along with hydro and nucl ear, yep. Yeah, all three
of those are pretty -- and w nd.
All right. And would you agree that there are a | ot
of coal plants west of La Crosse that are in
exi stence that could very well utilize the capacity
of any transm ssion in the area?
Al'l generation can use the transm ssion |line.
Right. And a transm ssion |line cannot -- owner
cannot discrim nate agai nst any type of generation,
can it? That's part of the FERC rules; isn't that
correct?
The AC systemis dispatched by M SO
Right. But all -- whatever generation is there, the
transm ssion has to serve it; isn't that correct?
MS. AGRIMONTI: Objection, | think this is
an inconplete hypothetical. There's a couple of
i deas going here with the econom c dispatch and firm
transm ssion service that | think are getting
bol i xed up.
M5. OVERLAND: |I'msorry. |I'masking with
one question and he's responding with another.

l"mtrying to get to the --
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EXAM NER NEWVARK: Maybe we can break it
down a little.

M5. OVERLAND: |'mjust wondering if |
need to.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Wl |, there is an
obj ecti on.

M5. OVERLAND: |'Il leave that there. |
think I have enough to work wth.
Ch, and were you here for M. Lehman's testinony
about this line?
| read the transcript. | do not recall anything
specifically wth that nane at the nonent.
Ckay. Well, would you agree that this project is --
that part of it is a baseline reliability project and
part of it is an other project?
| believe it was designated as a baseline reliability
proj ect by M SO
And were you here for M. Lehman's testinony about
t he Hanpton to Rochester -- you weren't here.
| read the transcript.
Ckay. And you don't recall the designation of other
to about half of this line?

M5. AGRI MONTI: Objection, msstates the
evi dence.

MS. OVERLAND:. Ckay. Let ne refer to his
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t esti nony.

First, you' re aware this project is not a nulti-val ue
project, correct?

| amaware of that, it is not.

And woul d you agree, subject to check, that the
Hanpt on- Nort h Rochester segnent as well as the two
161 lines from North Rochester to the Rochester 161
system are partici pant funded or other?

| woul d agree the Hanpton to Rochester has a

di fferent designation

Ckay. And that is a 345 line, correct?

That is a 345 |ine.

Ckay. And then that the rest of it would be a BRP?
The Rochester to North La Crosse is a baseline
reliability project to my understandi ng.

Ckay. And on page 5, you're testifying that you
don't find the proposed 345 project is unreasonably
sized for the existing | oad and probabl e futures.
Now, when you say existing load, is that where you're
referring to the 700-sone negawatts?

No.

What are you referring to?

The | oad that has been occurring in the area.

Ckay. Then can you be nore specific about what that

iIs? You're saying it's not unreasonably sized. What
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size | oad are you tal king about there?
The | oad has been -- in the area it's been hitting
t he 450-plus range. That's the existing |oad.
And t hen probable futures, can you put a nunber to
t hat ?
The probable futures includes | oad growth over tine,
probabl e futures includes other transm ssion in the
upper m dwest, and probable futures includes the
generation m x changi ng.
Can you put nunbers on that? The probable futures?
| don't know that | could put a nunber to it.
Does W sconsin have any policy about inporting w nd
fromother states to satisfy Wsconsin RPS?
" mnot aware of any | ocational policy.
And, like, Mnnesota has a policy against inporting
coal which I think may be changi ng, but does
W sconsin have any policy, |laws or rul es regarding
i mportation of fossil fuel energy?
| am not aware of any Wsconsin policy on restricting
ener gy.

MS. OVERLAND: | have no further
guesti ons.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: O her cross?

MS. AGRIMONTI: | have one questi on.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

g \
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BY M5. AGRI MONTI

Q

M. Neuneyer, there was sonme di scussi on about
transfer capability. |Is it accurate to say that the
transfer capability that would be created by this
project would inure to the entire interface, not just
go across the new transm ssion line that is being
pr oposed?
That is correct. That is across that interface that
| was trying to descri be.

MS. AGRI MONTI: Thank you.

M5. RAMIHUN: No redirect.

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: All right. You're
excused.

(Wtness excused.)

EXAM NER NEWVARK: | think everyone's
checked off on nmy list. Any other w tnesses?

Ckay. Let's get off the record.

MR. THI EL: Your Honor, before we get off
the record, | nentioned earlier that sone of the
W sDOT Fasi ck sur-surrebutal exhibits were not
actually identified in ERF so you could find them

EXAM NER NEWMARK:  Yeah. And the
Comm ssion identifies themon ERF. It will be done
after the hearing. So check ERF, it'll be there.

All right. Anything el se?
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MR THIEL: Well, | just want to nake sure
that all of the exhibits the DOT includes are
admtted into evidence including those identified to
be added to the record.

EXAM NER NEWVARK: Yes. And if we fail to
do so, please |et us know.

MS. OVERLAND: What kind of tine frane
does that take?

EXAM NER NEWMARK: Let's go off the

record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

EXAM NER NEWVMARK: Let's get on the
record. W're adjourned. W'IIl have the public
heari ng next week, so | believe we'll see you al
t here.

(The hearing concluded at 2:30 p.m)
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STATE OF W SCONSIN )
M LWAUKEE COUNTY )

We, LYNN M BAYER, RPR, CM and JENNI FER M
STEI DTMANN, RPR, CRR, with the firmof G amann Reporting
Ltd., 710 North Pl ankinton Avenue, Suite 710, M | waukee,
W sconsin, do hereby certify that we reported the
f oregoi ng proceedi ngs had on March 8, 2012, and that the
sane is true and correct in accordance with our original

machi ne shorthand notes taken at said tinme and pl ace.

Lynn M Bayer
Regi stered Professional Reporter
Certificate of Merit

Jennifer M Steidtmnn
Regi st ered Professional Reporter
Certified Realtine Reporter

Dated this March 9, 2012.
M | wvaukee, W sconsi n.
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