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EXCELSIOR ENERGY, INC.
BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PREPARED SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF

STEPHEN D, SHERNER

Please state your name?

My name is Stephen D. Sherner.
For whom are you testifying?

[ am testifying on behall of MEP-1 LLC and Excelsior Energy Inc. (collectively
“Excelsior™), the developers of the Mesaba Energy Project (the “Project”).

Did you previously provide testimony in this proceeding?

Yes. On June 19, 2000, [ filed Supplemental Direct Testimony on behalt of
Excelsior related to transmission infrastructure associated with the Mesaba Energy
Project generally, and Mesaba Unit One more specifically. On October 10, 2006, [ filed
Rebuttal Testimony responding to the Direct Testimony and Schedules of Xcel Energy,
[nc. (*Xcel™) witnesses Dean Schiro and Richard Gonzaler, the Dircet Testimony of
Minnesota Power (“MP™) witness Dwight Anderson and the Direct Testimony of the

7y

Department of Commerce (“DOC”} witness Dr, Eilon Amit.

Summary and Scope

What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding?

This surrcbuttal testimony responds to the Rebuttal Testimony of Xcel witness
Dean E. Schiro with respect to his statements that there are discrepancies between the
amount of capacity requested in the Midwest Independent Transmission System

Operatot, Inc. (“MISO”) generation interconnection requests and proposed in the Mesaba
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Unit One Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). My testimony also responds to Department
witness Dr. Amit’s inaccurate asscssment of the transmission costs associated with

Mesaba Unit One.

East Range Capacity

What discrepancies did Mr. Schiro identify in his Rebuttal Testimony?

In Mr. Schiro’s Rebuttal Testimony at pages 1-3, he points out that the MISO
gencerator interconnection (Gl) request for the East Range site is for 552 MW while the
PPA is for 598 MW, and that the MISO GI request for the West Range site is for 600
MW while the PPA is for 603 MW,

Can you provide an explanation for the discrepancy at the East Range site and the
reason for the discrepancy?

Yes. The original Gl request to MISO in October 2004 for the West Range site
was submitted based upon a preliminary plant design provided by Bechtel Engincering,
Once Excelsior chose its project partners and determined that the plant output could reach
over 600 MW net at the plant site, MISO was approached about changing the capacity
level of the Gl request (G477).

Since the MISO System Impact Study Agreement was already signed and studies
were underway, MISO determined that such a change would be “"Material” and could not
be made without impacting the Project’s place in the mterconnection qucue.  As such,
Excelsior was left with two viable options: (1) cancel the G477 request and studies in
progress and submil a new Gl request for the larger plant output. thus losing queuc
position, or (2) submit an additional GI request for the incremental capacity amount,

which would be studied later based upen ifs position in the MISO Queue.
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While these two options were being considered, Lxeelsior’s focus had shifted to
the West Range site and the Gl request (G519) and studies associated with this preferred
site. Accordingly, the decision was made to complcte the G477 (East Range site) studies
bascd upon the requested 531 MW summer, 552 MW winter output levels to hold ifs
queue position and obtain the transmission information associated with this backup
(alternate) site as soon as possible.

When the Commission decided as & part of this Procceding that it wanted
comparable PPA analyses {or both the West and Fast Range sites, Excelsior decided to
pursuc the studies of the incremental capacity that I outlined in my Rebuttal Testimony.
Sec Rebuttal Testimony of Stephen D. Sherner, at 32-34. These studies were completed
and provide timely answers with respect to the generator interconnection/power injection
issues that could arise as the result of the higher capacity level at the Fast Range site for
the purpose of developing the record in this Proceeding,

As I noted in my Rebuital Testimony, these studics indicate that the higher power
injection level oft 600 MW docs not cause any adverse impacts requiring Network
Upgrades, These studies were completed outside of the MISO Gl process. Therefore, in
order for these results to be ‘official” such that Mesaba Untt One could be operated at the
598 MW level, a new Gl request for the incremental MWs would have 1o be submitted to
MISO and then studied through their processes. If and when it becomes clear that the
Fast Range site may be sclected, Excelsior will adhere to the appropriate MISO processes

to ensure that the full output of Mesaba Unit One can be delivered to Xcel under the PPA.
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Do you have any observations regarding projects currently pending in the MISO
interconnection queue that could impact any additional capacity at the Fast Range
site?

