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1 I. 	INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS  

2 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

3 A. 	My name is Michael J. McGarry, Sr. My business address is 2131 Woodruff 

4 	Road, Suite 2100, PMB 309 Greenville, SC 29607. 

5 Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND WHAT IS YOUR POSITION? 

6 A. 	I am employed by Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc., located in Greenville, 

7 	South Carolina, as President and Chief Executive Officer. 

8 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATIONAL 

9 	BACKGROUND. 

10 A. 	I have been President of Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. since 2004. I have 

11 	overseen numerous rate case audits, prudency reviews, and management and 

12 	operational audits. I have worked with clients to manage various aspects of the 

13 	regulatory and rate case process; prepared supporting analyses and testimony for 

14 	submission to regulatory bodies and interveners; prepared revenue requirement 

15 	and cost of service analyses; and developed complex revenue requirement models 

16 	to present alternative positions to a utility's proposed rate request. Prior to 

17 	assuming my present position, I was Vice President of East Coast Operations 

18 	from July 2003 to June 2004 with Hawks, Giffels & Pullin (HGP), Inc. In that 

19 	position, I was responsible for developing and overseeing client engagements in 

20 	utility regulatory affairs, management audits, and rate case management. From 

21 	August 2001 to July 2003, I was an independent consultant working on a number 
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1 	of different projects, including a renewal/update of delivery service tariffs for 

	

2 	Illinois Power and several utility street lighting cost benefit assessment projects. 

	

3 	From June 2000 until August 2001, I was a senior consultant with Denali 

	

4 	Consulting, Inc., a utility supply chain and e-procurement strategy and 

	

5 	implementation firm. From October 1997 through June 2000, I was employed by 

	

6 	Navigant Consulting, Inc. and several of its predecessors or acquired firms 

	

7 	working on a number of different projects, including a management audit of 

	

8 	Southern Connecticut Gas Company and the original delivery service tariff filing 

	

9 	for Illinois Power. From July 1985 through October 1997, I was employed by the 

	

10 	New York State Department of Public Service (NYSDPS) in its Utility 

	

11 	Operational Audit Section in which the staff conducted focused operational audits 

	

12 	in many facets of utility operations for all sectors of the utility industry, including 

	

13 	gas, electric, telecommunications, and water. Prior to my employment with the 

	

14 	NYSDPS, I was a rate analyst with Orange and Rockland Utilities (1981 to 1983) 

	

15 	and then Seminole Electric Cooperative (1983 to 1985). I received my Masters of 

	

16 	Business Administration from the State University of New York at Buffalo in 

17 	1996 and a Bachelor of Arts in Economics from Potsdam College (SUNY) in 

	

18 	1981. 

19 Q. HAVE YOU TESTIFIED BEFORE? 

20 A. 	Yes. I have presented or supported testimony in Colorado, Delaware, Illinois, 

	

21 	Maine, Michigan, Maryland, New York, Nova Scotia, Pennsylvania, and Utah. 

22 	These proceedings included testimony involving management decisions and 
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1 
	

prudence impacts, operations and maintenance expenses, capital investments, 

	

2 
	

revenue requirements, project management, and other areas. 

	

3 
	

I have also presented topics before staff groups from regulatory commissions, 

	

4 
	

NARUC sub-committee groups, and as a program faculty member (2010) for the 

	

5 
	

Institute of Public Utilities at Michigan State University. Topics presented include 

	

6 
	

management auditing and prudence reviews, service company costs and 

	

7 
	

allocations, forecasting methodology and modeling, revenue requirements, rate 

	

8 
	

base, and price regulation theory. 

9 Q. HAVE YOU INCLUDED A MORE DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF YOUR 

	

10 	QUALIFICATIONS? 

	

11 	A. 	Yes. A description of my qualifications is included as Appendix A. 

12 Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING? 

	

13 	A. 	I am appearing on behalf of the Advocacy Staff of the North Dakota Public 

	

14 	Service Commission. 

15 Q. ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY EXHIBITS IN CONNECTION WITH 

	

16 	YOUR TESTIMONY? 

	

17 	A. 	Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

	

18 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 1 Comparison of Company's 2011 Revenue 

	

19 	 Requirements and Staffs Proposal 

	

20 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 2 Rate of Return Calculation 

	

21 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 2.1 Impact of Staffs Rate of Return on Company's 

	

22 	 Proposed Revenue Requirements 

	

23 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 3.1-Summary of Adjustments to Company's 

	

24 	 Proposed Rate Base 

	

25 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 3.2-Summary of Staffs Adjustments to Company's 

	

26 	 Proposed Operating Income 
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1 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.1-Adjustment 1 Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. 

	

2 	 A38) 

	

3 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.2-Adjustment 2 Remove Transmission-Pleasant 

	

4 	 Valley/Bryon Not in Service 

	

5 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.3-Adjustment 3 Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox 

	

6 	 Lake Transmission Line 

	

7 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.4-Adjustment 4 Remove Wind2Battery Project 

	

8 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.5-Adjustment 5 Customer Deposits (Co. Adj. A19) 

	

9 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.6-Adjustment 6 Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 

	

10 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.7-Adjustment 7 Employee Benefits 

	

11 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.8-Adjustment 8 Employee Retirement Programs 

	

12 	 (Co. Adj. 02) 

	

13 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.9-Adjustment 9 Mercury Sorbent Reduction (Co. 

	

14 	 Adj. A14) 

	

15 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.10-Adjustment 10 Qwest Pole Replacements (Co. 

	

16 	 Adj. All) 

	

17 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.11-Adjustment 11 Bad Debt (Co. Adj. A10) 

	

18 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.12-Adjustment 12 Economic Development Costs 

	

19 	 (Co. Adj. A15) 

	

20 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.13-Adjustment 13 Charitable Contributions (Co. 

	

21 	 Adj. A18) 

	

22 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.14-Adjustment 14 Payroll Taxes-Excluded 

	

23 	 Incentive Comp (Co. Adj. A26) 

	

24 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.15-Adjustment 15 Incentive Compensation (Co. 

	

25 	 Adj. A26) 

	

26 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.16-Adjustment 16 Aviation Expense (Co. Adj. 

	

27 	 A28) 

	

28 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.17-Adjustment 17 Nuclear Waste Disposal 

	

29 	 Litigation Costs 

	

30 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.18-Adjustment 18 Directors' and Officers' 

	

31 	 Insurance 

	

32 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.19-Adjustment 19 2011 Rate Case Expenses (Co. 

	

33 	 Adj. A31) 

	

34 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.20-Adjustment 20 ND EPA Emission Credit 

	

35 	 Auction Proceeds (Co. Adj. A32) 

	

36 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.21-Adjustment 21 2011 Demand Side 

	

37 	 Management (Co. Adj. A33) 

	

38 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.22-Adjustment 22 Cash Working Capital 

	

39 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.23-Adjustment 23 Interest Synchronization 

	

40 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 5 Comparison of Company's 2012 Step Up Revenue 

	

41 	 Requirements and Staffs Proposal 

	

42 	• Exhibit 	(MJM-3) through Exhibit 	(MJM-47) are various documents that 

	

43 	 support my testimony 

44 Q. WERE THESE EXHIBITS PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR 

	

45 	DIRECTION? 
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1 	A. 	Yes. 

2 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS TESTIMONY? 

	

3 	A. 	The purpose of my testimony is to offer adjustments for the North Dakota Public 

	

4 	Service Commission (Commission) to consider as it determines the revenue 

	

5 	requirements and ratemaking proposals in the application of Northern States 

	

6 	Power (NSP or Company) for authority to increase its electric base rates in this 

	

7 	proceeding.' 

8 Q. ARE YOU ADDRESSING ANY ISSUES RELATED TO THE 

	

9 	COMPANY'S COSTS OF CAPITAL OR DEBT STRUCTURE? 

	

10 	A. 	No. Dr. S. Keith Berry is addressing cost of capital and debt structure on behalf 

	

11 	of the North Dakota Public Service Commission. I have used Dr. Berry's 

	

12 	proposed adjustment to the weighted cost of capital to determine the overall effect 

	

13 	of the proposed adjustments on the Company's revenue requirements. 

14 Q. ARE YOU ADDRESSING ANY ISSUES RELATED TO THE 

	

15 	COMPANY'S JURISDICTIONAL AND CLASS COSTS OF SERVICE OR 

	

16 	RATE DESIGN? 

	

17 	A. 	No. Mr. Howard Solganick will provide testimony on behalf of the Staff of the 

	

18 	North Dakota Public Service Commission regarding cost of service allocation and 

	

19 	rate design. 

1  In most cases, where I refer to NSP, I am referring to NSP's operations and costs associated with NSP's 
North Dakota jurisdiction. However, where necessary and appropriate, I will refer to NSPM (NSP's 
Minnesota overall corporate function). NSP's North Dakota operation is a jurisdictional operation within 
NSPM. In addition and where appropriate, I will designate NSP's other companies or jurisdictions, 
including NSP-W (Wisconsin). Finally, NSPM is a subsidiary of Xcel Energy, Inc. 
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Direct Testimony and Exhibits of 
Michael J. McGarry, Sr. — Case No. PU-10-657 and Case No. PU-11-55 

1 Q. WHAT HAVE YOU REVIEWED IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR 

2 	TESTIMONY? 

3 	A. 	I have reviewed the application and testimony of the NSP, associated supporting 

4 	exhibits and workpapers, responses to data requests in this case, and previous 

5 	orders of the Commission. 

6 Q. WAS THIS TESTIMONY PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR 

7 	DIRECT SUPERVISION? 

8 	A. 	Yes. 

9 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

10 	RECOMMENDATIONS. 

11 	A. 	Based on my analysis of the information provided to date, I have concluded that 

12 	the Company's 2011 revised proposed rate increase of $17,990,000 2  should be 

13 	reduced by $6,545,000 resulting in a rate increase of $11,446,000. 3  The 

14 	Company's 2012 Step revised proposed rate increase of $20,365,000 4  should be 

15 	adjusted by ($6,691,000) resulting in a revenue requirement for 2012 of 

16 	$13,674,000. 5 . These adjustments include my adjustments and the impact of the 

17 	Cost of Capital adjustment supported by Dr. Berry. My recommended revenue 

18 	requirement and proposed adjustments can be found in Exhibit MJM-2. 

2  Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission. 
3  Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 1, Comparison of Company's 2011 Revenue Requirements and Staff's 
Proposal. 
4  Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission, Revised Schedule 7. 
5  Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 5, Comparison of Company's 2012 Revenue Requirements and Staff's 
Proposal. 
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1 II. SUMMARY OF COMPANY'S FILING 

2 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY'S APPLICATION FOR AN 

3 	INCREASE IN BASE RATES? 

4 	A. 	In its application to the Commission, NSP indicated: 

5 	 "The rate and tariff changes proposed in this Notice would result in 
6 	 an annual increase of electric revenues of $19.773 million or 12.02 
7 	 percent, effective for electric service on and after January 19, 
8 	 2011, or upon final approval if the rates are suspended and interim 
9 	 rates approved. The test year for the proposed increase is 2011. 

10 	 The Company is also requesting a step increase of $4.226 million 
11 	 or 2.57 percent for a total of $23.999 million or 14.59 percent 
12 	 effective January 1, 2012." (NSP Application Dated December 20, 
13 	 2010). 

14 Q. DID THE COMPANY REVISE ITS FILING DURING THE COURSE OF 

15 	YOUR REVIEW OF THE APPLICATION? 

16 A. 	Yes. On April 8, 2011, NSP Minnesota (NSPM) formally notified the North 

17 	Dakota Public Service Commission that it was terminating the Merricourt Wind 

18 	Project (Merricourt Project). In that letter, the Company indicated that it would 

19 	provide an update by May 20, 2011, of the impact of the termination of the 

20 	project on NSP's pending electric rate case before the Commission. On May 10, 

21 	2011, NSP submitted that update which revised the Company's application. The 

22 	Company provided a series of updated schedules for Mr. Felling's testimony to 

23 	reflect the cancellation of the Merricourt project. As a result of the cancellation 

24 	of the Merricourt Project, NSP's North Dakota adjusted base (i.e., nonfuel) rate 

25 	increase was reduced to $17.990 million or 10.94 percent. This represents about a 

26 	$1.783 million decrease from the Company's original request for 2011 of $19.773 
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1 
	million (12.02 percent). For the 2012 step increase, the termination modified the 

	

2 
	requested increase to $2.374 million or 1.44 percent. This is a $1.852 million 

	

3 
	reduction from the original request of $4.226 million (2.57 percent). In total, for 

	

4 
	

both 2011 and the 2012 step increase, the adjusted overall increase in base rates 

	

5 
	sought is $20.364 million or 12.38 percent, effective January 1, 2012. In total, the 

	

6 
	effect of terminating the Merricourt Project is a $3.635 million reduction. 6  

7 Q. WHAT IS THE COMPANY PROPOSING FOR A TEST YEAR? 

	

8 	A. 	The Company is proposing that rates be set based on a budgeted test year for 

	

9 	2011. 7  NSP then made adjustments for traditional regulatory adjustments such as 

	

10 	advertising expenses, economic development, etc. along with other ratemaking 

	

11 	adjustments and budget corrections NSP believes appropriate. 8  

12 Q. DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION CONCERNING THE COMPANY'S USE 

	

13 	OF THIS TEST YEAR? 

	

14 	A. 	I have testified in several jurisdictions to the appropriateness of a historical test 

	

15 	year with known and measurable changes that adjust the rate year to be more 

	

16 	reflective of rates during the rate effective period. Using a historical test year with 

	

17 	known and measurable adjustments is a more widely accepted approach to 

	

18 	determining revenue requirements and operating revenues and reduces concerns 

	

19 	about inaccuracies and overstatements of budgets. However, per North Dakota 

6  Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission. 
7  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling page 1, lines 16-17. 
8  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling page 3, lines 4-12. 
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Century Code (NDCC) § 49-05-04.1, subd. 2, the Company has the option of 

2 	providing a future test year based on budgeted data. 

3 Q. WHAT IS THE COMPANY PROPOSING FOR ITS TEST YEAR RATE 

4 	BASE? 

5 A. 	The Company's revised proposed an adjusted rate base of $317,494,000, 9  which 

6 	was derived from the actual average balances on the Company's book and records 

7 	as of April 30, 2010. The Company then applied the 2010 budget projections for 

8 	May through December 2010 to arrive at the beginning balances for 2011. NSP 

9 	further included the 2011 capital budget, which was adjusted for plant additions, 

10 	retirements, depreciation, and salvage and removal costs projected to occur during 

11 	the test year. 1°  For the 2012 step, the Company's revised proposed an average 

12 	rate base of $327,429,000. 11  

13 Q. WHAT REVENUE DEFICIENCY HAS THE COMPANY PROPOSED IN 

14 	THIS PROCEEDING FOR ITS JURISDICTIONAL ELECTRIC 

15 	OPERATIONS? 

16 	A. 	NSP's proposed 2011 test period operating income requirement is $27,749,000 12  

17 	which is based on the revised adjusted rate base of $317,494,000 13  and a proposed 

18 	rate of return of 8.74%. 14  The Company calculated an adjusted pro forma income 

9  Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission, Revised Schedule 7. 
1°  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 34, lines 7-18. 
" Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission, Revised Schedule 7. 
12  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
13  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
14  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
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1 	deficiency of $10,934,000. 15  When considering income taxes, the resulting 

2 	revenue requirement requested by the Company is $17,991,000. 16  For the 2012 

3 	step, the Company is requesting a revenue requirement of $20,365,000 17  or an 

4 	additional $2,374,000. 

