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TELEPHONE (612) 977-8400
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PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL

(612) 977-8566
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mkrikava@briggs.com
September 12, 2006

VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL

The Honorable Steve M. Mihalchick
Office of Administrative Hearings
Suite 1700

100 Washington Square
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Re: In the Matter of a Petition by Excelsior Energy Inc. for Approval of a
Power Purchase Agreement Under Minn. Stat. § 216B.1694, Determination
of Least Cost Technology, and Establishment of a Clean Energy Technology
Minimum Under Minn. Stat. § 216B.1693
MPUC Docket No.: E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH Docket No.:  12-2500-17260-2

Dear Judge Mihalchick:

Enclosed for filing, please find the original of Xcel Energy’s Motion and Memorandum
for Clarification of Scope of Contested Case Issues in regards to the above-referenced docket.

By copy of this letter, all parties on the attached service list have been served with same.

Thank you.
Very truly yours,
GS AND MORGAN; P.
Michael C. Krikava
MCK/rlh
Enclosures
cc: The Service List
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
FOR THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF A PETITION BY PUC Docket No. E6472/M-05-1993
EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. FOR APPROVAL OAH Docket No. 12-2500-17260-2
OF A POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT

UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1694, XCEL ENERGY’S MOTION AND
DETERMINATION OF LEAST COST MEMORANDUM FOR CLARIFICATION
TECHNOLOGY, AND ESTABLISHMENT OF A OF SCOPE OF CONTESTED CASE ISSUES

CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY MINIMUM
UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

I. INTRODUCTION

Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Enetgy (“Xcel Enetgy” ot “the
Company”) hereby moves the Administrative Law Judges ("ALJs") for clarification of
the scope of issues presently before the ALJs in this contested case proceeding and
adjustment of the schedule as appropriate based upon that determination. Xcel
Energy seeks this clarification based upon the new issue raised by the September 5,
2006 new direct testimony of Renee J. Sass filed by Petitioners Excelsior Energy Inc.
and MEP-1 LLC (collectively “Mesaba 1 LLC”).

In her new testimony, Ms. Sass discusses for the first time the pricing of a
450 MW proposal in comparison to the 603 MW power purchase agreement
(“Mesaba 1 PPA”) contained in the Petition that the Minnesota Public Utilities
Commission (“Commission”) referred to the ALJs for hearing. Ms. Sass’s new
testimony leaves unclear whether Mesaba 1 LLC is proposing that a 450 MW
alternative to the Mesaba 1 PPA. If so, advancing a 450 MW alternative at this point
in the proceedings is unfair to the other parties. If Mesaba 1 LLC desires a 450 MW
alternative to be considered in this contested case, both the scope and schedule of

these proceedings need to be adjusted to take into account this new issue.



Xcel Energy requests that the ALJs determine whether the new 450 MW
alternative Mesaba 1 LLC appears to be proposing comes within the scope of the
Commission’s referral. If so, Xcel Energy respectfully requests that the ALJs modify
the procedural schedule to provide adequate time to develop the record on this new
issue without prejudicing the rights or interests of any of the parties. If not, Xcel
Energy requests that the ALJs determine whether the parties should nevertheless
address the new 450 MW alternative in this proceeding, or whether it should be
dismissed to allow Mesaba 1 LLC to re-file with the Commission as part of a new
proposal in the future.

II. DISCUSSION

A. Consideration of a 450 MW Alternative is Not Appropriate at this Time.

In its December 2005 Petition, Mesaba 1 LLC included the Mesaba 1 PPA and

requested the Commission to determine that Xcel Energy must “purchase all of the

electricity and capacity to be provided from the operation of the Mesaba Energy
Project Unit One ....” Mesaba 1 LLC Petition at 1. Mesaba Unit 1 was and
continues to be proposed as a 603 nominal power plant and the request in the
Petition was to purchase all of the plant’s output pursuant to the terms of the attached
Mesaba 1 PPA. The Petition, the Mesaba 1 PPA, and related filings did not propose
ot seek approval of a 450 MW alternative, nor did those filings suggest that the
Mesaba 1 PPA was a generic document structured to address variations in the amount
of power to be sold.