Yes. There are at least two other large generators proposed for the Northcast
Minnesota area that are already in the MISO GI Queue - an 800 MW unit at two sites and
the Mesaba Unit Two at the West Range site — that would have to be included in the
studies associated with the new East Range Gl request along with any identified Network
Upgrades required for their interconncction and power deliveries. That is, under MISO's
Taritl, higher queucd projects have to be treated as if they are on the system when lower
qucucd project are studied, Since lixcelsior controls the Mesaba Unit Two request. it
should be abic to make an agreement with MISO for the Mesaba Unit One incremental
capacity to be considered first, but this is not the case with the 800 MW unil reguest.

Ultimately, in the event the Commission determines that Mesaba Unit One should
be sited at Last Range, Excelsior would immediately submit the GI request lor the
incremental capacity and work with MISO to expedite its processing using, if nccessary,
the ‘Out of Queue’ and Optional Study provisions sct forth in MISO’s Tariff to obtain
approval of the final plant design output,

What information is known about the 800 MW unit GI requests?

From the MISO Gl Queuc it 18 known that the two Network Resource
Interconnection  Service (NRIS) requests 38742-01 and 38742-02 were submitted
by Great River Energy for an 800 MW coal unit {o be located near Minnesota Power’s
Minntac or libbtac substations with an in-service date of 2012, Bascd upon the

attached Xceel response 1o Excelsior’s Information Request No. 43, attached as
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Exhibit ____ (SDS-18), Xcel is a potential partner with Great River Energy and Minnesota
Power in exploring the interconnection of this baseload generation resource.
Has this project impacted Excelsior?

Yes, to some extent. Through my discussions with the MISO Project Manager for
the Mesaba Units about the reason for the delays in starting the System Impact Study
(51S) for Mesaba Unit Two at West Range (G397), 1 learned that significant MISO
resources were tied up in the studies for the 800 MW unit GI requests, and concluded that
it made little sense to start the G597 studies until network upgrade solutions were
identified for this higher queued project.

In checking on the status of the Mesaba Unit One Network Integrated
Transmission Service (NITS) requests, submitted by Xcel on July 19 and August 2, | was
told that the System Impact Study (S1S) associated with these requests were next in the
queuc once the area study engineer finished the SIS in progress. Earlier this summer |
had been told that MISO was studying Transmission Service Requests (TSR) associaied
with one of the 800 MW sites and still had the other to complete before the Mesaba Unit
Onc NITS requests could be studied — so these studies appear to be taking significan
time and resources.

What implications do these 800 MW unit GI and TSR requests have on the Mesaba
Energy Project (MEP) transmission efforts?

These requests have added significant complexity, uncertainty, and caused delays
in Excelsior’s efforts to obtain the answers on the transmission issues associated with the
MEP. While this is the nature of the open queuing process being followed by MISO, |

am perplexcd as to why these requests remain in the MISO Queues given that:
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. Xceel has indicated in these proceedings that it has no bascload needs until 2015.

. Minnesota Power forecasted in their 2004 IRP a baseload nced of 200 MW in
2011-2012 and that the Tacomte Harbor generation transfer would satisfy this
need for new generation until at least 2013,

) Great River Energy is taking a large ownership position in Big Stone il, now
scheduled to be in-service in 2011, and their 2005 Resource Plan indicates no
need for baseload gencration before 2013, See “2005 Greal River Energy
Integrated Resource Plan™ at:
hitp://'www.grcatriverenergy.com/partners/ images/2005 irp public.pdf.

It would seem unlikely that this unit will proceed as proposed especially if the

Commission orders Xcel 10 purchase power from Mesaba Unit One to meet its baseload

needs starting in 2011, Notwithstanding the tenuous nature of this project, it remains an

obstacle to Excelsior determining its future transmission needs in the region.

West Range Capacity

Do you have any response to Mr. Schiro’s discussion of the 3 MW discrepancy in
capacity between the generator interconnection request and the proposed PPA at
the West Range site?

Yes. This 3 MW discrepancy, which is 0.3% of the projected capacity of Mesaba
Unit One, should not be an issue. First, this 0.5% difference 1s well within the accuracy
of the system study models and plant design models being utilized by MISO.  Second.
based upon the advice and input from the Transmission Owner Ad Hoc Study Group,
MISO decided that studics of winter peak conditions were unnecessary since the

transmission system 1s not heavily loaded or normally stressed with large power transters
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at this time of year, Winter season is the only time that the plant output could reach 603
MW, Under these circumstances, it is extremely unlikely that MISO would find this
small difference in capacity to be a ‘material change’ requiring restudy or a new GI
request.  Until the plant and generator outlel faciliies designs arc finalized, there is no

reason {or Excelsior to pursue this 1ssue further.