5 III. UNCONTESTED ADJUSTMENTS 

6 Q. WHAT ARE THE UNCONTESTED ADJUSTMENTS THAT YOU 

7 	PROPOSE THE COMMISSION ACCEPT? 

8 A. 	After reviewing the Company's updated filing and evaluating the supporting 

9 	assumptions and calculations, I am recommending the following adjustments to 

10 	be accepted by the Commission: 

11 	Plant Related Budget Adjustments: 

12 	 Bonus Tax Depreciation 

13 	 Monticello Projects 

14 	 Prairie Island MUR Projects 

15 	 Transmission Interconnect 

16 	Non-Plant Related Budget Adjustments: 

17 	 LiDAR Tree Trimming 

18 	 Joint Pricing Zone Update 

19 	Traditional Adjustments: 

20 	 Professional & Association Dues 

15  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
16  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
17  Ibid., Revised Schedule 7. 
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1 
	

Rate Case Adjustments — Plant Related 

	

2 
	

Black Dog Units 3&4 Life Extension 

	

3 
	

Prairie Island Life Extension 

	

4 
	

Steam Net Salvage 

	

5 
	

Other Production Net Salvage 

	

6 
	

Rate Case Adjustments — Non-Plant Related 

	

7 
	

Leases on Vacant Buildings 

	

8 
	

Employee Expense 

	

9 
	

2008 Rate Case PF Storage 

	

10 
	

Rate Case Adjustments — Known & Measurable 2012 Step 

	

11 
	

Merricourt Wind Annualization — Accept Company's updated filing 

	

12 
	

Nuclear Production Monticello — EPU 

	

13 
	

2011 Transmission Plant Amortization 

	

14 
	

Nuclear Outage Amortization 

15 IV. STAFF RECOMMENDED ADJUSTMENTS 

16 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE REMAINDER OF YOUR TESTIMONY 

	

17 	IS PRESENTED. 

	

18 	A. 	In the following sections, I will present adjustments to the Company's proposed 

	

19 	revenue requirement that I recommend that the Commission adopt to reflect a 

	

20 	reasonable revenue requirement that will allow NSP the opportunity to earn its 

	

21 	allowed rate of return. 
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1 	Adjustment 1- Mercury Emission  

2 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

3 	POSITION CONCERNING THE MERCURY EMISSIONS 

4 	ADJUSTMENT. 

5 A. 	NSPM spent monitoring and engineering dollars in regard to compliance with 

6 	Minnesota's mercury emission regulations. The Company is including the North 

7 	Dakota allocation of these control costs in the test period. 18  

8 Q. IS INCLUSION OF THE MERCURY EMISSION CONTROL COSTS IN 

9 	THE TEST YEAR FOR 2012 AND BEYOND EQUITABLE? 

10 A. 	No. Mercury emissions control is entirely associated with maintaining compliance 

11 	with Minnesota regulations. North Dakota has no such regulations. Furthermore, 

12 	no current federal regulations exist for the limitation of mercury emissions by 

13 	power plants. 

14 Q. HAS THE EPA INITIATED FEDERAL REGULATION CONCERNING 

15 	MERCURY EMISSION FROM POWER PLANTS? 

16 A. 	Yes. The Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) was finalized in May 2005. However, 

17 	on February 8, 2008, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit vacated the 

18 	CAMR. The EPA drafted and published new mercury rules in the Federal 

19 	Register on May 3, 2011. 19  However, these are proposed regulations that are only 

20 	being considered by the EPA and for which comments are being received. 

18  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 27, lines 23-24. 
19  Exhibit 	(MJM-4) Data Request and Response AS-RR-302. 
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1 
	

Considering the speculative nature of the proposed rules and the fact that the U.S. 

2 
	

Court of Appeals has already vacated a previous set of EPA regulations in this 

3 
	

regard, not only do no known and measureable regulations mandated by the 

4 
	

federal government currently exist, but no assurances exist as to future regulations 

5 
	

or regulatory levels for power plant mercury emissions. 

6 Q. WHAT PORTION OF THE MERCURY EMISSION CONTROL COSTS 

7 	SHOULD THE NORTH DAKOTA JURISDICTION BEAR? 

8 A. 	Since neither North Dakota nor the federal government have any known and 

9 	measureable regulations regarding mercury emissions, none of the mercury 

10 	emission control costs should be borne by the North Dakota ratepayers. All 

11 	mercury emission control costs, including the amounts associated with rate base, 

12 	depreciation, amortization, and tax, should be removed from the test year for 2012 

13 	and beyond. Therefore, I have reduced rate base by $252,479 and operating 

14 	income has increased by $8,421 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 

15 	4.1, Adjustment 1 Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38). 

16 	Adjustment 2-Pleasant Valley-Byron Transmission Line 

17 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED POST FILING 

18 	ADJUSTMENT TO THE 2011 TEST YEAR FOR THE PLEASANT 

19 	VALLEY — BYRON TRANSMISSION LINE CAPITAL PROJECT. 
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1 	A. 	The Company included this project in the 2011 test year even though the 

2 
	scheduled in-service date was 2012. 20  As a result, the Company indicated that 

3 
	

they intend to adjust the 2011 revenue requirement on rebuttal by approximately 

4 
	

$28,000 to reflect that the above capital project will not be in-service until 2012. 21  

5 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE COMPANY'S ADJUSTMENT? 

6 A. 	Yes. I agree that the Pleasant Valley — Byron project should be removed from rate 

7 	base since the project will not be in service in 2011. I have included the 

8 	Company's adjustment in my revenue requirement calculations which reduces 

9 	rate base by $115,000 and increases net operating income by $96,632 as shown 

10 	on Exhibit 	 (MJM-2) Schedule 4.2, Adjustment 2 Remove Transmission- 

11 	Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service. 

12 	Adjustment 3-Sale of Lakefield Junction-Fox Lake Transmission Line 

13 Q. DID THE COMPANY PROPOSE ANY OTHER POST FILING 

14 	ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR THE 2011 

15 	TEST YEAR? 

16 A. 	Yes. The Company sold the Lakefield Junction-Fox Lake 161KV Transmission 

17 	line in 2011.22  

18 Q. WAS THE SALE INCLUDED IN THE 2011 TEST YEAR? 

20  Exhibit 	(MJM-5) IRB-1, Schedule 4, page 1 of 3. 
21  Exhibit 	(MJM-6) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-22. 
22  Exhibit 	(MJM-7) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-13. 
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1 	A. 	An estimate was included in the 2011 test year because the sale had not been 

	

2 
	

completed at the time the rate case was filed. 23  However, when asked to provide 

	

3 
	

a list of all properties sold or transferred, the Company provided an analysis of the 

	

4 
	

rate base and revenue requirement effect of the sale of the transmission line. 

5 Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THE SALE ON THE 2011 TEST YEAR? 

	

6 	A. 	The Company calculates a reduction in the revenue requirement of $122,242. 24  

7 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE COMPANY CALCULATION? 

	

8 	A. 	Yes. I have included the impact of the sale in my revenue requirement 

	

9 	calculation. I have reduced rate base by $708,828 and increased operating income 

	

10 	by $26,706 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.3, Adjustment 3 Sale of 

	

11 	Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line. 

	

12 	Adjustment 4-Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 

13 Q. PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE COMPANY'S 

	

14 	WIND2BATTERY PROJECT. 

	

15 	A. 	In April 2009, NSPM sought approval of the Wind2Battery project from the 

	

16 	Minnesota Public Service Commission (MNPSC) in MNPSC Docket No. E- 

	

17 	002/AI-09-379. The Wind2Battery project is a 1 MW sodium sulfur battery 

	

18 	storage facility that is operating in conjunction with the 11 MW Minwind project 

	

19 	in Luveme, Minnesota. By storing energy for Minwind, the Company would be 

	

20 	able to manage some of the variable production associated with wind power from 

23  Exhibit 	(MJM-7) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-13. 
24  Exhibit 	(MJM-7) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-13, Attachment A, page 1 of 1. 
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1 
	

this project. In addition, the Wind2Battery project is intended to give the 

2 
	

Company experience and information that allow it us to assess and improve the 

3 
	viability of scaling up battery storage on its system as additional wind power is 

4 
	added to meet the renewable policies. The Company stated in its filing that even 

5 
	

though the battery is proven technology, the application of the battery as support 

6 
	

for wind energy has not been tested on a large scale. The integration equipment 

7 
	and the study of the use of the battery for this purpose will be funded through a 

8 
	

Renewable Development Fund (RDF) grant. In addition to the Company, the 

9 
	

University of Minnesota, Great Plains Institute and the National Renewable 

10 
	

Energy Laboratories are assisting in the research and receiving a portion of the 

11 
	

RDF grant. 25  

12 Q. HOW WOULD THE USE OF THIS UNPROVEN APPLICATION BE 

13 	BENEFICIAL TO COMPANY AND RATEPAYERS? 

14 A. 	In the application before the MNPSC, the Company states that the following: 
15 
16 	 "This project and future additional applications will also allow us 
17 	 to better leverage transmission in the future, as we will be able to 
18 	 store wind energy when the grid is at full capacity and move the 
19 	 energy onto the transmission grid when the bottlenecks have been 
20 	 removed. In summary, batteries will add to the value of wind 
21 	 projects now and in the future because of their ability to charge 
22 	 off-peak and discharge on-peak as well as during times of 
23 	 transmission constraints. We currently plan to complete our studies 
24 	 by the end of 2009, with associated findings and recommendations 
25 	 developed during the first half of 2010. 26  

25  Exhibit (MJM-8) April 10, 2009 Filing Xcel Energy to Minnesota Public Service Commission. 
26  Exhibit (MJM-8) April 10, 2009 Filing Xcel Energy to Minnesota Public Service Commission, page 
4. 
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1 Q. WHAT WAS THE COMPANY'S ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS FOR 

2 	THE 1 MW BATTERY APPLICATION? 

3 A. 	At the time, NSPM indicated that the project would cost approximately $5 

4 	million. However, the RDF grant would lower the total to $3.5million. NSPM 

5 	sought approval from the MNPSC for $3.5 million. 27  

6 Q. IS THE COMPANY SEEKING COST RECOVERY OF THIS PROJECT 

7 	FROM NORTH DAKOTA RATEPAYERS IN THIS RATE CASE? 

8 A. 	Yes. Included in NSPM's April 2009 application to MNPSC is a detailed revenue 

9 	requirements calculation. In that calculation, which was necessary because NSPM 

10 	was seeking recovery under Minnesota's Renewable Energy Standard Rider cost 

11 	mechanism, Schedule 3 shows the detailed revenue requirements associated with 

12 	the project for 2009 through 2013. The schedule clearly shows that the revenue 

13 	requirement would be allocated to Minnesota jurisdictional customers. For 

14 	example in 2011, the schedule shows that Minnesota customers would be 

15 	responsible for $620,087 of a total $846,477. From this, I conclude that the 

16 	remaining costs are imbedded with the jurisdictional allocations to NSPM's other 

17 	jurisdictional entities including North Dakota. 

18 Q. WAS THIS PROJECT APPROVED BY THE MINNESOTA PSC? 

19 A. 	Yes. On September 14, 2009 the MNPSC issued its approval of the company's 

20 	application at the cost levels listed in the NSPM application. 28  

27  Exhibit (MJM-8) April 10, 2009 Filing Xcel Energy to Minnesota Public Service Commission, page 
8. 
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1 Q. TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, DID THE COMPANY SEEK APPROVAL OF 

2 	THE PROJECT FROM THE NORTH DAKOTA COMMISSION? 

3 A. 	No. I have conferred with Advocacy Staff and reviewed the Commission's web- 

4 	site and found no such similar filing. It was not until Advocacy Staff and I were 

5 	reviewing the list of uncontested adjustments, that either of us realized that it was 

6 	very likely that the cost for this project were embedded in the Company's filing. 

7 Q. WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE WITH THIS PROJECT AND THE 

8 	WAY THE COMPANY HAS HANDLED THE REQUEST FOR 

9 	APPROVAL? 

10 A. 	From a non-engineering perspective, the project costs appear exorbitant for a 

11 	1MW installation. From publically available information and my general industry 

12 	knowledge, 1 MW of installed capacity for a combine cycle natural gas turbine 

13 	costs approximately $1,000 per kW or $1,000,000 per MW. It seems to me to 

14 	spend $3,500,000 million for 1 MW is excessive. Since I am not an engineer, I 

15 	cannot pass judgment on the total merits of the project. However, the North 

16 	Dakota Commission and its Staff do have that capability or can certainly hire an 

17 	expert engineer to evaluate the technical merits of the project. They were never 

18 	given that opportunity and presumably were allocated a portion of the cost of the 

19 	project. As a result, North Dakota ratepayers are expected to pay for an expensive 

20 	experimental project without a showing of need. 

28  Exhibit (MJM-9) September 14, 2009 Order approving OES recommendation on Wind2battery. 
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1 Q. YOU STATE "PRESUMABLY WERE ALLOCATED A PORTION OF 

2 	THE COSTS." HOW DID YOU ARRIVE AT THIS PRESUMPTION? 

3 A. 	The Company included an investment tax credit (ITC) adjustment for the project 

4 	in their application in this docket. The Company determined that the 

5 	Wind2battery project was eligible for the ITC and that this credit would reduce 

6 	rate base by about $8,000. 29  Therefore, I concluded that the costs for the 

7 	Wind2Battery project are included in the NSP North Dakota rate case. 

8 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

9 A. 	I believe that NSPM should have provided the North Dakota Commission with 

10 	the same opportunity to review the project and determine whether it would be 

11 	beneficial to the Company's North Dakota customer. To presume that approval 

12 	by one jurisdiction is appropriate in all jurisdictions is wrong particularly when 

13 	the other jurisdictions will be unknowingly expected to pay a portion of the costs. 

14 	Further, I recommend that the cost of this project be removed from the 

15 	Company's North Dakota filing until such time that NSPM seeks and obtains 

16 	approval of the project from the North Dakota Commission. As such and based 

17 	on the information contained in Schedule 3 of NSPM's April 2009 filing in 

18 	Minnesota, I have removed the costs of the project. In addition, I have removed 

19 	the Company's adjustment for the Investment Tax Credit (Company adjustment 

20 	A5). My calculations are shown in Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.4 and result 

21 	in a reduction of $229,550 to rate base and $30,244 increase to operating income. 

29  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, pages 43-44, lines 26-27 and 1-10. 
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1 	Adjustment 5-Customer Deposits 

2 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE COMPANY'S ADJUSTMENT TO CUSTOMER 

3 	DEPOSITS. 

4 A. 	Customer deposits are funds the Company collects as security for providing 

5 	service. Much in the same way a landlord collects 1 or 2 month's rent as a 

6 	security deposit, a utility collects funds from customers as security. These funds 

7 	belong to customers and are returned or credited to customer bills when service is 

8 	discontinued. Witness Felling indicated that customer deposits are treated as 

9 	customer supplied capital and thus it is appropriate to pay ratepayers a return on 

10 	that investment while also recovering the interest paid on those deposits. As a 

11 	result, there is an adjustment to rate base (a decrease) and to interest expense (an 

12 	increase). Witness Felling's adjustment resulted in a decrease to North Dakota's 

13 	jurisdictional rate base of $131,000 3°  and increased interest expense by $1,000. 31  

14 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE COMPANY'S ADJUSTMENT? 

15 A. 	No. 

16 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

17 A. 	As part of my analysis, I reviewed the information provided in response to a data 

18 	request32  and determined that the 13-month average balance used to calculate the 

19 	adjustment was based on actual balances for the twelve months ended June 30, 

20 	2010. When updated to the 13-month average ended December 2010, the 

3°  Exhibit 	(JMF-1) Schedule 5a, Page 3 of 3,1ine 29, Column 13. 
31  Exhibit 	(JMF-1) Schedule 5b, Page 2 of 5, line 14, Column 20. 
32  Exhibit (MJM-10) Data Request and Response AS-RR-231. 
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1 
	

customer balance on a total NSPM company basis would increase by $727,365. 