On Apuil 25, 2006, the Commission referred the petition to a contested case
proceeding. The Commission stated that the issues to be addressed are: 1) whether
the Commission should approve, disapprove, amend, or modify the terms and
conditions of the proposed power purchase agreement pursuant to Minn. Stat.
§§ 216B.1694; 2) whether the Commission should approve, disapprove, amend, or
modify the proposed PPA pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 216B.1693; and 3) whether at



least 13% of Xcel Energy’s retail energy needs should be provided by Mesaba 1 LL.C
by 2013 pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 216B.1693." As the only PPA filed and submitted
for approval was the 603 MW Mesaba 1 PPA included in Mesaba 1 LLC's Petition,

that is the only PPA that the Commission referred to this contested case proceeding.

1. Mesaba 1 LIC's Subsequent Filings Indicate It is Not Offfering a 450 MW PPA
For Consideration In This Case.

Pursuant to the ALJs scheduling order, Mesaba 1 LLC submitted its statement
of the case and supplemental direct testimony in support of its petition in June 2006.
Those filings reaffirmed the proposal of a 603 MW Mesaba 1 PPA, not a 450 MW
PPA. Through the proposed testimony of Thomas Osteraas, Mesaba 1 LLC stated
that "Excelsior Energy requests the Minnesota Public Utlities Commission
("MPUC") to approve the PPA for the first unit of the Mesaba Energy Project,
Mesaba Unit 1, which has a capacity of approximately 603 MW." Supplemental
Testimony of Thomas L. Osteraas at 6. Se¢ also Excelsior Energy Inc.'s Statement of
the Case at 5-6 (explaining the Mesaba 1 PPA covers a total of 603 MW).

Subsequently, Mesaba 1 LLC informed Xcel Energy during the course of
discovery that it had not prepared any terms or conditions for a 450 MW PPA. In
response to an information request about whether Mesaba 1 LLC could proceed with
its project if the Commission only approved a 450 MW PPA, Mesaba 1 LLC objected
that the question "calls for speculation." It further responded:

Due to the intrinsically unpredictable nature of wholesale
electricity markets, financial markets, and fuel markets,
Excelsior cannot predict the terms of sale if the
Commission approves a PPA that is for less than 603 MW
of plant capacity. Excelsior does note that absent certainty
respecting its ability to find other purchasers for the excess

1 The ALJs bifurcated consideration of these issues, with phase one of the contested case proceeding
addressing Issues 1 and 2, and phase two addressing Issue 3 because it involves a second 600 MW unit
proposed by Mesaba 1 LLC. All matters concerning a proposed second unit have been deferred to a later
stage of this proceeding.



capacity, the anticipated revenues from the PPA will serve
as the means to obtain sufficient funding for the financing
of the Project. Accordingly, while it is impossible at this
time to conduct a detailed analysis as to how the proposed
rates in the PPA would change, it is safe to assume that the
cost per mwh of the PPA would be higher if it is limited to
450 MW, as compared to the cost per megawatt hour for a

603 MW PPA. Excelsior has not prepared terms and
conditions for a 450 MW power sale.

Response to Xcel Energy IR No. 21 (emphasis added)(Attachment A).

2. The Commission's Reguest for Further Record Development In This Contested Case
Proceeding Did Not Involve A 450 MW Alternative.