Transmission Costs

Explain why you believe the transmission costs analysis included in DOC witness
Dr. Amit’s Rebuttal Testimony is not credible?

In Dr. Amit’s Rebuttal Testimony at pages 5-8, he discusses and compares the
transmission costs of Mesaba Unit One, Sherco 4, and Big Stone Il. In doing so,
Dr. Amit improperly chose to ignore the cost estimates of network upgrades provided by
Lxcelsior in favor of those provided by Xcel witness Richard Gonzalez. As noted in my
Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Gonzalez's analyses sufler from several infirmitics. Moreover,
Dr. Amit provided a comparison based upon transmission cost estimates from various
Commission proceedings resulting in an inappropriate ‘apple to oranges’ comparison,
Please explain,

In the original filing to this Proceeding, Excelsior provided cost estimates (2005
dollars) for both the generator outlet (GO) facilitics and potential network upgrades
{NUs) for power delivery. These are found in Section IV, pages 89-90. ‘Tablc 15
identifies the GO costs as $18.4 MM and $99 MM for the West and East Range sites,
respectively. Table 17 indicates that the cost of NUs as $75 MM and $255 MM for the

West and Fast Range sites, respectively.
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These same cost estimates were updated in my supplemental direct testimony.
See Supplemental Testimony of Stephen D. Sherner, at 10-13.  Specifically, revised
Table 15 shows that the GO cost estimates had changed to $17 MM and $73 MM (2006
dollars) for the West and East Range sites, respectively. [ also explained that the MISO
SIS had identified the need for a network upgrade necessary to solve local injection
issues at the West Range site which was estimated to cost $53 MM. Accordingly, the
total cost of transmission for the West Range site to achieve Energy Resource
Interconnection Service was now $70 MM (2006 dollars). The SIS for East Range did not
identify any interconnection/injection issucs requiring network upgrades. In my Rebutial
Testimony, | provided additional explanation of the $75 MM and $255 MM network
upgrade cost estimates. See Rebuttal Testimony of Stephen . Sherner, at 12-13.

What cost estimate was used by Dr. Amit for network upgrades associated with the
Mesaba Project in his transmission cost comparison?

Dr. Amit usced the $180 M cost estimate for network upgrades provided by Xcel
witness Richard Gonzalez in his Direct Testimony. In my Rcbuital Testimony, however,
I demonstirate that the studics that were the basis for the network upgrades proposed by
Mr. Gonzalez were not credible or reasonable. See Rebuttal Testimony of Stephen D.
Sherner, at 14-16.  In particular, 1 demonstrated that Mr. Gonzalez's conclusion that a
new 345kV circuit was required for dehvery of the output of Mesaba Unit One to the
Twin Cities was not justifiecd.  Compounding this error, while Mr. Gonzalez’s study
included the new Boswell-Riverton 230kV line, his cost estimate did not include this
Network Upgrade cost.  As such, through his reliance on Mr. Gonzalez's erroncous

analysis, Dr. Amit’s transmission cost comparison is not reasonable,
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Are there other issues with the transmission cost estimates used by Dr. Amit in his
comparison that are problematic?

Yes.  barst, Dro Amut atso derived his $91 MM Sherco 4 cost cstimate from
Mr. Gonzalez Direct Testimony.  See Direct Testimony of Richard Gonzalez, at 8. This
updated cost estimate was provided by Mr. Gonzater based upon a previous 2005 Xeel
Basc lLoad Siting Final Report. In my Rcbuttal Testimony. [ challenged the
comparability of this estimate to those for Mesaba Unit Onc. See Rebuttal Testimony of
Stephen D. Sherner, at 18-19. In sum, while the study methodology utilized in this 20035
cffort allows a reasonable comparison between the alternate generation sites under
evaluation by Xcel, there is no assurance that evaluation of power delivery replicates the
MISO Deliverability Analysis necessary for NRIS or the evaluation methodology utilized
by MISO for granting NI'TS (firm transmission service). Further, since the study does not
include all higher queued gencrators and does not indicate that all known firm
transmission reservations have been included, it likely represents a highly conservative
approach and an understatement of the cost of network upgrades.