	

2 
	

After allocation, this increase in the customer deposits would result in an increase 

	

3 
	

of the fund balance by $34,182 on a ND-Electric jurisdictional basis. As a result, 

	

4 
	

rate base would be reduced by this same $34,182 (keeping in mind that these 

	

5 
	

funds are ratepayer funds). A similar calculation for the interest expense 

	

6 
	

adjustment for O&M only slightly changes the Company's adjustment from $768 

	

7 
	

to $968, and, because of rounding, adjustment to interest expense will remain 

	

8 
	

unchanged. 

9 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

	

10 	A. 	I recommend that the Company's rate base be reduced by $34,182 to reflect the 

	

11 	actual 13 month average ending December 2010 customer deposit balances as 

	

12 	shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.4, Adjustment 4 Customer Deposits 

	

13 	(Co. Adj. A19). The impact of the interest expense on operating income was less 

	

14 	than a thousand dollars and is immaterial. 

	

15 	Adjustment 6-Bar2ainin2 Unit Wale Adjustment 

16 Q. WHAT ASSUMPTIONS DID THE COMPANY USE TO DEVELOP THE 

	

17 	2011 BUDGET TEST YEAR FOR BARGAINING UNIT EMPLOYEES' 

	

18 	WAGES AND SALARIES? 
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1 	A. 	The Company used a salary level increase of 3.0% for bargaining employees in its 

2 
	

2011 test year. The salary level used for bargaining unit employees was based 

3 
	upon an agreement that was effective until December 31, 2010. 33  

4 Q. IS THERE A NEW AGREEMENT THAT REPLACES THE UNION 

5 	AGREEMENT THAT ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2010? 

6 	A. 	Yes, the Company stated that since the time the rate case application was filed, 

7 	binding interest-based arbitration occurred that resulted in a new labor 

8 	agreement. 34  

9 Q. ARE THE PROVISIONS WITHIN THE NEW LABOR AGREEMENT 

10 	DIFFERENT THAN THE ASSUMPTIONS USED BY THE COMPANY IN 

11 	ITS INITIAL RATE CASE FILING? 

12 	A. 	Yes, there are several provisions in the new labor agreement that will impact the 

13 	2011 test year costs. The first is a reduction in the base salary increase for 

14 	bargaining employees from the assumed 3.0% to 2.5%. The Company stated it 

15 	would make a downward adjustment in its Rebuttal Testimony to reflect the 

16 	reduction to a 2.5% increase in base salary in 2011 for bargaining employees. 35  

17 Q. HAVE YOU INCLUDED THIS DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT IN WAGE 

18 	REDUCTIONS IN YOUR REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

19 	CALCULATIONS? 

33  Exhibit 	(MJM-11) Data Request and Response AS-RR-130. 
34  Exhibit 	(MJM-11) Data Request and Response AS-RR-130. 
35  Exhibit 	(MJM-11) Data Request and Response AS-RR-130. 
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1 	A. 	Yes. I have also included the resultant impact to payroll taxes in my revenue 

	

2 
	

requirements calculations. Operating income should increase by $23,582 and rate 

	

3 
	

base should be reduced by $8,197 to reflect the wages and payroll taxes that have 

	

4 
	

been capitalized. My calculations are shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 

	

5 
	

4.6, Adjustment 6 Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment. 

	

6 	Adjustment 7-Employee Benefits 

7 Q. WHAT OTHER PROVISIONS IN THE NEW LABOR AGREEMENT ARE 

	

8 	DIFFERENT FROM WHAT THE COMPANY USED IN ITS ESTIMATED 

	

9 	2011 TEST YEAR? 

	

10 	A. 	The new labor agreement reduced the High Deductible Health Plan (HDHP) for 

	

11 	certain bargaining employees. 36 Changes were also made for non-bargaining 

	

12 	employees. The savings associated with the reductions in the HDHP plan were 

	

13 	not reflected in the 2011 test year due to the timing of finalizing the plans and the 

	

14 	bargaining unit negotiations. 37  

15 Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THESE SAVINGS ON THE COMPANY'S 

	

16 	RATE INCREASE REQUEST? 

	

17 	A. 	The Company stated that the impact of the reduction in the HDHP to the 2011 test 

	

18 	year for the North Dakota electric jurisdiction is approximately $174,000. 

	

19 	Offsetting this HDHP decrease is a cost increase of approximately $8,000 

	

20 	resulting from the NSPM bargaining dental cost share change of 60 percent 

36  Direct Testimony of Jill H. Reed, p. 15, lines 20-21. 
37  Exhibit 	(MJM-12) Data Request and Response AS-RR-148. 
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1 
	employer and 40 percent employee to a cost share of 75 percent employer and 25 

2 
	

percent employee. 38  

3 Q. ARE THERE ANY ADDITIONAL CHANGES THAT SHOULD BE MADE 

4 	AS A RESULT OF THE NEW LABOR AGREEMENT? 

5 A. 	Yes, two mandatory drug programs were not reflected in the 2011 test year due to 

6 	the timing of finalizing the program changes and the labor negotiations with the 

7 	NSP union. These prescription drug plan changes have since been implemented 

8 	for all non-bargaining and bargaining NSP employees. The Company stated that 

9 	the 2011 test year for the North Dakota electric jurisdiction from these changes is 

10 	a savings of $12,000.39  

11 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

12 A. 	I recommend accepting the Company's adjustment for changes to employee 

13 	benefits as a result of the new bargaining agreement and have included an 

14 	adjustment within my revenue requirements calculations for the changes. 

15 	Operating income should increase by $108,029 as shown in Exhibit 	(MJM-2) 

16 	Schedule 4.7, Adjustment 7 Employee Benefits. 

17 	Adjustment 8-Emnlovee Retirement-Programs 

18 Q. WHAT IS THE COMPANY'S ADJUSTMENT FOR EMPLOYEE 

19 	RETIREMENT PROGRAMS? 

38  Exhibit 	(MJM-12) Data Request and Response AS-RR-148. 
39  Exhibit 	(MJM-13) Data Request and Response AS-RR-149. 
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1 A. 	The Company made an adjustment of $68,833 for the ND electric jurisdiction to 

2 	represent the net difference between the original 2011 budget amount and the 

3 	2011 estimated  amount from a Towers Watson actuarial study dated October 1, 

4 	2010.4°  

5 Q. WERE THE ESTIMATED 2011 EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT PROGRAM 

6 	COSTS UPDATED FOR ACTUAL COSTS? 

7 A. 	Yes, the final updated information that establishes the actual 2011 pension costs 

8 	was provided to the Company by Towers Watson in a report dated May 10, 

9 	2011.41  

10 Q. DID THE COMPANY CALCULATE THE IMPACT OF USING THIS 

11 	NEW TOWERS WATSON STUDY ON ITS REVENUE REQUEST? 

12 A. 	Yes, using the revised actual costs provided in the recent Towers Watson study 

13 	dated May 10, 2011, the Company calculated that the 2011 budget should have 

14 	been reduced by $80,838. 42  

15 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

16 A. 	During periods with significant variability, multi-year averages are frequently 

17 	used to smooth out any extremes. However, when changes are made that will 

18 	have a continual future impact resulting in a trend (either up or down) a multi- 

19 	year average is not a good indicator of expected costs during the rate effective 

20 	period. 

4°  Exhibit 	(MJM-14) Data Request and Response AS-RR-151. 
41  Exhibit 	(MJM-15) Data Request and Response AS-RR-196. 
42  Exhibit 	(MJM-16) Data Request and Response AS-RR-328. 
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1 
	

The Company made changes to its 401(k) Savings Plan by raising the 

2 
	

level of contributions required for bargaining and non-bargaining employees to 

3 
	

receive the full employer match. 43  The Company also eliminated a post 

4 
	

retirement medical benefit" that will result in declining costs each year with the 

5 
	

reduction in post retirement benefits available to retiring employees. Thus these 

6 
	

changes will have continual future impact and the use of a multi-year average 

7 
	

would not be reflective of the costs to be incurred during the rate effective period. 

8 
	

I recommend that the employee retirement programs reflect the most 

9 
	

recent actuarial study that takes into consideration modifications of retirement 

10 
	

benefits and their impact over time. I recommend that the Commission adopt the 

11 
	

Company's calculated reduction to retirement benefits expenses of $80,838 

12 
	

reflective of the most recent actuarial study. Operating income would increase by 

13 	$49,129 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.8, Adjustment 8 Employee 

14 	Retirement Programs (Co. Adj. 02). 

15 	Adjustment 9-Mercury Sorbent Reduction 

16 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

17 	POSITION CONCERNING THE SHERCO 3 MERCURY SORBENT 

18 	ADJUSTMENT. 

19 A. 	Mercury sorbent is used in Sherco Unit 3 to reduce mercury emissions during 

20 	plant operation. The Company reevaluated the budget requirements of Sherco 

43  Direct testimony of Jill H. Reed, page 19, lines 3-6. 
44  Direct testimony of Jill H. Reed, page 19, lines 13-14. 
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1 
	

Unit 3, resulting in a North Dakota jurisdictional downward adjustment to 

2 
	

mercury sorbent costs of $52,061. 45  

3 Q. IS THE COMPANY-PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT EQUITABLE? 

4 A. 	No. Mercury sorbent is used in Sherco 3 to remain within Minnesota power plant 

5 
	mercury emission regulations. However, North Dakota has no such regulations. 

6 
	

Furthermore, no current federal regulations exist for the limitation of mercury 

7 
	

emissions by power plants. 

8 Q. HAS THE EPA INITIATED FEDERAL REGULATION CONCERNING 

9 	MERCURY EMISSION FROM POWER PLANTS? 

10 A. 	Yes. The Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) was finalized in May 2005. However, 

11 	on February 8, 2008, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit vacated the 

12 	CAMR. The EPA drafted and published new mercury rules in the Federal 

13 	Register on May 3, 2011.46  However, these are proposed regulations that are 

14 	being considered and for which comments are being received. Considering the 

15 	speculative nature of the proposed rules and the fact that the U.S. Court of 

16 	Appeals has already vacated a previous set of EPA regulations in this regard, not 

17 	only do no known and measureable regulations mandated by the federal 

18 	government currently exist, but no assurances exist as to future regulations or 

19 	regulatory levels for power plant mercury emissions. 

45  Exhibit 	(MJM-17) Company Workpaper A 14-2. 
46  Exhibit 	(MJM-4) Data Request and Response AS-RR-302. 
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1 Q. WHAT PORTION OF THE MERCURY SORBENT EXPENSE SHOULD 

2 	NORTH DAKOTA JURISDICTION CUSTOMERS BEAR? 

3 A. 	Since neither North Dakota nor the federal government have any known and 

4 	measureable regulations regarding mercury emissions, none of the mercury 

5 	sorbent expense should be borne by the North Dakota ratepayers. Therefore, the 

6 	revenue requirement should be modified to remove all of Sherco 3's allocated 

7 	mercury sorbent expense. 

8 Q. DOES THE TEST YEAR BUDGET INCLUDE ANY OTHER MERCURY 

9 	SORBENT EXPENSE? 

10 A. 	Yes. According to the Company, an allocated amount of the mercury sorbent 

11 	expense for the King plant is also in the test year budget. 47  For the same reasons 

12 	cited for removing the Sherco mercury sorbent expense, the allocated King plant 

13 	mercury sorbent expense should be removed from the test year. The result would 

14 	be an increase to operating income of $153,559 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM- 

15 	2) Schedule 4.9, Adjustment 9 Mercury Sorbent Reduction (Co. Adj. 14). 

16 	Adjustment 10-Qwest Pole Attachments 

17 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

18 	POSITION CONCERNING THE QWEST POLE ATTACHMENTS 

19 	ADJUSTMENT. 

20 A. 	Qwest, the phone company that owns poles on which NSPM's distribution wires 

21 	are attached in the North Dakota jurisdiction, is expanding their pole replacement 

47  Exhibit 	(MJM-18) Data Request and Response AS-RR-342 Revised. 
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1 	program. Poles are replaced for deficiencies due to deterioration. When a pole is 

2 	replaced, Company crews must remove the NSPM wires and reattach them to the 

3 	replacement poles. NSPM had an original 2011 budget of $109,000 for 

4 	approximately 104 pole replacements at a cost of about $1,049 per pole. 48  Qwest 

5 	has increased their program significantly, expecting to replace in 2011, instead of 

6 	about 104 poles per year, approximately 700 poles per year. 49  This total 

7 	increase—an additional 596 poles at $1,049 per pole—is about $625,000 for 

8 	NSPM company-wide. 5°  

9 Q. OF THE $625,000 INCREASE TO NSPM, HOW MUCH HAS BEEN 

10 	ALLOCATED TO THE NORTH DAKOTA JURISDICTION? 

11 	A. 	The North Dakota jurisdiction has been allocated 2.9% of the $625,000, 

12 	increasing its revenue requirement expenses by $18,125. 51  The 2.9% allocation 

13 	was determined based on the number of poles in the North Dakota jurisdiction as 

14 	compared with NSPM as a whole. North Dakota has 1,900 or about 2.9% of 

15 	NSPM's total 67,000 poles. 52  

16 Q. IN YOUR OPINION, IS THIS AN EQUITABLE MANNER IN WHICH TO 

17 	ALLOCATE THE COSTS OF POLE REPLACEMENTS? 

18 A. 	No. The North Dakota jurisdiction has historically required fewer replacements 

19 	on a percentage basis than has the rest of NSPM. For example, while 

48  Exhibit 	(MJM-19) Data Request and Response AS-RR-167. 
49  Exhibit 	(MJM-20) Company Workpaper Al 1-4 and Exhibit 	(MJM-21) Data Request and 
Response AS-RR-166. 
5°  Exhibit 	(MJM-22) Company Workpaper A 1 1-2. 
51  Exhibit 	(MJM-22) Company Workpaper A11-2. 
52  Exhibit 	(MJM-20) Company Workpaper A11-4. 
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1 	replacements for NSPM as a whole for 2007, 2008, and 2009 were 111, 111, and 

2 	163, respectively, replacements in the North Dakota district were 1, 1, and 2, 

3 	respectively for those same years. 53  Therefore, North Dakota's historical average 

4 	of replacements for those years was only 1.04% of replacements, which is less 

5 	than the 2.9% for costs being allocated. 

6 Q. WHAT SHOULD BE THE ALLOCATION FOR THE NORTH DAKOTA 

7 	JURISDICTION? 

8 A. 	Multiplying the NSPM company-wide increase of $625,000 by the historical 

9 	replacement trend of the North Dakota jurisdiction (1.04%) yields a lower 

10 	allocated amount. Therefore, the Company's revenue requirement should be 

11 	reduced to reflect the 1.04% allocation of pole replacements in North Dakota. 

12 	The impact to operating income would be an increase of $7,069 as shown on 

13 	Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.10, Adjustment 10 Qwest Pole Replacements 

14 	(Co. Adj. All). 

15 	Adjustment 11-Bad Debt Expense 

16 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

17 	ADJUSTMENT TO BAD DEBT EXPENSE. 

18 A. 	The level of bad debt expense included in the test year for the North Dakota 

19 	electric jurisdiction is $785,000. The total bad debt expense consists of two 

20 	components: first, a commodity bad debt expense of $777,000; and second, a non- 

53  Exhibit 	(MJM-19) Data Request and Response AS-RR-167. 
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1 	energy related bad debt expense of $8,000. 54  The Company is recommending an 

2 	update to the 2011 budget bad debt expense. The original budget calculation for 

3 	bad debt expense was generated during the budget-create process in May of 2010. 

4 	In preparing the test year income for the case statement, the Company reviewed 

5 	its bad debt calculation and updated it with the revenue forecast included in the 

6 	rate case test year. The result of this review indicated that the 2011 budget bad 

7 	debt expense level assigned to the North Dakota Electric jurisdiction should be 

8 	decreased by $46,000. 55  

9 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT? 