On July 27, 2006, the Commission held a hearing to ensure that certain issues
would be adequately addressed in this contested case proceeding. Specifically, the
Commission tequested that the parties develop the record with respect to 1) the
proposed West Range v. the alternative East Range site for Mesaba Unit 1; 2) the cost
and timing of additional network transmission needed to deliver energy from Mesaba
Unit 1 to Xcel Energy’s load; and 3) the application of CO, sequestration at Mesaba
Unit 1. Commission Hearing Transcript (July 27, 2006) at 10-12, 20-26 (CO,
sequestration); 50-52 (East Range site); 45-49, 54-55 (transmission).

The Commission did not request further supplementation pertaining to the size
of the proposed Mesaba 1 PPA. At a scheduling hearing before the ALJs following
the Commission's July 27 hearing on the issues in this proceeding, Mesaba 1 LLC
indicated that it would file supplemental testimony with respect to the East Range site,
but little or nothing else on the other issues identified by the Commission.? It did not

indicate it intended to effectively amend its December petition through supplemental

2 At the July 28, 2006 ALJ heating, Mesaba 1 LLC informed the ALJs that it would be submitting
supplemental testimony on the East Range site. Hearing Transcript at 32-33. Mesaba 1 LLC stated it did not
believe it would be providing any supplemental testimony regarding transmission or CO2 sequestration. Id. at
31-32, 33-34, 44. The ALJs determined that Mesaba 1 LLC’s supplemental direct testimony on these issues
was due September 5, 2006.



testimony about a 450 MW alternative as an alternative to the 603 MW PPA that it

heretofore always identified as its only proposal.

3. Mesaba 1 LLC's New Testimony Is An Untimely Attenspt to Respond to Xcel
Energy's Statement of the Case.

On August 14, 2006, Xcel Energy submitted its statement of the case. Xcel
Energy stated its position that since Mesaba 1 LLC was not proposing a 450 MW
PPA, the public interest criteria applicable to 2 450 MW alternative under Minn. Stat.
§216B.1694 ate not determinative regarding whether the Commission should
approve, disapprove, or modify the Mesaba 1 PPA. Rather, the statutory criteria of
Minn. Stat. § 216B.1693 are controlling. On September 5, 2006, Xcel Energy and
other parties submitted direct testimony consistent with that view of the statutes. As
stated in that testimony, since no 450 MW alternative had been proposed, detailed
analysis of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1694 was unnecessary.’

After Xcel Enetgy's August 14, 2006 statement of the case pointed out that one
of the two statutes that Mesaba 1 LLC relies on in support of its 603 MW PPA cannot
apply, Mesaba 1 LLC for the first time raised the 450 MW alternative for
consideration in this proceeding through the supplemental testimony. The purpose
for supplemental direct testimony, however, was not to respond to parties' statements
of the case. Indeed in the original schedule, the statement of the case was due at the
same time as the direct testimony. Only due to discovery disputes was additional time
provided to all the other parties to prepare and submit their direct testimony, resulting
in the separation of their statements of the case from their direct testimony.

B. Mesaba 1 LLC's Purpose for the 450 MW Alternative is Not Clear.

Because Mesaba 1 LLC pteviously did not include a 450 MW alternative and

did not provide any information about a 450 MW PPA in discovery, the reasons to

3 Dr. Filon Amit, a witness for the Department of Commerce, also addresses in his testimony the
implications of Mesaba 1 LLC's failure to include a 450 MW PPA in its direct case. See, e,g., Direct Testimony
of Eilon Amit at 7.



introduce it for consideration now are unclear. Additionally, it ptejudices parties who,
from December to September, relied on Mesaba 1 LLC’s description of its filing.

Ms. Sass's testimony does not adequately explain the intent behind her
discussion of a 450 MW alternative. Specifically, it is unclear whether Mesaba 1 LLC
is now seeking consideration of a 450 MW PPA given that it has proposed no new or
different terms and conditions for a purchase that is considerably less than its
proposed 603 MW PPA. While the new material covered by Ms. Sass does btiefly
discuss that excess capacity could be sold in the MISO martket and the proceeds
shared with Xcel Energy, there is no discussion regarding how that shating would
work, and how it would impact the capacity costs of a 450 MW PPA.