Sceond, the cost estimate Dr. Amit uses for Big Stone [l 1s only for gencrator
outlet facilities designed to address interconnection/local injection issues, and does not
include the cost of network upgrades for firm power delivery.  Also, the cost estimate
relied on by Dr. Amit has increased significantly, as rcflected in the Prefiled
Supplemental Dircet Testimony of Dean Pawlowski of Ottertail Power, dated October 2,
2006 submitted in Commission Docket No, CN-05-619, et o/, attached as [xhibit
(SDS-11). In this testimony, the current cost estimate for the generator outlet facilities 1s

$100.8 MM for the preferred alternative.  Importantly, this estimate is only what is
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required for ERIS and does not include the cost of network upgrades associated with
power delivery to the project partners (either via NRIS or NITS).
Based upon your review and explanations, can any valid comparisons be made?

Yes, the Big Stone 11 cost estimate of $109.8 MM is comparable (o the $70 MM
and $73 MM for thc Mesaba West Range and East Range sites, respectively.  Since
Mr. Gonzalez provides no breakdown ol his Sherco 4 cstimate between gencrator outlet
facilitics and network upgrades, no valid comparison can be made 1o these Mesaba Unii
One cost estimates.

In light of the discussion above, which cost estimates should be utilized for
estimating the likely cost of transmission associated with the Mesaba Unit One in
this Proceeding?

Until MISO has completed its evaluation of the NRIS and NITS requests. |
belicve that the cost estimates provided by Excelsior provide the most reasonable and
reliable costs estimates, with one possible exception. If the Commission decides to take a
conservative approach to cvaluating the network upgrades associated with the West
Range site by assuming that a new 345kV path will be necessary to ensure the firm
delivery ol energy to Xcel, then using the $180 MM cost estimaie prepared by
Mr. Gonzalez combined with the $53 MM cost of the network upgrades (new Boswell-
Riverton 230kV line) identified by MISO to resolve local injection issucs may be
appropriate.

While ] do not agree with Mr. Gonzalez’s study results that require the 345kV

development, based upon my understanding of regional transmission needs, his proposcd
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nctwork upgrades and cost estimate associated with a 345kV path represent a reasonable
estimale.

Please restate the cost estimates that you believe the Commission should use in the
Proceeding,

The Mesaba Unit One cost estimates for generator outlet facititics are $17 MM
and $73 MM for the West Range and East Range sites, respectively. For the West Range
site, the minimum cost of nctwork upgrades for power delivery is $53 MM, while a
conscrvative estimate would be $233 MM ($533MM plus $180MM (i.c., Mr. onzales’s
345kV path estimate). The cost estimate for network upgrade the East Range site is $255
MM, which I feel is a conservative figure, since it included some costs ($8-10MM) for
nctwork upgrades to solve anticipated local injection issues, while none were identificd in
the MISO studics.

In your judgment, would it be reasonable for the cost estimates you provide to be
relied on by the Commission in this Proceeding?

Absolutely. Significant engincering design work has already been done on the
generator outlet facilities for both sites to support the routing application for these
facihities.  The unit costs estimates developed for these lacilitics were utilized in
preparation and updating of the network upgrade (NU) cost estimates.  Using the
conservative approach outlined above, the NU cost estimates represent development of a
new 345 kV path from the MP Control Area to the Xcel Control Arca for delivery of the

full output of Mcsaba Unit One into the Twin Cities.

11
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If the conservative network upgrade cost estimates of $233 MM and $255 MM for the
West Range and East Range are substituted into Dr. Amit’s calculation of transmission
costs utihized to develop Table 22 in his rebuttal testimony, the Transmission Cost per
MWh would be $2.27 for West Range and $2.56 for East Range. See Rebuttal Testimony
of Eilon Amit, at 7. Bascd upon his calculation of the Execlsior PPA costs in Table 3 of
this same testimony, these represent about 2% of this figure. /d. at 8. To further put this
into perspective, 1f the network upgrades ultimately determined by MISO cost either
$100 MM more or less than these NU estimates, the PPA cost would change less than 1%
based upon Dr. Amit’s calculation methodology. As Dr. Amut had pointed out carlicr in
his Direct Testimony at page 32, “the overall cost of the project may not be significantly
impacted by the inclusion or exclusion of transmission costs.” | agree with this
assessment,

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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Xceel Energy

Docket No: F.6472/M-05-1993
Response To: Excelsior Energy Information Request No 43

Date Received:  September 13, 2006

Ouesnon:

Is Xeel Energy in any way involved in the development (eg, joindy owned unir) of a
bascload gencration project (greater than 20MY) that is currently pending in the
Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Ine s Generator
[nterconnecnon Queue?