10 A. 	No. 

11 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

12 A. 	Based on a review of the Company's historical bad debt expenses for 2008 

13 	through 2010, I found that there is a significant downward trend to bad debt 

14 	expenses. As shown in the table below, NSPM's 56  uncollectible bad debt has 

15 	been trending significantly downward since 2008 with a 23% reduction in 2009 

16 	and another 19% in 2010 (total of 43% since 2008). Yet, NSP has budgeted 

17 	nearly $14 million which is 21% more than they experienced in 2010 bringing 

18 	them back to slightly less that the level they incurred in 2009. 

54  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 59, lines 19-22. 
55  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, pages 59-60, lines 26-27 & 1-4. 
56  This is Company total including North Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. North Dakota's jurisdictional 
amount is approximately 4.375%. 
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1 	 Table 1: Bad Debt (FERC Account 904) by Year 

FERC (904) - Percent 

Year 	Bad Debt 	Change 

2008 	$18,758,032 	na 
2009 $14,379,366 - 23% 

2010 	$11,575,400 	-19% 

	

Test year $13,954,946 	21% 

3 Q. DID NSP PROVIDE ANY EXPLANATION FOR USING THE AMOUNT 

4 	THAT IT DID? 

5 A. 	Yes. The Company indicated that when the 2011 budget was developed in the 

6 	spring of 2010, NSP used actual bad debt for the period April 2009 through 

7 	March 2010.57  The Company also provided additional explanation for the budget 

8 	adjustment that it made to its original filing which was presented in the 

9 	Company's workpapers. 58  

10 Q. DO YOU AGREE THAT THIS BUDGET ADJUSTMENT IS 

11 	SUFFICIENT? 

12 A. 	No. The Company's actual history in this regard clearly shows a downward 

13 	trend. Further, in response to a data request, NSP stated, 

14 	 "However, the 2010 year-end bad debt results were better than the 
15 	 historic period that was used to develop the budget. The lower 
16 	 actual bad debt expense in 2010 of $5.6 million in FERC 904 is 
17 	 primarily due to three factors. These factors were less billed 
18 	 commodity revenues than budgeted, a favorable change to the bad 
19 	 debt reserve during the year, and less in write-offs than anticipated. 
20 	 For NSPM, the three factors primarily reflect: a) lower commodity 
21 	 prices as compared to recent prior periods, b) favorable changes in 
22 	 economic conditions, c) greater attention on collection related 

57  Exhibit 	(MJM-23) Data Request and Response AS-RR-353. 
58  Exhibit 	(MJM-23) Data Request and Response AS-RR-353. 
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1 	 activities by Customer Care, and d) increased customer assistance 

	

2 	 payments. "59 

3 

	

4 	From this response, it is clear that the factors that led to the lower expense were as 

	

5 	a result of factors which were both within and outside the Company's control. 

	

6 	The Company has not presented any evidence that would suggest that this trend 

	

7 	would reverse during the test year. 

8 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

	

9 	A. 	I recommend that absent compelling evidence to the contrary, NSP's revenue 

	

10 	requirement be established based on the 2010 known and measurable amount. 

	

11 	This adjustment will result in an increase in operating income of $164,881 as 

	

12 	shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.11, Adjustment 11 Bad Debt (Co. 

	

13 	Adj . A10). 

	

14 	Adjustment 12-Economic Development Costs 

15 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ADJUSTMENT TO NSP'S PROPOSED 

	

16 	ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COSTS. 

	

17 	A. 	The Company makes contributions to a number of regional and local economic 

	

18 	development organizations in its North Dakota jurisdictional operations. Witness 

	

19 	Felling proffered that these organizations are positioned to combine resources for 

	

20 	the purpose of maintaining and improving the long-term economic health of 

	

21 	communities in its service territory or retaining employment opportunities and 

	

22 	expanding the state and local tax base. Because all economic development costs 

59  Exhibit 	(MJM-24) Data Request and Response AS-RR-352. 
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1 
	

were recorded as below-the-line donations, the Company states that an adjustment 

2 
	

is necessary to include economic development contributions. Witness Felling 

3 
	

stated that their proposed treatment for these costs is consistent with prior 

4 
	

regulatory treatment in North Dakota. 6°  Witness Felling proposes to increase test- 

5 
	

year revenue requirements by $64,000. 

6 Q. IS THIS $64,000 100% OF THE COST ASSOCIATED WITH ECONOMIC 

7 	DEVELOPMENT? 

8 A. 	Yes. In reviewing the Company's workpapers, I found that this amount represents 

9 	100% of the costs that NSP recorded as below-the-line in FERC account 426.1. 61  

10 Q. IS THE COMPANY PROPOSING TO RECOVER 100% OF THESE 

11 	TYPES OF COSTS IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS? 

12 A. 	No. The workpaper shows that in Minnesota the Company proposed to include 

13 	50%, and in South Dakota, the Company proposed to include 50% of the 1 s1  

14 	$100,000 (or up to $50,000). 

15 Q. WHAT DO YOUR RECOMMEND? 

16 A. 	I recommend that the Commission reject this adjustment in its entirety. The 

17 	Company's proposed adjustment does not reflect that shareholders benefit from 

18 	the long-term growth that economic development organizations strive to 

19 	encourage. To be clear, I am not saying that these organizations are not worthy of 

20 	support from local businesses. Quite the contrary, economic development 

60  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling page 62, Lines 13-20. 
61  Exhibit 	(MJM-25) Company Workpaper A15-3. 
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1 	organizations are valuable to promoting the business and economic interests in 

2 	which they serve. They foster employment from increased business activity and 

3 	recruitment. This is certainly positive. However, I believe that shareholders, not 

4 	ratepayers, should bear the responsibility for funding such organizations. 

5 	Therefore, I recommend that the $64,000 supported by Witness Felling be 

6 	removed from the company's revenue requirement. The result would be an 

7 	increase to operating income of $38,914 after taxes as shown in Exhibit 

8 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.12, Adjustment 12 Economic Development Costs (Co. Adj. 

9 	A15). 

10 	Adjustment 13-Charitable Contributions 

11 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

12 	POSITION CONCERNING THE CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

13 	ADJUSTMENT. 

14 A. 	The Company reviewed Charitable Contributions (or Donations) to include only 

15 	those contributions associated with the North Dakota jurisdiction. 62  The Company 

16 	included 50%, or $131,608, as an adjustment increasing operating expenses. 63  

17 	Presumably, the Company limited the charitable contributions associated with 

18 	North Dakota to 50% to match the percentage agreed to in the Settlement of the 

19 	last case.64  

62  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 63, line 26 — page 64, line 25 and Exhibit 	(MJM-26) 
Company Workpaper A18-2. 
63  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 63, lines24-25 and Exhibit 	(MJM-26) Company 
Workpaper A18-2). 
64  Exhibit 	(MJM-27) December 22, 2008, Settlement Agreement — Charitable Contributions, PU-07- 
776, page 14, paragraph J. 
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1 Q. IS THE COMPANY-PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT EQUITABLE? 

2 	A. 	No. The implication that ratepayers are forced to pay charitable contributions to 

3 
	

those charities decided on by the Company without measured benefit to the 

4 
	

ratepayers is inappropriate. Charity by one party using the funds of another party 

5 
	

ceases to be charity and becomes an obligated payment. Since the Company 

6 
	

cannot provide documented and detailed value or benefit directly associated with 

7 
	

this payment, it should not be the burden of the North Dakota ratepayers. For 

8 
	

example, of the total $263,216 allocated to the North Dakota jurisdiction, $54,516 

9 
	

(21%) is a donation to the United Way, an organization that seeks to improve the 

10 
	

quality of life for those less fortunate through the specific goals of helping people 

11 
	

improve education, achieve financial stability, and promote health. While the 

12 
	

United Way is a world renowned charitable organization, ratepayers may 

13 
	

individually decide to give to the United Way, but should not be required to do so 

14 
	

through the mandate of their electric power provider. 

15 Q. HOW SHOULD THE CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS ADJUSTMENT 

16 	BE MODIFIED? 

17 A. 	The Company's charitable contributions adjustment should be disallowed in its 

18 	entirety and removed from the test year. Therefore, I recommend that the 

19 	$131,608 supported by Witness Felling be removed from the company's revenue 

20 	requirement. The result would be an increase to operating income of $79,984 

21 	after income taxes as shown in Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.13, Adjustment 

22 	13 Charitable Contributions (Co. Adj. A18). 
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1 	Adjustments 14 & 15-Incentive Compensation  

2 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT THE 

	

3 	COMPANY INCLUDED IN ITS 2011 TEST-YEAR COST OF SERVICE 

	

4 	FOR INCENTIVE COMPENSATION? 

	

5 	A. 	The ND electric jurisdiction incentive pay included in the 2011 test year cost of 

	

6 	service is $1,329,426.65  The Company used the 2011 budget as the basis for the 

	

7 	test-year incentive compensation and then excluded the long-term portion of the 

	

8 	officer's incentive compensation, any non-corporate incentive plan costs, and all 

	

9 	incentive plan costs above fifteen percent of base pay. 66  

10 Q. DID THE COMPANY ALSO REMOVE THE PAYROLL TAXES 

	

11 	ASSOCIATED WITH ITS ADJUSTMENT TO EXCLUDE THE LONG- 

	

12 	TERM PORTION OF THE OFFICER'S INCENTIVE COMPENSATION, 

	

13 	ANY NON-CORPORATE INCENTIVE PLAN COSTS, AND ALL 

	

14 	INCENTIVE PLAN COSTS ABOVE FIFTEEN PERCENT OF BASE PAY? 

	

15 	A. 	No. The Company stated that the incentive adjustment did not include any 

	

16 	adjustment for payroll taxes. The Company stated that an estimate of the 

	

17 	Medicare payroll taxes associated with the $512,569 excluding incentive would 

	

18 	be $7,432 ($512,569 x .0145 [Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security 

	

19 	payroll taxes, an estimate of the maximum associated with the excluded incentive 

	

20 	amount would be $31,779 ($512,569 x .062 [Social Security Tax Rate)). This 

	

21 	calculation assumes no Social Security maximum has occurred and does not 

65  Direct Testimony of Jill H. Reed, page 5, line 20-21. 
66  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 66, lines 14-16. 
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1 
	

include any state unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching 

	

2 
	

Social Security maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with 

	

3 
	

excluded incentive would be between zero and $31,779. 67  

4 Q. ARE YOU RECOMMENDING AN ADJUSTMENT TO REMOVE 

	

5 	PAYROLL TAXES FROM THE COMPANY'S EXCLUDED AMOUNT? 

	

6 	A. 	Yes. I recommend removal of the payroll taxes associated with the excluded long- 

	

7 	term portion of the officer's incentive compensation, any non-corporate incentive 

	

8 	plan costs, and all incentive plan costs above fifteen percent of base pay. The 

	

9 	result would be an increase to operating income of $23,832 as shown in Exhibit 

	

10 	 (MJM-2) Schedule 4.14, Adjustment 14 Payroll Taxes-Excluded Incentive 

	

11 	Comp (Co. Adj. A26). 

12 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

	

13 	EXCLUSION OF INCENTIVE PLAN COSTS ABOVE FIFTEEN 

	

14 	PERCENT OF BASE PAY. 

	

15 	A. 	Annual incentive compensation is 85% of the budget for the test year. The 

	

16 	Company testified that the budget target is less than the average of incentive 

	

17 	compensation paid over the last four years. The four year average payout for 2006 

	

18 	through 2009 was 89%. 68  

19 Q. WHAT IS THE FOUR YEAR AVERAGE PAYOUT THROUGH 2010? 

67  Exhibit 	(MJM-28) Data Request and Response AS-RR-350, parts d and e. 
68  Exhibit 	(MJM-29) Exhibit (JHR-1), Schedule 2. 
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1 	A. 	The four year average payout for 2007 through 2010 is 83%. 69  

2 Q. DO YOU RECOMMEND AN ADJUSTMENT FOR THIS DIFFERENCE? 

	

3 	A. 	Yes, the annual incentive compensation included within the test year costs should 

	

4 	be reduced by two percent (85% less 83% payout of the budget). The payroll 

	

5 	taxes associated with this adjustment should also be removed. The result would be 

	

6 	an increase in operating income of $8,013 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) 

	

7 	Schedule 4.15, Adjustment 15 Incentive Compensation (Co. Adj. A26). 

8 Q. DID YOU REVIEW WHETHER THE COMPANY'S 2011 INCENTIVE 

	

9 	COMPENSATION PLAN INCLUDED FINANCIAL INCENTIVE FOR 

	

10 	EMISSION RELATED PROGRAMS? 

	

11 	A. 	Yes, the Company was asked to provide the 2011 Corporate and Business area 

	

12 	performance goals. The Company provided a series of tables which shows the key 

	

13 	performance indicators (KPI) for Xcel Corporate and the individual operating 

	

14 	companies including NSP-M. 7°  

15 Q. DID ANY OF THESE KPI'S INCLUDE THE POTENTIAL FOR 

	

16 	INCENTIVES TO BE PAID BASED ON, IN PART, EMISSION RELATED 

	

17 	REDUCTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH GREENHOUSE GAS PROGRAMS? 

18 

	

19 	A. 	No. From the information provided, I have determined that none of the programs 

	

20 	are related to emissions related programs. 

69  Exhibit 	(MJM-30) Data Request and Response AS-RR-140. 
7°  Exhibit 	(MJM-31) Data Request and Response AS-RR-351. 
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1 Q. WAS THIS ALWAYS THE CASE? 

2 A. 	No. In 2010, Xcel clearly had KPI's associated with emissions related programs. 

3 
	

The Company corporate level, emissions reduction goals accounted for up to 10% 

4 
	

of the weighted KPI. 71  The goals on an individual company level are not as 

5 
	

obviously emission related goals as they are identified as "Environmental 

6 
	

Performance (MN, CO, NM Electric Energy Efficiency (GWh))." 72  However, 

7 
	

other areas with the Company clearly show emission related incentives. 

8 Q. CAN YOU CONFIRM THAT EMISSIONS RELATED GOALS HAVE 

9 	BEEN REMOVED FROM THE COMPANY'S INCENTIVE 

10 	COMPENSATION PLANS AND THAT NO EMISSIONS RELATED 

11 	INCENTIVES ARE BEING ALLOCATED OR DIRECTLY CHARGED TO 

12 	NORTH DAKOTA RATEPAYERS IN THE 2011 TEST YEAR AND 2012 

13 	STEP UP? 

14 A. 	As of the time of this testimony, I do not have confirmation. I would ask that the 

15 	Company provide that confirmation in its rebuttal. 

16 	Adjustment 16-Aviation Expense 

17 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE COMPANY'S 

18 	POSITION CONCERNING THE AVIATION ADJUSTMENT. 

19 A. 	Xcel Energy owns two aircraft for use by company personnel. Expenses for the 

20 	aircraft are allocated among the Xcel Energy companies. NSP was allocated 

71  Exhibit 	(MJM-31) Data Request and Response AS-RR-351, Attachment A, page 1 of 17. 
72  Exhibit 	(MJM-31) Data Request and Response AS-RR-351, Attachment A, page 2 of 17. 
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1 	$98,772 of NSPM's $1,654,923 allocation. 73  The Company stated that after 

	

2 	"carefully reviewing the costs and benefits of these aircraft," they reduced the 

	

3 	costs by half (i.e., $49,386), effectively removing the costs of one of the aircraft. 74  

4 Q. IS THE COMPANY-PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT EQUITABLE? 

	

5 	A. 	The Company could not provide the documentation of their review so that 

	

6 	equitability could be established. Instead, the Company's position is that the 

	

7 	"aviation adjustment was not based upon the examination of specific costs." 75  

8 Q. HOW DOES THIS IMPACT THE VERIFICATION OF COSTS 

	

9 	ALLOCATED TO NORTH DAKOTA FOR REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

	

10 	DETERMINATION? 

	

11 	A. 	Without a basis whereby the Company can demonstrate the benefit to North 

	

12 	Dakota for the use of these aircraft, none of the Aviation expenses should be a 

	

13 	part of the revenue requirement calculation. Therefore, the Company-proposed 

	

14 	adjustment of reducing Revenue Requirement expense by 50% of the aviation 

	

15 	expense should be modified to a reduction of 100% of the aviation expense. My 

	

16 	adjustment would increase operating income by $30,014 as shown on Exhibit 

	

17 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.16, Adjustment 16 Aviation Expense (Co. Adj. A28). 