The new material also does not discuss the financing difficulties that would be
encountered if Mesaba 1 LLC was required to market its excess capacity in the MISO
market without a long term PPA. Also unclear from the new matetial is how the
timing of the construction of Mesaba Unit 1 would be affected if it is producing
energy in excess of an amount that is guaranteed for sale to Xcel En.ergy. Finally,
there is no analysis about whether a smaller PPA (if one is actually being proposed)
would meet the public interest criteria applicable under Minn. Stat. §§ 216B.1693 and
216B.1694. Given that Ms. Sass’s testimony does not address any of these issues with
any specificity, the parties are now in the position of having to conduct discovety to
determine exactly what Mesaba 1 LLC is and is not proposing, and to tespond to it.

C.  Appropriate Procedures Should be Followed With the New Material.

Ms. Sass’s new testimony expands the scope of this proceeding beyond the
Commission’s referral, and beyond what the ALJs and the parties (including Mesaba 1
LLC) contemplated.* Such an expansion, if allowed, requires additional time for the

parties to develop discovery and direct testimony regarding the 216B.1694 critetia.

# The applicable Rules provide that the issues to be addressed in a contested case proceeding are those
contained in the agency’s referral of the matter to the Office of Administrative Hearings. Minn. R
1400.5600, subp. 2. Once the agency has defined the issues to be addressed, parties are permitted to

6



Changing the theory of the case now without authorization from the referring
agency creates due process concerns as other parties lack adequate notice of the issues
being litigated. Mesaba 1 LLC’s new material on a 450 MW alternative casts doubt on
whether the parties can respond adequately given the tight schedule in this case and
the inability to put in a direct case on this new material. Parties should not be
requited to address this new material only on rebuttal. See Beck, George, MINNESOTA
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 2nd Ed., p. 61-63 (citing Memphis Light, Gas & Water
Div. v. Craft, 436 U.S. 1 (1978); State v. DuluthM. & I R. Ry., 246 Minn. 383, 400, 75
N.W.2d 398, 410 (1956)).

Xcel Energy does not object to expanding the scope of the proceeding so a 450
MW alternative can be considered. However, Xcel Energy does object to this new
issue arising at this time and being proposed as part of Mesaba 1 LLC’s supplemental
filings, particularly after it has led parties to believe it disclaimed such an alternative up
to this point in the proceedings. If the ALJs determine that this new material can
propetly be considered under the Commission’s referral, then a reasonable amount of
time must be allowed for all parties to prepare to address this new proposal as
provided under Minn. R. 1400.5600, subp. 5. If Mesaba 1 LLC opposes providing
time for parties to analyze the new 450 MW alternative, then Xcel Energy believes the
new proposal should be disallowed.

Xcel Energy suggests that Mesaba 1 LLC should be required to file
supplemental testimony to clarify whether it is now seeking consideration of a 450
MW alternative in this contested case and whether the material terms of such a PPA

differ from those in the proposed Mesaba 1 PPA and how such a new PPA would

introduce testimony relevant to those issues. Minn. R. 7100, subp. 1. Parties must stay within the issues
referred by the agency and may not broaden those issues without authority. Finally, while the agency may
amend the issues to be considered, it must then allow sufficient additional time to respond to the amendment
upon a party’s request. Minn. R. 1400.5600, subp. 5. The present motion includes Xcel Energy’s request
putsuant to this rule for the opportunity to respond to the new material if it is found to be authorized.



meet the public interest ctiteria applicable under Minn. Stat. §§ 216B.1693 and
216B.1694. Upon such clarification, the other parties will be in a position to develop
analysis, conduct discovery on the new proposal, and provide appropriate responses.

ITI. CONCLUSION

For all these reasons, the ALJs should make a determination whether the 450
MW alternative discussed in the new testimony of Renee Sass is beyond the scope of
the issues referred to this contested case. If so, the parties should be provided a

treasonable time to prepare a response, as provided by Rule.