It s0, please provide the following information: the nature of Xcel Energy’s
involvernent and a detailed description of the project at issue, including expected
commercial operation date, proposed point of interconnection, identification of
project partners, size of the facility in MW, fuel type, status of the interconnection
request, and plans for the proposed facility’s use of the capacity and energy

Response:
Objection, relevance, scope, overbroad and vague. Subject to these objections, Xcel
Encrgy states:

Xcel Energy is involved as a potential parmer in projects identified on the MISO
Grenerarion Queuc as 38742-01 and 38742-02 At this point, Xcel Energy’s
mvolvement is exploratory with Minnesota Power and Great River Linergy  'Two
scparate interconnection requests were subtnitted to MISO - One request 1s for an
interconnection near the Minntac substation and the other near the Hibbrac
substation  Both interconnection requests are for 800 MW generating stations with
sdentified in-service dates of 2012 The interconnection requests are for Network
Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS) and are currenily in the MISO study
process The transmission tequests are exploratory in nature and no determination of
fuel or facility type or plans for use of capacity and energy have been finalized

Response By:  Karen Hyde

Title: Managing Director

Department: Resource Planning and Acquisition
Daze: Septemnber 27, 2006
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APPLICANTS’ EXHIBIT 44

BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PREFILED SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DEAN PAWLOWSKI

I INTRODUCTION
Q: Plcase state your name and business address.
A My name is Dean Pawlowski. My business address is 215 §. Cascade Street. I'ergus
Falls, MN 56537
Q: Did you provide preftled direct testimony in this matter?
A Yes. | did. My prefiled direct testimony is marked as Applicants’™ Exhibit 27.
1L, PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
Q: What is the purposc of your testimony?
A The purpose of my testimony is to describe the arrangements the Applicants have made
to respond to possible cost increases in the transmission interconnection facilities proposed in
this proceeding (the “Big Stone Transmission Project.” or “Project™, and 1o provide the jatest
information on the projected costs of the Project. 1t is not my purpose to address cost increases
with respect o the Big Stone Unit [l power plant; those matters are addressed in the

supplemental direct testimony of Mark Relies and others.

Q: Please summarize your supplemental testimony.
A The Applicants anticipate that the costs of the Big Stone Transmission Project will

increase over current estimates due to inflationary pressures, causing an increase in material and
labor costs, or to unanticipated changes in the Project itself. In order to be prepared for possible
price increases in the future, the Applicants have decided to create a Reserve Fund in an amount
equal to 20% of the currently estimated costs for the transmission facilities for which a

Certificate ol Need is sought. Presently, the estimated costs arc within the range estimated at the
I

I'refiled Supplemental Diveet Testimony of Dean Pawlowski
Minnesutn Publie Utilities Commission
OAH No, 12.2300-17037-2, VIPLC DLt No, CN-05-619
and OAH Noo 12-2300-174348-2, MPUC Dkt No, TR-05-12758
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time the Application was filed. To the extent that costs increase, they should increase for all of
the transmission alternatives under consideration. As a result, the Applicants preferred
alternative — the Granite Falls Line and the Morris Line - remain the lowest cost alternative.

II1.  RESERVE FUND

Q: How have the Applicants prepared to address the possibility that the cost of the
Transmission Project may increase?

A The Applicants have decided to create a Reserve Fund that will provide a source of
money to accommodate any price increases that may occur with the passage of time and 10 pay
for minor scope changes in the Project. such as a deviation from the preferred route or additional
mitigation requirements imposed by state or federal agencies.

Q: How large is the Reserve Fund?

A The Applicants have determined to create a Reserve Fund equal to 20% of the estimated
cost for the transmission facilities under consideration in this proceeding. The 20% figure was
chosen to allow for reasonable, anticipated minor price increases or Project scope changes that
typically occur in a project of this nature, such as price increases above inllation. changes in
roule. and additional mitigation measures. The Applicants did not attempt to account for major
unforeseeable events that could drastically change the cost of the project, such as using more
expensive structure designs, price changes due to shortages, or discovering a significant cultural
find along the route.  The 20% figure means that the Reserve Fund will have over $20 million
availuble for future cost increases.

Q: How do the Applicants intend to maintain the Reserve Fund?