73  Exhibit 	(MJM-32) Company Workpaper A28-2. 
74  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 67, lines 22-24. 
75  Exhibit 	(MJM-33) Data Request and Response AS-RR-299. 
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1 	Adjustment 17-Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation Costs 

2 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE PAST AND CURRENT EVENTS 

	

3 	REGARDING NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL LITIGATION COSTS. 

4 A. 	In 1998 NSPM sued the Department of Energy (DOE) for breach of contract for 

	

5 	failure to begin acceptance and removal of spent fuel. In 2007 NSPM was 

	

6 	awarded a judgment of $116,000,000 for damages through 2004. Subsequently, in 

	

7 	February 2008, the DOE filed an appeal. To date a decision has not been 

	

8 	reached.76 77 

	

9 
	

In August 2007 the Company filed a second complaint against the DOE, 

	

10 
	

again claiming breach of contract damages. This lawsuit covered the period 

	

11 
	

January 2005 through December 2008 and includes costs associated with the 

	

12 
	

storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Prairie Island and Monticello Nuclear Power 

	

13 
	

Plants as well as costs for complying with the state regulations for Nuclear Fuel. 

	

14 
	

A trial was expected in 2011. 78  

	

15 
	

On July 8, 2011, Xcel Energy (NSPM's parent company) filed a letter 

	

16 
	

with the Commission indicating that the Company had settled the lawsuit with 

	

17 
	

DOE. Xcel stated: 

	

18 	 "The settlement resolves over a decade of on-going litigation that 

	

19 	 continues to have no clearly foreseeable resolution in the courts. 

	

20 	 Under the terms of the settlement, the DOE will make an initial 

	

21 	 payment of just under $100 million (total Company) to cover spent 

	

22 	 nuclear fuel storage costs incurred through December 31, 2008. 

	

23 	 The settlement also provides a mechanism for the Company to 

	

24 	 recover its spent nuclear fuel storage damages through December 

	

25 	 31, 2013. We believe that the additional damage payments through 

76  Direct Testimony Dennis L. Koehl, page 30, lines 22-26. 
77  Exhibit 	(MJM-34) 2010 Form 10-K page 45, legal contingencies. 
78  Direct Testimony of Dennis L. Koehl, page 31, lines 1-8. 
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1 	 2013 will total roughly an additional $100 million on a total 

	

2 	 Company basis. The first supplemental payment, covering 2009 

	

3 	 and 2010, is expected to be received in the first quarter of 2012. 

	

4 	 Payments covering the costs incurred by the Company in 2011, 

	

5 	 2012 and 2013 are expected to be received by year end of 2012, 

	

6 	 2013 and 2014 respectively (assuming the claim amounts are 

	

7 	 resolved 'without the need for binding arbitration and the attendant 

	

8 	 delay). The settlement does not address potential claims beyond 

	

9 	 2013."79  

10 Q. HOW DOES ALL THIS IMPACT THE RATE CASE? 

	

11 	A. 	At the direction of Advocacy Staff, the treatment of this settlement will be 

	

12 	handled in a separate proceeding. However, the legal fees that are no longer 

	

13 	necessary to litigate this case were included in the Company's test year. 8°  

14 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

	

15 A. 	In response to a data request, NSP stated that $29,000 had been allocated to NSP 

	

16 	from the Company's corporate services legal budget for this litigation. 81  I 

	

17 	recommend that the legal fees associated with this litigation be removed from the 

	

18 	test year as they will be netted against the proceeds from the settlement. My 

	

19 	adjustment would increase operating income by $17,625 as shown in Exhibit 

	

20 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.17, Adjustment 17 Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation Costs. 

	

21 	Adjustment 18-Directors' and Officers' Insurance 

22 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ADJUSTMENT REGARDING DIRECTORS' 

	

23 	AND OFFICERS' (D&O) INSURANCE. 

79  Exhibit 	(MJM-35) Data Request and Response AS-RR-238 supplemental Xcel Letter on DOE 
Settlement dated July 8, 2011 
80  Exhibit 	(MJM-36) Data Request and Response AS-RR-238. 
81  Exhibit 	(MJM-35) Data Request and Response AS-RR-238 supplemental. 
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1 	A. 	The Company has included $91,182 in the test year for Directors' and Officers' 

2 	(D&O) insurance. 82  I am recommending that the costs incurred by the Company 

3 	in connection with D&O liability insurance be shared between shareholders and 

4 	ratepayers. The purpose of D&O insurance is to protect shareholders from the 

5 	decisions of their Board of Directors. It is the Company's shareholders who elect 

6 	the Board of Directors, and it is the Board of Directors who is responsible for the 

7 	selection of the Company's officers. The ratepayers have no role in choosing the 

8 	Board of Directors or determining whom the Board appoints as Company officers. 

9 	In the event that the Company's officers and directors are sued successfully by its 

10 	shareholder, the shareholder, not the ratepayers, will be compensated by the 

11 	insurance companies for the losses incurred due to management's mistakes or 

12 	improprieties. The ratepayers receive some benefit as D&O insurance enables the 

13 	Company to attract and retain qualified directors and officers and protects the 

14 	utility's balance sheet from losses. Therefore, I recommend a 50/50 sharing of the 

15 	D&O insurance. My adjustment would increase operating income by $55,416 as 

16 	shown in Exhibit (MJM-2), Schedule 4.18, Adjustment 18 Directors' and 

17 	Officers' Insurance. 

18 	Adjustments 19, 20 & 21-Amortization Adjustments 

19 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE COMPANY'S 

20 	PROPOSED AMORTIZATION ADJUSTMENTS FOR RATE CASE 

21 	EXPENSES, SO2 ALLOWANCES, AND DSM. 

82  Exhibit 	(MJM-37) Data Request and Response AS-RR-205, Attachment D. 
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Requested Amount 

Line no 	 Item 	 Total 	Amortization 	Amount 

2011 Rate Case Expenses 	$ 562,000 	2 years 	$ 281,000 

2 	2011 S02 Emission Allowances $ (260,000) 	2 years 	$ (130,000) 

3 	 2011 DSM 	 $ 451,000 	2 years 	$ 225,500 

4 
	

Total 	 $ 753,000 	2 years 	$ 376,500 

1 
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1 	A. 	In each of these adjustments, the Company is requesting that the recovery of the 

expenses be over a two-year amortization period--essentially, one half in the 2011 

test year and the other half in 2012. 83  Listed below are the Company's total 

request and amortization amounts for the test year." 

Table 2: Amortization Request for Rate Case Expenses, SO2 Allowances and DSM 

7 Q. WHAT IS THE BASIS OF THE AMORTIZATION PERIOD? 

8 A. 	Witness Felling states that he is recommending the two-year amortization period 

9 
	

for these items "because we anticipate filing another electric general rate case 

10 
	

within two years."85  I would presume that the Company would intend to have a 

11 
	

zero balance for these amortization items upon filing its next rate case. 

12 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS AMORTIZATION PERIOD? 

13 A. 	No. I would recommend amortization over a three-year period. 

14 Q. ON WHAT BASIS? 

15 A. 	First, to ease the burden on customers. They are being asked to endure a 

16 	proposed 12% increase in rates, after only recently experiencing a 7.4% percent 

83  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, pages 70 and 71. 
" Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, for 2011 Rate Case Expense, page 70, lines 3-6; for 2011 SO2 
Emissions Allowance, page 70, lines 19-22; and for 2011 DSM, page 71, lines 10-12. 
85  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 69, lines 5-7. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
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1 
	

increase in 2008, 86  with the prospect of an additional step increase in 2012 and an 

additional filing in 2012 (as noted by Witness Felling). Second, if the intent is to 

3 
	

have a zero balance for these amortization balances by the time new rates are 

4 
	

approved and implemented in the next case, then a 3-year period would 

5 
	

accomplish that goal since the amortization would be coming down as the next 

6 
	case is litigated. Finally, this would then make all the amortization periods 

7 
	consistent. Witness Felling noted that the private fuel storage costs will be fully 

amortized in three years. 87  

9 Q. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF YOUR RECOMMENDED AJDUSTMENTS? 

10 A. 	My recommended adjustments would result in the following impacts: 

11 
	• 2011 Rate Case Expenses — operating income would increase by $56,865 as 

12 
	

shown on Exhibit (MJM-2) Schedule 4.19 

13 
	• ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds — operating income would 

14 
	

decrease by $26,356 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 4.20 

15 
	• 2011 Demand Side Management — operating income would increase by 

16 
	

$116,704 as shown on Exhibit (MJM-2) Schedule 4.21 

17 	Adjustment 22-Cash Working Capital 

18 Q. WHAT ADJUSTMENT HAVE YOU MADE TO CASH WORKING 

19 	CAPITAL? 

86  Exhibit 	(MJM-38) Case No. PU-07-776 December 31, 2008 Order Adopting Settlement. 
87  Direct Testimony of John M. Felling, page 69, line 5-6. 

MJM-46 



Direct Testimony and Exhibits of 
Michael J. McGarry, Sr. — Case No. PU-10-657 and Case No. PU-11-55 

	

1 	A. 	I calculated the impact of my recommended adjustment using the Company's 

	

2 	cash working capital calculations. The result is a reduction to rate base of 

	

3 	$18,313 as shown on Exhibit 	(MJM-2) Schedule 22, Adjustment 22 Cash 

	

4 	Working Capital. 

	

5 	Adiustment 23-Interest Synchronization 

6 Q. WHAT IS YOUR ADJUSTMENT TO INTEREST SYNCHRONIZATION? 

	

7 	A. 	The impact of my adjustments on interest synchronization would result in an 

	

8 	increase to operating income of $24,000 as shown on Exhibit 	 (MJM-2) 

	

9 	Schedule 23, Adjustment 23 Interest Synchronization. 

10 V. STAFF'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2012 STEP 

11 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR ADJUSTMENTS TO THE COMPANY'S 2012 

	

12 	STEP REVENUE REQUIREMENTS. 

	

13 	A. 	I used the Company's revised proposed 2012 step and updated it with the 

	

14 	adjustments previously discussed. In summary, I recommend that the Company's 

	

15 	2012 Step revised proposed rate increase of $20,365,000 88  should be adjusted by 

	

16 	($6,691,000) resulting in a revenue requirement for 2012 of $13,674,000 as 

	

17 	shown in Exhibit (MJM-2) Schedule 5 Comparison of Company's 2012 Step 

	

18 	Up Revenue Requirements and Staffs Proposal. 

88  Exhibit 	(MJM-3) May 10, 2011 Letter: David H. Sederquist to Darrell Nitschke, Executive 
Secretary, North Dakota Public Service Commission, Revised Schedule 7. 
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1 VI. RELIABILITY 

2 Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS RELATED TO NSP'S RELIABILITY 

3 	IN NORTH DAKOTA? 

	

4 	A. 	Yes. 

5 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

	

6 	A. 	At the request of Advocacy Staff, I was asked to conduct a high level review of 

	

7 	the Company's reliability indicators and expenses associated with NSP's 

8 	maintenance of its distribution system in North Dakota. I was provided an 

	

9 	example of a recent customer concern which appears to indicate that NSP's 

	

10 	reliability is not satisfactory. The customer wrote to Advocacy Staff Mr. Michael 

11 	Diller on June 28, 2011, 

	

12 	 "Dear Mike, 

13 	 You and I talked about the poor service record of Xcel energy in the Fargo 

	

14 	 area and eastern North Dakota a few months ago. I can understand 
15 	 problems when 70 mph winds blow through town, but, again today, 

	

16 	 gorgeous outside...probably the nicest day of the year and yet the radio is 

	

17 	 reporting "thousands without power from Sabin, MN to West Fargo and 

	

18 	 surrounding area plus most of downtown Fargo. Fortunately for me we 

	

19 	 have power at this moment. But with Xcel, it's gotten so bad one worries 

	

20 	 about the power going out constantly; totally with expectation or reason. 

21 	 I do not understand this. Before and after "the storm" - during nice 

	

22 	 weather - Xcel goes down, literally out of the blue. During the storm 
23 	 clean-up, of course, I understand those temporary outages as crews work 

	

24 	 to get power restored. But that encompassed a few weeks at most. We are 

	

25 	 well beyond that period and, when I first talked with you about this issue, 

	

26 	 we were well ahead of that time period and we had reasonably good 

	

27 	 seasonal weather. 

	

28 	 I would like the Commission, led by Commissioner Cramer or somebody 

	

29 	 out there to start collecting reports on Xcel outages and outages from all 

	

30 	 power companies serving the Commission's jurisdiction. Make it 
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1 	 mandatory that these power companies, particularly Xcel, official report 

	

2 	 when they go down. 

	

3 	 The Commission should look at the record as an ongoing duty and find out 

	

4 	 if it's true that Xcel A) does not know what they're doing in Fargo, eastern 

	

5 	 ND, and western MN....I'm mostly concerned about Fargo....and B) the 

	

6 	 Commission should have a truly independent electrical grid consultant 

	

7 	 look at Xcel operations and infrastructure and provide a report. I think 

	

8 	 there are serious deficiencies Xcel will not admit. "89  

9 

	

10 	In addition, Advocacy Staff has informed me that they have been reviewing the 

	

11 	reliability issue and that its review would be enhanced by my assessment. 

12 Q. WHAT SPECIFICALLY DID YOU ASSESS, AND WHAT DID YOU 

	

13 	CONCLUDE? 

	

14 	A. 	My high level review covered NSP's SAIFI and CAIDI indexes for 2006-2010. 

	

15 	In addition, I reviewed the level of distribution maintenance expenses on dollar 

	

16 	per miles of distribution line basis. I also requested that the Company provide a 

	

17 	description of the programs and/or projects it has in place to address the reliability 

	

18 	of its distribution system. Based on this high-level assessment, recent trends in 

	

19 	some of the statistics, and customer perception (as shown above), I recommend 

	

20 	that the Commission order an operational audit of NSP's reliability program in 

	

21 	North Dakota to address these concerns. 

22 Q. PLEASE CONTINUE AND EXPLAIN WHAT YOUR ASSESSMENT 

	

23 	REVEALED? 

24 A. 	I reviewed the report entitled, "Annual Report of Northern States Power 

	

25 	Company, A Minnesota Corporation to The North Dakota Public Service 

89  Exhibit 	(MJM-39) Email from Mr. Larry Gauper to Mr. Michael Diller, dated June 28, 2011. 
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1 	Commission for the Year Ending December 31, 2010 North Dakota Jurisdiction 

2 	Electric and Natural Gas Utilities." The document contains the Company's 

3 	reliability index performance reports for the commonly used reliability indicators, 

4 	SAIFI and CAIDI. SAIFI (System Average Interruption Frequency Index) 

5 	provides the average number of service interruptions that a customer experienced 

6 	during the reporting period. It is roughly calculated as the number of interruptions 

7 	divided by the number of customers. 

8 Q. WOULD AN INCREASE IN SAIFI FROM ONE PERIOD TO ANOTHER 

9 	INDICATE A WORSENING OF THE RELIABILITY OF THE SYSTEM? 

10 A. 	It might. There are many variables that go into determining whether the system is 

11 	experiencing a worsening of reliability. If there is a period of increased accidents 

12 	or third party damage that result in an outage, the system average SAIFI would 

13 	increase. Similarly, if there is an equipment failure, such as electric feeder lines 

14 	or transformers, the system average SAIFI will increase. These types of failures 

15 	could be indicative of a bigger systemic problem of the Company not providing 

16 	sufficient resources to properly maintain the equipment. 