Dated: September 12, 2006 Respectfully submitted,
BRIGGS yRGAN > D.A.
By /ﬁg/v ;ﬁ
Christopher B. Clark Alichael C. Krikava
Assistant General Counsel Thomas Erik Bailey
Xcel Enetgy Setvices Inc. on behalf of  Bray M. Dohrwardt
Northern States Power Company 2200 IDS Center
414 Nicollet Mall — Fifth Floor 80 South Fighth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55401 Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 215-4593 (612) 977-8400

Attorneys for
Northern States Power Company
d/b/a Xcel Energy
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EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC ' Public Document
MPUC Docket No. E-6472/M-05-1993 Trade Secret Data Has Been Excised
Response to Xcel IR Nos. 5-46

Attachment A

Xcel Energy
Information Request No. 21 to Excelsior Energy

21. In the event that the Commission grants approval of only the 450 MW power sale
referenced in Minn. Stat. § 216B.1694 and denies any additional power sales in this docket,
would Excelsior Energy still be able to construct Mesaba Unit One with a power sale of
450 MW on the terms and conditions proposed by Excelsior Energy? If no, has Excelsior
prepared T & C for a 450 MW power sale? If yes, please provide all supporting material.

Excelsior Energy
Response to Xcel Energy IR No. 21

- This is a hypothetical question that calls for speculation. Excelsior would, most likely, seek to
market the excess power in the event the PPA were limited to 450 MW. Due to the intrinsically
unpredictable nature of wholesale electricity markets, financial markets, and fuel markets,
Excelsior cannot predict the terms of sale if the Commission approves a PPA that is for less than
603 MW of plant capacity. Excelsior does note that absent certainty respecting its ability to find
other purchasers for the excess capacity, the anticipated revenues from the PPA will serve as the
means to obtain sufficient funding for the financing of the Project. Accordingly, while it is

“impossible at this time to conduct a detailed analysis as to how the proposed rates in the PPA
would change, it is safe to assume that the cost per megawatt hour of the PPA would be higher if
it is limited to 450 MW, as compared to the cost per megawatt hour for a 603 MW PPA.
Excelsior has not prepared terms and conditions for a 450 MW power sale.

3481082.1 19



STATE OF MINNESOTA ) AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE
) ss. MPUC Docket No. E-6472/M-05-1993
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN ) OAH Docket No. 2500-17210

Roshelle Herstein of the City of Crystal, County of Hennepin, State of Minnesota, says that on
the 12th day of September, 2006, she served Xcel Energy’s Motion and Memorandum for
Clarification of Scope of Contested Case Issues upon the people listed upon the attached service
list via e-mail and U.S. Mail.

Rosﬁélle L. Herstein

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
12th day of September, 2006.

Lt e Honote

I\(Fo’(ary Public J e

1905015v10



SERVICE LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. AND ITS WHOLLY-OWNED -
SUBSIDIARY MEP-1, LLC FOR APPROVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE SALE OF POWER
FROM ITS INNOVATIVE ENERGY PROJECT USING CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY UNDER MINN.
STAT. § 216B.1694 AND A DETERMINATION THAT THE CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY IS OR IS
LIKELY TO BE A LEAST-COST ALTERNATIVE UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

MPUC DOCKET No. E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH DOCKET No. 12-2500-17260-2

Commission and Administrative Law Judges

Burl W. Haar (15)

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission

Suite 350
121 East Seventh Place
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Bruce H. Johnson (1)

Office of Administrative Hearings
Suite 1700

100 Washington Square
Minneapolis, MN 55401-2138

Parties

Sharon Ferguson (4)