2

Prefiled Supplemental Direet Testimony of Dean Pawlowsli
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
OAH No, 12-2500-17037-2, MPUC Dkt No. CN-05-619
and ChAH No, 1225001 7038-2, MPUC DRt No, TR-05-1275
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Al The Reserve Fund will be lunded through the acquisition of loans or lines of credit that
the Applicants can draw upon should additional funds be required to pay cost increases in the
Project.

IV. ESTIMATED COSTS

Q: Have the Applicants estimated the cost of the Transmission Project?

A Yes. The Applicants have made and presented several estimates of the projected costs of
the Project. The Applicants provided costs estimates in the Application, in the Route Permit
Application. in responsecs to Information Requests. and Myron Rader presented cost ¢stimates in
his prefiled direet testimony (Apptlicants™ Lixhibit 30-A). The Applicants continue to evaluate the
anticipated costs of the Project.  However, as of this date. no detailed engincering has been
completed and no firm quotes for material or construction labor have been sought, so the costs
are estimated.

Q: What is the present estimate for the cost of your preferred alternative for the
Transmission Project?

A The present estimate is that the preferred alternative —a 230 kV line to Morris and a 345
kV line operated initially at 230 kV to Granite Falls - will cost approximately $110 million
dollars in 2006 dollars. The cost cstimate for the preferred alternative and for the Willmar

alternative are shown in the table below.

Prefiled Supplemental Direct Testimony of Dean Pawlowski
Minnesola Publie Utilities Commission
QA No, 12-2500-17037-2, MPLC DBkt No. CN-(5-619
and OAH No. 12-2500-17038-2, MPUC Dkt No, TR-05-1275
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Morris/Granite Falls

Alternative

(Preferred Alternative)

Big Stone to Granite Falls
Built 345, Operate 230

Willmar/Granite Falis
Alternative

Big Stonc to Granite Falls
Built 345, Operate 230

Big Stone to Morris 230

Interconnection Facilitics

| Big Stone to Willmar 230_|

BSP — lohnson function 230 kV

$15.300,000

Converl Johnson Jet — Motris to 230

kv $8.200.000 i
New BSP - Canby $25,200,000 $25.200,000
Conver Canby — Granite Falls $24,300,000 $24,300,000
Johnson Jet 230/115 kV Substation $6,600,000 B B
Canby Substation $8,000,000 $8.000,000

Morris 230 kV substation Alterations $6.000,000 -

Uranite Falls Substation

$2,000.000

$2.,000,000

Willmar 230/115/69 kV Sub
Allerations

Big Stone 230 kV Substation Additions

$6,300,000

$4.200.000

$4.200,000

Big Stone 345 kV Substation

BSP — Willmar 230 kV

$9.500,000

$9.500.000

$35.800.000

~ Total $109,300,000 $115,300,000

Interconnection Facility Upgradég N -
BSP - Browns Valley 230 Line Re- !

Route $500,000 ' $500,000
Ortonville = Johnson Jet 115 kY - _ §5.750.000
_Johnson Jel - Morris 115 kV $7.125.000
Capacitor Bank Willmar $980,000

Total

TOTAL INTERCONNECTION

COST $109,800,000 $129,655,000
Q: How do the present cost estimates compare with the earlier estimates?

A The present estimates are not significantly higher than what was presented earlier. The

estimates arc within the range of costs provided in the Application. For quick reference, | have
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provided a summary of the various cost estimates for the preferred alternative along with the

addition of the 20% reserve contingency in the table below:

CON Application - |  Exhibit 30-A° Present Estimate?
Sept. 2005' June 2005 October 2006
Costs of Prelerred

Alternative

(Millions of Dollars) $93 - $135 $102.5 __ $109.8
Costs with 20% -

Contingency

(Millions of Dollars) ~ §HI2-8158 $123 $132

[ have not calculated the costs for the other alternatives but | would expect them to be
proportionally the same,
Q: Is the Applicants’ preferred alternative still the least expensive of the alternatives
under consideration?
A Yes. Because a line to Willmar is approximately 30 miles longer than the line to Morris,
including a large amount of entirely new right-of-way, the Willmar alternative is undoubtedly
more expensive than the shorter Morris alternative. In addition, the Willmar alternative requires
a reconductoring of the Morris line. In sum. the Willmar alternative is approximately $20
million more expensive than the Morris alternative.
Q: Does this conclude your testimony?

A Yes.

- 2010 Doltars,
- 2006 Dotlars
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