17 Q. HAS THE 2010 SAIFI SCORE INCREASED OR DECREASED FROM 

18 	PREVIOUS YEARS? 

19 A. 	The 2010 SAIFI score of 1.20 is a significant increase (worsening) from previous 

20 	years. The 2009 score was 0.68, and the average for the previous four years was 

21 	0.72. The chart below displays the trend. 9°  

9°  Exhibit 	(MJM-40) Data Request and Response AS-RR-333. 
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1 	 Figure 1: SAIFI Score by Year 

3 Q. WAS THE INCREASE IN 2010 CONSISTENT ACROSS ALL REGIONS? 

4 A. 	No. Of the five major substations, two (Cass County and Souris) actually 

5 	improved. Of the other three (Red River, Gateway, and Nordic), Gateway and 

6 	Nordic experienced the most significant increases: Gateway rose from 0.19 in 

7 	2009 to 0.68 in 2010 while Nordic rose from 0.55 in 2009 to 2.27 in 2010. 

8 Q. HOW DOES THE COMPANY EXPLAIN THE INCREASE? 

9 A. 	The Company provided information that shows that most of the causes were 

10 
	

related to vegetation encroachment and feeder cable failures. 91  NSP also provided 

11 
	

a list of major outage events at the major substation areas that caused significant 

12 
	

SAIFI increases. 

13 Q. WHAT IS CAIDI? 

2 

91  Exhibit 	(MJM-41) Data Request and Response AS-RR-343, Attachment B. 
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1 	A. 	CAIDI (Customer Average Interruption Duration Index) provides an indication of 

	

2 
	

the average outage duration that customers experienced during the reporting 

	

3 
	

period. It is roughly calculated by dividing the sum of all customer interruption 

	

4 
	

durations by the total number of customer interruptions. This indicator is useful 

	

5 
	

for gauging response time to customer outages. Again an increasing trend in this 

	

6 
	

statistic indicates a worsening of the Company's ability to restore customers' 

	

7 
	

service in as short a time as reasonably possible. 

8 Q. WHAT WAS THE CAIDI SCORE FOR THE COMPANY IN 2010? 

	

9 	A. 	The Company's CAIDI score for 2010 was 62.81, representing an improvement 

	

10 	from the 91.55 score for 2009 and the past four year average of 85.42. This could 

	

11 	lead me to conclude that the Company does work to improve its performance 

	

12 	when restoring customer service. However, a closer look at the data shows that 

	

13 	two of the major substation regions, Cass County and Souris, experienced 

	

14 	significant increases in their scores: Cass County rose from 87.60 in 2009 to 

	

15 	127.11 in 2010, a 45% increase, and Souris rose from 58.00 in 2009 to 76.52 in 

	

16 	2010, a 32% increase. Obviously, such significant increases should be reviewed 

	

17 	and evaluated for the causes of the increase. One would expect that customers 

	

18 	served by these substations should not experience degradation in restoration time. 

19 Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE REGARDING THE RELIABILITY 

	

20 	INDEXES? 

	

21 	A. 	The scores (especially the SAIFI) indicate that the Company's reliability in 2010 

	

22 	was in a downturn. Likewise, CAIDI in certain areas has also experienced a 

MJM-52 



Direct Testimony and Exhibits of 
Michael J. McGarry, Sr. — Case No. PU-10-657 and Case No. PU-11-55 

	

1 	downturn. Whether this was due to program weaknesses is not readily 

	

2 	determinable. 

3 Q. WHAT ELEMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO HAVE A ROBUST 

	

4 	RELIABILITY PROGRAM? 

	

5 	A. 	A reliability program should be coordinated and comprehensive and include 

	

6 	several fundamental components, such as emphasis on vegetation management, 

	

7 	priority feeders, load growth, distribution automation, cable replacements, and 

	

8 	substation improvements. 

9 Q. DOES THE COMPANY HAVE A RELIABILITY PROGRAM OF 

	

10 	COORDINATION, COMPREHENSION, AND APPROPRIATE 

	

11 	COMPONENTS? 

	

12 	A. 	In response to a data request, 92  the Company provided a list of the programs 

	

13 	aimed at reliability of the electric distribution system in North Dakota. NSP's 

	

14 	programs include: 

	

15 	 • Mainline Cable Replacements 

	

16 	 • Tap Cable Replacements 

	

17 	 • Pole inspections 

	

18 	 • Pole Replacements 

	

19 	 • Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) 

	

20 	 • REMS 

21 Q. IN YOUR OPINION IS ANYTHING MISSING FROM THIS LIST? 

92  Exhibit 	(MJM-42) Data Request and Response AS-RR-334. 
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1 A. 	Yes. Vegetation management should be included. Other areas I would expect 

	

2 	would be a transformer performance area and substations. However, these two 

	

3 	areas may be covered in the Feeder program or REMS. 

4 Q. WHAT DID YOU OBSERVE CONCERNING THE LEVEL OF 

	

5 	RESOURCES COMMITTED TO THESE PROGRAMS? 

	

6 A. 	As shown in the table below, NSP's expenditures for these programs have been 

	

7 	swinging up and down from year to year. This may be one of the variables that is 

	

8 	reflected in the SAIFI and CAIDI statistics. It is somewhat intuitive that spending 

	

9 	less on maintenance in one year may cause a worsening of the system in a 

	

10 	subsequent year as there is a lag between spending and performance. 

	

11 	 Table 3: Program Expenditures by Year 93  

Total North Dakota Jurisdiction 

Program 	 2007 	2008 	 2009 	2010 	2011  
Mainline Cable Replacement 	$ 	165,691 $ 	692,876 $ 	120,616 $ 	370,862 $ 504,784 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 	12,498 $ 	263,794 $ 	134,663 $ 	551,860 $ 107,000 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 	29,685 $ 	- 	$ 	73,393 $ 	86,094 $ 	72,654 
Pole Replacements 	 $ 	4,814 $ 	77,693 $ 	37,048 $ 	194,222 $ 238,000 

Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 	107,205 $ 	852 $ 	5,656 $ 	- 	$ 	54,000 
REMS 	 $ 	- 	$ 	5,031 $ 	4,936 $ 	30,920 $ 	6,000  

Total 	 7$ 319,893 V$ 1,040,246 '$ 376,312 V$ 1,233,958 V$ 982,438 

New to 2011 

Tap Improvement Program 
	

$ 	9,000 
Install Remote Fault Indicators 

	
$ 	63,000  

Total 2011 	 $ 1,054,438  

	

12 	Source: Response to Data Request AS-RR-334 

13 Q. WHAT ELSE DID YOU OBSERVE FROM THIS? 

	

14 	A. 	As one can see, the test year budget for these initiatives is significantly less than 

	

15 	in 2010 ($1,054,438 vs. $1,233,958), a 14% reduction. 

93  Exhibit 	(MJM-42) Data Request and Response AS-RR-334. 
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1 Q. IS THERE ANY OTHER INDICATOR THAT WOULD SUPPORT A 

2 	MORE FOCUSED REVIEW OF THE COMPANY'S RELIABILITY? 

3 A. 	I also reviewed the level of distribution maintenance expenses to see whether 

4 	there was a trend that might indicate that the Company was spending more or less 

5 	on a per mile basis. This is also a high level indicator of whether the Company is 

6 	increasing or decreasing the resources it commits to distribution maintenance. 

7 Q. WHAT DID THE RESULTS OF THIS ANALYSIS SHOW? 

8 A. 	As shown in the chart below, in recent years, NSPM has been spending more 

9 
	

maintenance dollars per mile of distribution mains. In addition, based on my 

10 
	

estimate of number of distribution line miles in 2011, this trend continues into the 

11 
	

test year. 

12 
	

Figure 2: Maintenance Dollars by Year by Jurisdiction 

Maintenance Dollars per Line Mile 

2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 

14 	A closer look at the data shows a significant difference in the later years 2009 and 

15 	2010 and 2011. 

MJM-55 
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Distribution Maintenance $/Line 	2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 	2011 

Minnesota 	 $ 711.89 $ 736.38 $ 740.91 $ 805.56 $ 793.55 

North Dakota 	 $ 716.80 $ 688.46 $ 576.74 $ 694.39 $ 624.56 

MN greaterniess than) ND 	$ (4.91) $ 47.93 $ 164.17 $ 111.17 $ 168.99 
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1 	 Table 4: Distribution Maintenance Dollars/Line by Year by Jurisdiction 

This table clearly shows that at a high level, NSPM is spending more on 

maintenance in the other jurisdictions than it does in North Dakota. I 

acknowledge that this is a high level assessment and that accounting treatments in 

various jurisdictions could impact the analysis of dollars per line mile. However, 

my recommendation is not based on a single variable or analysis. It is based on 

(1) customer perception, (2) an apparent degradation of the SAIFI and CAIDI in 

certain locations within the Company's service territory, (3) the possible 

exclusion of certain programs from the Company's reliability program, (4) the 

change in the level of funding for the Company's reliability program, and (5) the 

high level assessment of the dollars per line mile between the jurisdictions. All of 

these factors lead me to the conclusion that a more in-depth review of NSP's 

reliability is warranted. 

15 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

16 A. 	Based on my assessment of the indicators of reliability, I recommend an in-depth, 

17 	focused operational audit of the Company's reliability program. Elements of the 

18 	audit would include the following: 

19 	 • Review of the Company's program and frequency of update 

20 	 • Review type, frequency, and distribution of program reports 

21 	 • Evaluate how normal operation is factored into the program (load growth, 

22 	 vegetation management, corrosion and declension, etc.) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
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1 	 • Review equipment deterioration records and how that information is 

	

2 	 incorporated into the program 

	

3 	 • Evaluate outage handling: 

	

4 	 o Root cause investigations 

	

5 	 o Lessons Learned processing 

	

6 	 • Review special project impact (substation improvements, selective 

	

7 	 underground replacements, etc.) 

	

8 	 o Review reliability projects with regard to criteria, priority, funding 

	

9 	 and tracking 

	

10 	 • Evaluate Performance metrics such as CAIDI and SAIFI for accuracy 

	

11 	 • Evaluate corrective action process and tracking 

	

12 	 • Review reliability program backlog 

	

13 	 • Review program employment of best practices in engineering and 

	

14 	 economic principles 

	

15 	 • Review customer/government communication/interaction 

16 VII. PRAIRIE ISLAND DECOMMISSIONING TRUST FUND 

17 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR CONCERNS WITH THE PRAIRIE ISLAND 

	

18 	DECOMMISSIONING TRUST FUND. 

19 A. 	The Company has filed for a new operating license that would extend the 

	

20 	remaining life of the Prairie Island Nuclear Power Plant (Prairie Island). If 

	

21 	approved, the life of the plant will be extended by approximately 23.3 years. 94  

22 Q. HOW DOES EXTENDING THE REMAINING LIFE OF PRAIRIE 

	

23 	ISLAND BECOME AN ISSUE? 

94  Exhibit 	(MJM-43) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-53 
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1 	A. 	The life extension of Prairie Island will also extend the period of time the 

	

2 
	

Company has to fund decommissioning costs. NSP-M is currently funding based 

	

3 
	

on the original plant life. Based on a new operating license, which extends the 

	

4 
	

remaining plant life, the Decommissioning Trust fund will more than likely be 

	

5 
	

overfunded. This situation is the same as what happened when the Monticello 

	

6 
	

Nuclear Power Plant was granted a new operating license that extended the 

	

7 
	

remaining life of that plant. 

8 Q. HOW DOES THIS POTENTIAL OVERFUNDING IMPACT THE RATE 

	

9 	CASE AND WHEN WILL IT BE KNOWN? 

	

10 	A. 	To the extent that NSP-M has over accrued in the Decommissioning Trust fund 

	

11 	for Prairie Island, as they did with Monticello, it will require a refund to the 

	

12 	customers. That means former and current ratepayers have potentially overpaid 

	

13 	decommissioning fund expenses. 

14 Q. CAN YOU ESTIMATE THE AMOUNT OF THE REFUND DUE 

	

15 	RATEPAYERS? 

	

16 	A. 	The Company indicated that they are in the early stages of evaluating if the Prairie 

	

17 	Island Nuclear Plant Decommissioning Trust fund is overfunded based on a new 

	

18 	remaining plant life.95  A Triennial review of the fund is due in 2011 with the 

	

19 	results known in early 2012. Those results will be submitted to the MPUC by 

95  Exhibit 	(MJM-44) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-94. 
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1 	October 2011. 96  Therefore, the amount of any potential over funding may not be 

	

2 	available until 2012. 

3 Q. ARE THERE ANY FACTORS THAT COULD IMPACT FUTURE 

	

4 	FUNDING OF THE PRAIRIE ISLAND DECOMMISSIONING TRUST 

	

5 	THAT MIGHT RESULT IN THE TRUST FUND NOT BEING 

	

6 	OVERFUNDED AS THE MONTICELLO PLANT? 

	

7 	A. 	Yes. Enhanced on-site storage and the possible extension of the post plant 

	

8 	remaining life decommissioning time frame could impact any potential 

	

9 	overfunding.97  

10 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

	

11 	A. 	I recommend that any overfunding that result from the Triennial review in 2011 

	

12 	be given back to the ratepayer using the same method that was used for the 

	

13 	Monticello plant. The Monticello plant refund was $23.5 million for the 

	

14 	Minnesota retail jurisdiction and was withdrawn from the external 

	

15 	Decommissioning Trust fund in December 2009 and refunded on customer bills 

	

16 	in February 2010. 98  

17 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

	

18 	A. 	Yes. 

96  Exhibit 	(MJM-45) Data Request and Response AS-RR-280. 
97  Exhibit 	(MJM-44) Data Request and Response AS-2-RR-94. 
98  Exhibit 	(MJM-46) Xcel Energy Form 10-K Year Ended December 31, 2010, page 145 para 2. 
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Appendix A - Qualification of Michael J. McGarry, Sr. 

Summary 
Mr. McGarry's professional experience spans thirty years within the private and 

public sectors. He has conducted over thirty comprehensive management and operational 
audits of investor-owned energy, telecommunications, and water utilities. These audits 
have included comprehensive management audits and/or operational audits on most 
utility functions including corporate governance, strategic planning, internal auditing, 
capital and operating budget process and practices, distribution operations and 
maintenance, fuel procurement, supply chain management, demand side management, 
crew operations, affiliates transactions, commodity trading, and construction program 
practices. 

Project Management 
Mr. McGarry's experience includes management of multi-discipline teams for a 

wide range of client engagements, development and implementation of detailed work 
plans and project schedules. He has analyzed and planned interdivisional resource 
utilization; supervised, developed and coached interdivisional team members; and created 
numerous executive reports, briefings, and presentations. 

Regulatory and Rate Case Management 
Mr. McGarry has worked with clients to manage all aspects of the regulatory and 

rate case process. He has developed efficient processes to prepare supporting analyses 
and testimony for submission to the regulatory bodies and interveners. He is a seasoned 
project manager and has analytical expertise to respond to interrogatories and data 
requests from all rate case interveners in a timely manner. Mr. McGarry has assisted a 
number of clients in preparing revenue requirement and cost of service analyses. He has 
also develo.ped rate structure and billing determinant information analyses, time of day and 
interruptible rates analyses, fuel and purchased power reports, and annual wholesale rates for 
member cooperatives. He has developed complex revenue requirement models to present 
alternative positions to a utility's proposed rate request. 

Testimony and Witness Preparation 
Mr. McGarry has proffered and for supported testimony in Colorado, Delaware, 

Illinois, Maine, Michigan, Maryland, New York, Nova Scotia, Ohio, Pennsylvania and 
Utah. These proceedings included testimony involving management decision and 
prudence impacts, operations and maintenance expenses, capital investments, revenue 
requirements, project management, and others. 