Minnesota Department of Commerce
Suite 500

85 7™ Place East

St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

Valerie M. Smith
Assistant Attorney General
1400 Bremer Tower

445 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101-2131

Byron E. Starns

Leonard, Street and Deinard

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300
Minneapolis, MN 55402

1904923v7
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Steve M. Mihalchick (Original)
Office of Administrative Hearings
Suite 1700

100 Washington Square
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Julia Anderson

Minnesota Office of the Attorney General
1400 BRM Tower

445 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101-2131

Thomas L. Osteraas
Excelsior Energy

Suite 305

11100 Wayzata Boulevard
Minnetonka, MN 55305

Scott G. Harris

Leonard, Street and Deinard

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300
Minneapolis, MN 55402



SERVICE LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. AND ITS WHOLLY-OWNED
SUBSIDIARY MEP-1, LL.C FOR APPROVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE SALE OF POWER
FROM ITS INNOVATIVE ENERGY PROJECT USING CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY UNDER MINN.
STAT. § 216B.1694 AND A DETERMINATION THAT THE CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY IS OR IS
LIKELY TO BE A LEAST-COST ALTERNATIVE UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

MPUC DOCKET No. E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH DOCKET No. 12-2500-17260-2

Brian M. Meloy

Leonard, Street and Deinard

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Michael C. Krikava
Briggs and Morgan, P.A.
2200 IDS Center

80 South 8" Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Judy Poferl

Xcel Energy Services, Inc.
5™ Floor

414 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, MN 55401

David R. Moeller
Minnesota Power

30 West Superior Street
Duluth, MN 55802-2093

Antone J. Rude

Great Northern Power Development LP
10127 93™ Street NE

Monticello, MN 55362
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Christopher B. Clark
Xcel Energy

800 Nicollet Mall

Suite 2900

Minneapolis, MN 55402

SaGonna Thompson

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall

RSQ-4

Minneapolis, MN 55401-1993

Chuck Kerr

Great Northern Power Development, L.P.
Suite 3600

601 Jefferson Street

Houston, TX 77002-7906

Richard A. Voss

Vice President — Power Development
Great Northern Power Development LP
Suite E

1022 East Divide Avenue

Bismarck, ND 58501

Alan C. Lukes

Great Northern Power Development LP
1749 Pinto Place

Bismarck, ND 58503



SERVICE LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. AND ITS WHOLLY-OWNED
SUBSIDIARY MEP-1, LLC FOR APPROVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE SALE OF POWER
FROM ITS INNOVATIVE ENERGY PROJECT USING CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY UNDER MINN.
STAT. § 216B.1694 AND A DETERMINATION THAT THE CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY IS OR IS
LIKELY TO BE A LEAST-COST ALTERNATIVE UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

MPUC DOCKET No. E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH DOCKET No. 12-2500-17260-2

Carol Overland

Overland Law Office

402 Washington Street
Northfield, MN 55057-2467

Mollie M. Smith, Esq.
Fredrikson & Byron, P.A.
Suite 4000

200 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1425

William A. Blazar

Senior Vice President, Government Affairs
and Business Development

Minnesota Chamber of Commerce

400 Robert Street North

Suite 1500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Elizabeth Goodpaster

Minnesota Center for Environmental
Advocacy

26 East Exchange Street, Suite 206
St. Paul, MN 55101

Robert S. Lee

Mackall, Crounse & Moore, PLC
1400 AT&T Tower

901 Marquette Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55402
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John E. Drawz

Fredrikson & Byron, P.A.
Suite 4000

200 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1425

Steven J. Quam

Fredrikson & Byron, P.A.
Suite 4000

200 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1425

Mike Franklin
Manager, Energy,
Elections Policy
Minnesota Chamber of Commerce
400 Robert Street North

Suite 1500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Labor/Mgmt., and

Eric F. Swanson

Winthrop & Weinstine, P.A.