Utility Management and Operational Audits 
Mr. McGarry has conducted over thirty comprehensive management and 

operational audits of investor-owned energy and telecommunications utilities. These 
audits have included comprehensive management audits and/or operational audits on 
most functions within the utility environment including corporate governance, strategic 
planning, internal auditing, capital and operating budget processes and practices, 
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distribution operations and maintenance, fuel procurement, supply chain management, 
demand side management, crew operations, affiliates transactions, commodity trading, 
and construction program practices. 

Restructuring, Unbundling, and Cost Allocation 
Mr. McGarry has developed the supporting analyses and regulatory filing 

requirements needed to support unbundling rates for utilities. This has included detailed 
studies where the company's plant-in-service and depreciation reserve was allocated to 
each unbundled function. He has assessed utility management actions to prepare the 
company for competition, including the processes and practices used by the utility to 
prepare to enter new markets and offer new services. 

Training and Public Speaking 
Mr. McGarry has presented topics before Commission staff groups, NARUC sub-

committee groups, and as a program faculty member (2010) for the Institute of Public 
Utilities at Michigan State University. Topics presented include management auditing 
and prudence reviews, service company costs and allocations, forecasting methodology 
and modeling, revenue requirements, rate base, and price regulation theory. 

Education 
Potsdam College, B.A., Economics, 1981 
University at Buffalo School of Management, MBA, 1996 

Regulatory Experience 
Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (CTDPUC)  
Docket 10-02-13 Application of Aquarion Water Company to Amend its Rate Schedules 
On behalf of the CTDPUC, April-August 2010 
Project Manager. Oversaw rate case analysis and assessment of company's proposed 
revenue requirement specifically related to cash working capital and test year expenses. 
Assisted with analysis of specific issues and preparation of Commission's recommended 
decision. 

Docket 07-07-01 Diagnostic Management Audit of Connecticut Light & Power Company. 
On behalf of the Staff of the CTDPUC, July 2008-June 2009 
Project Manager. Performed overall day to day project management responsibilities to 
conduct a diagnostic management audit of the Connecticut Light & Power Company 
(CL&P). Managed a project team of accountants, engineers and industry specialists who 
were responsible for evaluating the effectiveness of the management and operations of all 
aspects of the company. In addition, managed a focused prudency review of Northeast 
Utilities' (CL&P's parent company) development and implementation of a $122 million 
customer information system known as CustomerCentral or C2. 

Before the Delaware Public Service Commission (DEPSC)  
Docket No. 09-414 On behalf of the Staff of the DEPSC in the matter of the application 
Delmarva Power & Light Company (DPL) for approval of modifications to its electric 
base rates, September 2009-May 2010 
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Project Manager. Oversaw rate case analysis and assessment of company's proposed 
revenue requirement. Assisted with analysis of specific issues and preparation of witness 
testimony. 

Docket No. 07-239F On behalf of the Staff of the DEPSC in the matter of the application 
DPL for approval of modifications to its gas cost rates, October 2007-April 2008 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Oversaw review of DPL gas hedging program. 

Docket No. 06-287 On behalf of the Staff of the DEPSC in the matter of Chesapeake Gas 
Corporation's implementation of a Gas Hedging program, June-August 2007 
Project Manager. Provided industry expertise and suggestions to the Commission on a 
proposal plan to implement a gas hedging procurement program at the Company. 

Docket No. 06-284 On behalf of the Staff of the DEPSC in the matter of DPL's request 
for a $15M increase in gas base rates, October 2006-March 2007 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Testified on several rate base and revenue 
requirement issues. Recommended Commission reduce proposed rate increase request to 
$8.4M (56%). 

Before the District of Columbia Public Service Commission (DCPSC)  
Formal Case No. 1076 In the Matter of the Application of the Potomac Electric Power 
Company (PEPCO) for Authority to Increase Existing Retail Rates and Charges for 
Electric Distribution Service. 
On Behalf of the DCPSC, July-June 2010 
Project Manager. Advised Commission Staff on the Company's and intervener's filings 
and testimony regarding revenue requirements, rate base, cost of service, rate design, bill 
stabilization, and depreciation. 

Formal Case No. 1053 - Technical consultant for the DCPSC in the matter of PEPCO's 
request for a $50.4 million increase in base rates, February 2007-June 2008 
Project Manager. Provide technical expertise to Commission in evaluating the 
Company's rate case filing. Commission accepted adjustments which reduced the 
allowed increase by a significant percentage. 

Formal Case No. 1032 In the Matter of the Investigation into PEPCO's Distribution 
Service Rates 
On Behalf of the DCPSC, January-March 2005 
Project Manager. Review and evaluation of PEPCO compliance filings for class cost of 
service and revenue requirements for distribution service pursuant to a settlement 
approved in May 2002. Provided analysis and recommended adjustments to Staff on 23 
designated issues and 13 Company proposed adjustments. Proceeding was settled in 
anticipation of a full rate case for rates to be effective August 8, 2007. 

Formal Case No. 1016 In the Matter of the Application of Washington Gas Light 
Company (WGL), District of Columbia Division, for Authority to Increase Existing Rates 
and Charges for Gas Service 
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On Behalf of the DCPSC, June-December 2003 
Project Manager and Consultant to Commissioners and Staff. Project Manager for the 
analysis of WGL's rate filings. Provided analysis and recommended adjustments to the 
DCPSC Staff on WGL's proposed increase to base rates. Advised the Commission during 
deliberations on party positions and possible recommendations. 

Before the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission  
Docket No. 05-0075 In the matter of a proceeding to investigate Kauai Island Utility 
Coop's Proposed Revised Integrated Resource Plan and Demand Side Management 
Framework, June-November 2005 
Project Manager. Managed a team of consultants responsible for evaluating the impact of 
the changes proposed by the Company. 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission (ILCC)  
Case: 05-0597 On behalf of the Illinois Citizens Utility Board, Cook County States 
Attorney's Office and City of Chicago, November 2005-May 2006 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Provided analysis and recommended 
adjustments in the general rate increase of 20.1% or $320 million filed by ComEd. 

Consultant to Illinois Power Company. Conducted mandated compliance filing to un-
bundle utility's rate tariffs. Prepared filing requirements and all support schedules 
analysis to justify allocation of generation, transmission and distribution. Prepared 
testimony on behalf of the Company's Controller. 

Consultant to Illinois Power Company. Prepared 2001 required update filing for the 
ILCC compliance filing to un-bundle utility's rate tariffs. Prepared filing requirements 
and all support schedules analysis to justify allocation of generation, transmission and 
distribution. Prepared testimony on behalf of the Company's Controller. 

Before Maine Public Utilities Commission (MEPUC)  
Case No 2008-151 MEPUC Investigation into Maintenance and Replacement Program 
for Northern Utilities Inc. 's Cast Iron Facilities (Phase II) 
On behalf of Maine Public Advocate, July 2008-July 2010 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding and led a consultant team 
to assist the State of Maine Public Advocate to follow-up on investigation for the need 
for the program and the Company's management of the repair or replacement of its cast 
iron facilities. 

Case No 2004-813 MEPUC Investigation into Maintenance and Replacement Program 
for Northern Utilities Inc. 's Cast Iron Facilities (Phase I) 
On behalf of Maine Public Advocate, November 2004-March 2005 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding and led a consultant team 
to assist the State of Maine Public Advocate to investigate the need for the program and 
the company's management of the repair or replacement of its cast iron facilities. 
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Before the Maryland Public Service Commission  
Case No. 9092/9093 (Phase II) On behalf of the Staff of the Commission in Base Rate 
Proceeding for PEPCO and Delmarva Power & Light Company December-March 2008 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Provided rebuttal testimony on behalf of the 
Commission related to the reasonableness of the costs and charges of Pepco Holdings, 
Inc. Service Company. 

Case No. 9092 On behalf of the Staff of the Commission in Base Rate Proceeding for 
PEPCO, January-June 2007 
Project Manager. Reviewed and analyzed company's base increase request and all pro 
formas, adjustments to test year revenue requirement and supported witness testimony. 
Commission approved less than 20% of Company's original request. 

Case No. 9062 On behalf of the Staff of the Commission in the matter of the application 
of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation for authority to revise its rates and charges for gas 
service, May-October 2006 
Project Manager. Managed a project team responsible for providing expert witness 
testimony in the areas of revenue requirements, rate base, cost of service, revenue 
allocation, rate design, revenue normalization, and cost of capital. 

Before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (MADPU)  
Case No. D.P.U. 08-110 On behalf of the MDPU regarding the Petition and Complaint of 
the Massachusetts Attorney General for an Audit of New England Gas Company, 
February-August 2010 
Project Manager. Managed a project team of accountants and industry specialists who 
were responsible for evaluating the accuracy of the accounting records, practices and 
procedures used in the development of the Company's revenue requirements calculations 
in the Company's base rate request. 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission  
Case No. U-16432 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of Consumers Energy Company's Application to Implement a Power Supply Cost 
Recovery Plan for 2011 February-June 2011 
Project Manager. Reviewed cost recovery plan requirements and provided analysis and 
testimony concerning prior year under-recovery, generation dispatch and purchased 
power, purchased power agreements, emission control expenses including 
appropriateness of mercury filter expenses as part of PSCR process. 

Case No. U-16434 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of Detroit Edison Company's Application to Implement a Power Supply Cost 
Recovery Plan for 2011 February-June 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed cost recovery plan requirements and 
provided analysis concerning prior year under-recovery, generation dispatch and 
purchased power, purchased power agreements, emission control expenses including 
appropriateness of coal refinement expenses as part of PSCR process. 
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Case No. U-16472 In the matter of the application of The Detroit Edison Company 
(DetEd) for authority to increase its rates, amend its rate schedules and rules governing 
the distribution and supply of electric energy, and for miscellaneous accounting 
authority. February-June 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Review of Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
program cost benefits and tariffs filed and potential witness to same. 

Case No. U-16407 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of Michigan Consolidated Gas Company (MichCon) for 
approval of a detailed plan for main renewal, including a long-term plan to significantly 
reduce the amount of cast iron main in its system. Nov 2010-May 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed Company's proposed plan with 
respect to whether a cost recovery mechanism can be designed to minimize the impact on 
ratepayers. Testified as to the reasonableness of cost benefit of replacements as well as to 
the capital cost recovery as it affects future rate cases. 

Case No. U-16300 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of Consumers Energy Company (CECO) for authority to 
reconcile its renewable energy plan (REP) costs associated with the plan approved in 
Case No. U-15805. November 2010-January 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed the Company's REP Cost 
Reconciliation for 2009 to ensure the adherence to approved processes and reasonable 
and prudent costs. Testified as to significant concerns with respect to the transfer price 
for renewable energy resources proposed by the Company. 

Case No. U-16356 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of DetEd for authority to reconcile its REP costs associated 
with the plan approved in Case No. U-15806-RPS. October 2010-March 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed the Company's REP Cost 
Reconciliation for 2009 to ensure adherence to approved processes and reasonable and 
prudent costs. 

Case No. U-15675-R On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of CECO for the reconciliation of power supply cost recovery 
(PSCR) costs and revenues for the calendar year 2009, October 2010-January 2011 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR plan requirements and testified 
to transfer price, replacement power costs, and reasonableness of including excess fuel 
and variable O&M expenses proffered by various intervenors. 

Case No. U-15677-R On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of The Detroit Edison Company for reconciliation of its PSCR 
plan for the calendar year 2009, September-December 2010 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR reconciliation and testified 
with respect to the transfer price for renewable energy source flowing into the PSCR 
proposed by the Company. 
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Case No. U-16047 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of DetEd for authority to implement a PSCR Plan in its rate 
schedules for 2010 metered jurisdictional sales of electricity, January-May 2010 
Project manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR plan requirements and testified 
to appropriateness of specific components of that factor. 

Case No. U-15415-R On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of CECO for the reconciliation of PSCR costs and revenues for 
the calendar year 2008 and for other relief related to pension and OPEB costs, May-
November 2009 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR reconciliation, provided 
analysis of potential issues, and developed recommendations including basis, past 
precedence, and/or industry expertise. 

Case No. U-15806/U-15890 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in 
the matter of DetEd and MichCon to comply with Public Acts 286 and 296 regarding their 
REP and Energy Optimization Plan (EOP), March-June 2009 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed the EOPs of both DetEd and MichCon 
and provided analysis of issues and shortcomings concerning the plans in relation to the 
specifications of the Act and the benefit to customers. 

Case No. U-15805/15889 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in 
the matter of CECO to comply with Public Acts 286 and 295 regarding its REP and 
EOP, March-June 2009 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed the EOP of CECO and provided 
analysis of issues and shortcomings concerning the plans in relation to the specifications 
of the Act and the benefit to customers. 

Case No. U-15677 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of DetEd for authority to implement a PSCR plan in its rate 
schedules for 2009 metered jurisdictional sales of electricity, January 2009-June 2010 
Project manager. Reviewed PSCR plan requirements and testified to appropriateness of 
specific components of that factor. 

Case No. U-15415 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of CECO for approval of a PSCR plan and for authorization of 
monthly PSCR factors for the year 2008, January-March 2008 
Project Manager. Reviewed PSCR plan requirements and provided summary briefing to 
Michigan Attorney General. 

Case No. U-15320 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of Midland Cogeneration Venture Limited Partnership for the 
Commission to eliminate the "availability caps" which limit CECO 's recovery of 
capacity payments with respect to its power purchase agreement with Midland 
Cogeneration Venture Limited Partnership, October 2007-June 2008 
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Project Manager. Oversaw project to provide industry expertise to evaluate issue in case 
and recommend alternative arguments. 

Case No. U-15245 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of CECO for authority to increase its rates for the generation 
and distribution of electricity and for other relief July 2007-April 2008 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Provided expert testimony on partial and 
interim rate relief, CECO's decision to acquire Zeeland Power Company from Broadway 
Gen Funding, LLC. Provided testimony in permanent phase to reduce company's net 
operating income to more closely reflect the expected costs in 2008. 

Case No U-15244 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of DetEd for authority to increase its electric base rates, 
September 2007-October 2008 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Testified regarding revenue requirements. 

Case No U-15190 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in Base 
Rate Proceeding for CECO, March-September 2007 
Project Manager. Reviewed the revenue decoupling proposal and supported the witness 
testimony. 

Case No U-15040 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in Gas Cost 
Recovery (GCR) 2007/08 Plan proceeding, March-August 2007 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed GCR plan requirements and provided 
analysis of the potential benefits of gas procurement hedging program. 

Case No. U-15001 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in PSCR 
2007/08 Plan proceeding, November 2006-August 2007 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR plan requirements and testified 
to appropriateness of specific components of that factor. 

Case No. U-14701-R On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in PSCR 
2006/07 reconciliation proceeding, June-November 2007 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Reviewed PSCR reconciliation and testified to 
eliminate some expenses used in the company's calculation of its under-recovery PSCR 
reconciliation for 2006. 

Case No. U-14547 On behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan in the 
matter of the application of CECO for authority to increase rates for the distribution of 
natural gas and for other relief December 2005-April 2006 
Expert Witness and Project Manager. Provided analysis, recommended adjustments, and 
filed testimony for the Attorney General on CECO's proposed increase to base rates. 

New Mexico Public Service Commission (NMPSC)  
Special Case Study: Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM) NM PRC Docket 
No. 10-00086-UT, August 2010 
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Blue Ridge worked with QSI Consulting, Inc. to conduct a training session for the 
NMPSC Staff and develop training materials for presentation to Staff on the basic 
elements of future test year proceedings, how those may differ from traditional rate cases, 
and how to apply and interpret the forecasting methodologies and modeling that will 
come into play; and analyze the pending PNM rate case and provide an analytic 
framework for Staff to apply to the forecasting issues in the case. 