225 South Sixth Street, Suite 3500
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Todd J. Guerrero

Lindquist & Vennum

4200 IDS Center

80 South 8th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-2274



SERVICE LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. AND ITS WHOLLY-OWNED
SUBSIDIARY MEP-1, LL.C FOR APPROVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE SALE OF POWER
FROM ITS INNOVATIVE ENERGY PROJECT USING CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY UNDER MINN.
STAT. § 216B.1694 AND A DETERMINATION THAT THE CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY IS OR IS
LIKELY TO BE A LEAST-COST ALTERNATIVE UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

David Sasseville
Lindquist & Vennum
4200 IDS Center

80 South 8™ Street

Minneapolis, MN 55402-2274

Bray Dohrwardt

Briggs and Morgan, P.A.
2200 IDS Center

80 South 8" Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Non-party Participants

Annette Henkel

Minnesota Utility Investors
405 Sibley Street #227

St. Paul, MN 55101

Jerry Larsen

HPC-LLC

4610 IDS center

80 South 8™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Robert H. Schulte
Schulte Associates, LLC
9072 Palmetto Drive
Eden Prairie, MN 55347
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MPUC DOCKET No. E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH DOCKET No. 12-2500-17260-2

Mark Rolfes

Otter Tail Power Company
215 South Cascade Street

PO Box 496

Fergus Falls, MN 56538-0496

Nico Kieves

Excelsior Energy Inc.

11100 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 305
Minnetonka, MN 55305

David M. Aafedt

Winthrop & Weinstine, P.A.

225 South Sixth Street, Suite 3500
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Peter H. Grills

W2800 First National Bank Building
332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Steven Clemmer

Clean Energy Research Director
Union of Concerned Scientists
2 Brattle Sq., 6™ Floor
Cambridge, MA 02238

(E-mail only)



SERVICE LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF EXCELSIOR ENERGY INC. AND ITS WHOLLY-OWNED
SUBSIDIARY MEP-1, LL.C FOR APPROVAL OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE SALE OF POWER
FROM ITS INNOVATIVE ENERGY PROJECT USING CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY UNDER MINN.
STAT. § 216B.1694 AND A DETERMINATION THAT THE CLEAN ENERGY TECHNOLOGY IS OR IS
LIKELY TO BE A LEAST-COST ALTERNATIVE UNDER MINN. STAT. § 216B.1693

MPUC DOCKET No. E-6472/M-05-1993
OAH DOCKET No. 12-2500-17260-2

Kathleen L. Winters
Assistant Attorney General
Suite 900 Bremer Tower
445 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101-2127
(MPCA)
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Email Service List
Parties

Janet.gonzalez@state.mn.us
steve.mihalchick@state.mn.us
bruce.johnson@state.mn.us
maria.lindstrom(@state.mn.us
julia.anderson(@state.mn.us
christopher.b.clark@xcelenergy.com
tomosteraas@excelsiorenergy.com
sharon.ferguson@state.mn.us
squam@fedlaw.com
msmith@fredlaw.com
jdrawz@fredlaw.com
dmoeller@allete.com
overland@redwing.net
christophergreenman@excelsiorenergy.com
byron.starns@leonard.com
brian.meloy@leonard.com
scott.harris@leonard.com
teresa.j.kowles@xcelenergy.com
Jennifer.sanner@xcelenergy.com
mkrikava@briggs.com
valerie.smith@state.mn.us
bblazar@mnchamber.com
dsasseville@lindquist.com
tguerrero@lindquist.com
rsl@mcmlaw.com
eswanson@winthrop.com
bgoodpaster@mncenter.org
mrolfes@otpco.com
apm@mecmlaw.com
bdohrwardt@briggs.com
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Non-party Participants

daafedt@winthrop.com
ahenkel@mnutilityinvestors.org
Jerome.larsen@hpc-lic.com
rhs@schulteassociates.com
pete.grills@grillslegal.com

sclemmer@ucsusa.org

jshaddix@janetshaddix.com

Kathleen.winters@state.mn.us
nicok@excelsiorenergy.com