Before the North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC)  
Northern States Power Company (NSP) 2011 and 2012 Request for Authority to Increase 
Electric Rates in North Dakota (Case No. PU-10-657/PU-11-55) April 2011-present 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Led a team of consultants engaged to review 
NSP's proposed adjustments, rate base, revenues and expenses, affiliate transactions and 
allocations, revenue requirement, cost of capital, and cost of service and rate design. 
Evaluated NSP's proposed revenue requirement and testified before the NDPSC to 
proposed adjustments to the revenue requirements filed by the company in its application. 

Before the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board  
Case No. P-886 On behalf of the Consumer Advocate of the Province of Nova Scotia in 
the base rate proceeding of Nova Scotia Power, December 2006-March 2007 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Provided an evaluation of a management audit 
of Nova Scotia Power and that report's usefulness to assess the Company's management 
performance and operational efficiency within the context of that proceeding. 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO)  
Case No. 08-0917-EL-SSO On behalf of the Ohio Hospital Association in the matter of 
the Application of American Electric Power of Ohio for authority to increase rates for 
distribution of electric service. (Hired by Ohio Hospital Association's attorney for utility 
matters, Bricker and Eckler, to provide expertise in negotiating rate with American 
Electric Power.), September 2008-March 2009 
Evaluated revenue and rate impact on member hospitals. 

On behalf of the Staff of the PUCO 
• Case #08-0072-GA-AIR Columbia Gas of Ohio for an increase in gas rates, 

April-August 2008 
• Case #07-0829-GA-AIR Dominion East Ohio for an increase in gas rates, 

November 2007-July 2008 
• Case #07-0589-GA-AIR Duke Energy Ohio for an increase in gas rates, 

November 2007-Februrary 2008 
Project Manager. Oversaw multi-discipline team of accountants, auditors, engineers and 
analysts to conduct a comprehensive rate case audit of the Company's gas base rate 
filing. Primary goal of project was to validate information in filing, provide findings 
conclusions and recommendations concerning the reliability of information and data in 
the filing and support Staff in its evaluation of the reasonableness of the filing. 

Case No. 07-0551-EL-UNC On behalf of the Ohio Schools Council in the matter of the 
Application of First Energy Ohio (and its operating companies Ohio Edison, Cleveland 
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Electric and Toledo Edison) for authority to Increase rates for distribution service, 
modem certain accounting practices and for tariff approval, August 2007-April 2008 
Project Manager. Hired by Ohio Schools Council's attorney for utility matters (Bricker 
and Eckler, LLP) to provide industry expertise in reviewing First Energy's application 
with respect to cost of service and rate design and the resulting impact on Council's 
member school systems' energy costs. 

Case No. 06-0986-EL-UNC On behalf of the City of Cincinnati in the matter of the 
Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., to modify its market-based Standard service over, 
May-August 2007 
Project Manager. Hired by City of Cincinnati's Water and Sewer District attorney for 
utility matters (Bricker and Eckler, LLP) to provide industry expertise in reviewing the 
Company's proposal and impact on City's project energy costs. 

Oregon Public Utilities Commission (OPUC)  
Docket No UP205 Examination of NW Natural's Rate Base and Affiliated Interests Issues 
Co-sponsored between NW Natural, Staff, Northwest Industrial Gas Users, Citizens 
Utility Board, August 2005-January 2006 
Project Manager. Led a team that conducted a management audit of NW Natural Gas that 
included an evaluation of rate base issues for Financial Instruments (gas and financial 
hedging) Deferred Taxes, Tax Credits, Cost for a Distribution System, Security Issuance 
Costs and AFUDC calculations as well as Affiliate Transactions for Cost Allocations and 
Transfer Pricing, Labor Loading, Segregation of Regulated Rate Base and Subsidiary 
Investments and Properties, and validation of tax paid from/to affiliates are proper. Audit 
was to ensure Company compliance with orders, rules and regulations of the OPUC, with 
Company policy and with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. 

Utah Division of Public Utilities  
Docket No. 09-035-23 In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power (RMP) 
for Authority to Increase its Retail Electric Utility Service Rates in Utah and for 
Approval of its Proposed Electric Service Schedules and Electric Service Regulations, 
June-December 2009 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Verified the reasonableness of the revenue 
requirements as provided by the company in its application and testified before the Public 
Service Commission of Utah. 

Docket No. 09-035-15 In the Matter of the Application of RMP for Approval of its 
Proposed Energy Cost Adjustment Mechanism (ECAM) - Net Power Cost Evaluation 
(NPC), RMP 2009 General Rate Case, July-December 2009 
Project Manager and Testifying Witness. Analyzed the reasonableness and technical 
accuracy of the RMP's NPC request, performed a comprehensive review of the 
Company's NPC estimate and developed recommendations to ensure an accurate baseline 
for the ECAM, analyzed special issues addressed in the NPC portion of the case, 
analyzed the Company's fuel price hedging policies and provided recommendations 
appropriate for the ECAM, and reviewed intervener NPC issues as well as analyzing 
additional issues as raised by the Company and testified to hedging issues. 
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Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC)  
Independent Third-Party Evaluation of Puget Sound Energy's (PSE) Conservation 
Incentive Mechanism (ECIM) under the co-direction of PSE and the WUTC Staff Phase 
I: July-October 2009; Phase II: October 2009-September 2010 
Project Manager: Assess the extent to which the design and implementation of the 
incentive mechanism addressed key issues and objectives required by the Commission: 
accuracy of implementation in calculations of incentives or penalties, compliance with 
the conditions and requirements of the pilot program, proper use of the calculation 
methodology, and which assumptions or methods were used to calculate and verify the 
savings report. 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado (COPUC)  
Docket No. 04A-050E Review of the Electric Commodity Trading Operations of Public 
Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) 
On behalf of the COPUC Staff, March-September 2004 
Project Manager. Focused operational audit within the bounds of a litigated proceeding to 
determine if ratepayers were subsidizing or negatively impacted by PSCo's energy 
trading function. 

South Carolina State Senator 
Advised Senator on regulatory process for requesting States Public Service Commission 
for a comprehensive review of Duke Power Company's storm and restoration and right of 
way management. Reviewed and advised Senator of results of report finding. 

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission  
Consultant to Ameren UE. Conducted revenue requirement analysis in preparation of 
Missouri Public Service Commission compliance filing to un-bundle utility's rate tariffs. 
Prepared the filing requirements and all support schedules analysis to justify allocations 
of generation, transmission and distribution. 

Southern Connecticut Gas  
Consultant. As part of a team that conducted a comprehensive management audit of the 
management and operations of the Company, completed the capital budgeting area of the 
audit. 

Before the New York Public Service Commission  
Case: 94-C-0657 
Commission Staff. Proceeding to evaluate the compliance of NYNEX with Commission 
rules and orders related to operational support system costs to competitors. Part of staff 
panel to facilitate discussion between company and potential competitors (i.e., users of 
operational support systems) and report back to Commission. 

Focused review of the preparedness of Rochester Gas and Electric (RG&E) and 
Consolidated Edison (ConEd) for competition in the electric industry. Evaluated all 
aspects of the company's management actions to prepare for competition including 
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strategic planning, goals and objectives and senior management's attention to the 
company operations in a de-regulated industry 

Case: 97-M-0567 
Commission Staff. Litigated proceeding to determine the benefits of a proposed merger 
of Long Island Lighting Company / Brooklyn Union Gas. Analyzed the proposed synergy 
savings. 

Case: 96-E-0132 Show Cause Proceeding Regarding Rate Relief for Ratepayers of 
LILCO 
Commission Staff and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding where Staff proffered 
testimony containing a benchmark study showing that LILCO's operations and 
maintenance expenses were excessive compared to a peer group of 24 utilities. Panel 
testimony concerning the findings and conclusions resulting from the benchmark study. 

Case: 96-M-0858 Prudence Investigation into the Scrap Handling Practices in the 
Western Division of Niagara Mohawk Power Company (NIMO) 
Commission Staff and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding as a result of allegations 
of bribery and corruption in company practices related to a specific vendor who 
purchased company scrap metal. Lead team of 10 staff examiners to quantify the extent 
to which the Company paid excessive rates to this vendor. Testified to the findings of the 
analysis. Case settled with ratepayers receiving a credit to bills 

Case: 91-C-0613 Operational Audit of the Outside Plant Construction and Rehabilitation 
Program of New York Telephone Company 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit of the company's management and 
implementation of a $150M capital program to rehabilitate the outside plant distribution 
network. Served as Staff Examiner responsible for crew supervision, goals monitoring, 
contractor oversight, and report preparation. 

Case: 91-W-0583 Prudence Proceeding Regarding the Operations and Management of 
Jamaica Water 
Commission Staff and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding as a result of audit to 
determine extent to which management inattention and inappropriate practices resulted in 
excessive costs to rate payers. Testified on a Staff panel to the excessive costs associated 
with management's inattention to sound business practices related to the design, purchase 
and installation of the Company customer information system. 

Case: 92-W-0030 Operational Audit of Jamaica Water Operations and Management 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive management audit of company operations. 
Responsible for work plan development, and specific topics areas including engineering, 
contracting, and information technology. Findings led to prudence proceeding. 
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Case: 92-M-0973 Management Audit of RG&E 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive management audit of company operations. 
Responsible for work plan development, supervision of staff and specific topics areas 
including purchasing and internal controls. 

Case: 93-E-0918 Operational Audit of the Demand Side Management Function at RG&E 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit of the demand side management 
function including program planning, management and energy savings verification. 
Developed and supervised the implementation of the work plan. 

Case: 88005 Operational Audit of Materials and Supply Function at National Fuel Gas 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit of the materials and supplies 
function including warehouse operations, inventory control and procurement. Developed 
and implemented the work plan for this project. 

Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of LILCO 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Provided research and data evaluation 
expertise to the project. 

Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of ConEd 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Provided research and data evaluation 
expertise to the project 

Case: 90007 Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of Central 
Hudson Gas and Electric 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Provided research and data evaluation 
expertise to the project 

Operational Audit of Fuel Procurement and Contracting of Orange & Rockland Utilities 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Provided research and data evaluation 
expertise to the project 

Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of RG&E 
Commission Staff Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on nuclear fuel. Provided research and data evaluation expertise. 

Case: 88-E-115 Prudence Proceeding to Investigate the Construction Costs Associated 
with the Homer City Coal Cleaning Plant (HCCCP) 
Commission Staff and Testifying Witness. Litigated proceeding as a result of audit to 
determine extent to which management inattention and inappropriate practices resulted in 
excessive construction charges related to the HCCCP. Testified on a Staff panel to the 
fuel price differential costs resulting from the failure of the coal cleaning plant to function 
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as designed as well as surrebuttal testimony on the cost of a flu-gas de-sulfurization plant 
and ancillary equipment and facilities. Case settled. Customers received $125M credit. 

Case: 87003 Operational Audit of the HCCCP 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on the construction of the HCCCP jointly owned by New York 
State Electric and Gas (NYSEG) and Penelec. Responsible for fuel and construction costs 
analysis, benchmarking costs and alternative methods for meeting EPA Clean air 
restrictions, contracting practices and report preparation. 

Case: 87003 Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of NYSEG 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Responsible for fuel cost analysis, 
benchmarking costs, contracting practices and report preparation. 

Case: 86007 Operational Audit of the Field Crew Supervision and Utilization of NYSEG 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of field 
crew utilization and supervision. Staff examiner responsible for verifying supervisor 
activities, reporting, goals attainment and report preparation. 

Case: 86005 Prudence Proceeding to Investigate the Fuel Procurement and Contracting 
Practices at NIMO 
Commission Staff. Litigated proceeding as a result of audit to determine extent to which 
management inattention and inappropriate practices resulted in excessive fuel charges to 
customers. Responsible for fuel cost analysis and benchmarking costs, contracting 
practices, and testimony preparation. Case settled with customers receiving $66M credit. 

Case: 86005 Operational Audit of the Fuel Procurement and Contracting of NIMO 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on non-nuclear fuel. Responsible for fuel cost analysis and 
benchmarking costs, contracting practices and report preparation. 

Case: 85001 Operational Audit of the Research and Development Function of ConEd 
Commission Staff. Comprehensive operational audit to determine effectiveness of 
ratepayer funds spent on R&D activities. Staff examiner on the project responsible for 
reviewing projects documentation and control, outside contracting a report preparation. 

Testimony filed by Mr. McGarry 
Before the Delaware Public Service Commission  

• Delmarva Power and Light Company - Docket No. 07-239F 
• Delmarva Power and Light Company - Docket No. 06-284 

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission  
• Commonwealth Edison - Case: 05-0597 

Before Maine Public Utilities Commission  
• Northern Utilities Inc. - Case No. 2008-151 
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• Northern Utilities Inc. - Case No. 2004-813 

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission  
• PEPCO and Delmarva Power and Light Company - Case No. 9092/9093 

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission  
• Detroit Edison - Case No. U-16434 
• Detroit Edison - Case No. U-16472 
• Michigan Consolidated Gas Company - Case No. U-16407 
• Detroit Edison Company - Case No. U-16356 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-16300 
• Detroit Edison Company - Case No. U-16047 
• Detroit Edison and Michigan Consolidated Gas - Case No. U-15806/U-15890 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-15805/15889 
• Detroit Edison Company - Case No. U-15677-R 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-15675-R 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-15415-R 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-15245 
• Detroit Edison Company - Case No. U-15244 
• Michigan Gas Utilities, Corporation - Case No. U-15040 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-15001 
• Consumers Energy Company - Case No. U-14701-R 
• Consumer Energy Company - Case No. U-14547 

Before the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board  
• Nova Scotia Power - Case No. P-886 

Utah Division of Public Utilities  
• Rocky Mountain Power - Docket No. 09-035-23 

Before the New York Public Service Commission  
• Long Island Lighting Company - Case: 96-E-0132 
• Niagara Mohawk Power Company - Case: 96-M-0858 
• Jamaica Water - Case: 91-W-0583 
• New York State Electric & Gas Homer City Prudence Review - Case: 98-E-115 

Rev 7/19/2011 



North Dakota Public Service Commission 
	

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Northern States Power - Electric 
List of Schedules in Exhibit 	(MJM-2) 

Line # 	Schedule # 	 Description 

1 	Schedule 1 	Comparison of Company's 2011 Revenue Requirements and Staffs Proposal 
2 	Schedule 2 	Rate of Return Calculation 
3 	Schedule 2.1 	Impact of Staffs Rate of Return on Company's Proposed Revenue Requirements 
5 	Schedule 3.1 	Summary of Adjustments to Company's Proposed Rate Base 
6 	Schedule 3.2 	Summary of Staffs Adjustments to Company's Proposed Operating Income 
7 	Schedule 4.1 	Adjustment 1 	Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 
8 	Schedule 4.2 	Adjustment 2 	Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 
9 	Schedule 4.3 	Adjustment 3 	Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 
10 	Schedule 4.4 	Adjustment 4 	Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 
11 	Schedule 4.5 	Adjustment 5 	Customer Deposits (Co. Adj. A19) 
12 	Schedule 4.6 	Adjustment 6 	Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 
13 	Schedule 4.7 	Adjustment 7 	Employee Benefits 
14 	Schedule 4.8 	Adjustment 8 	Employee Retirement Programs (Co. Adj. 02) 
15 	Schedule 4.9 	Adjustment 9 	Mercury Sorbent Reduction (Co. Adj. A14) 
16 	Schedule 4.10 	Adjustment 10 	Qwest Pole Replacements (Co. Adj. All) 
17 	Schedule 4.11 	Adjustment 11 	Bad Debt (Co. Adj. Al 0) 
18 	Schedule 4.12 	Adjustment 12 	Economic Development Costs (Co. Adj. A15) 
19 	Schedule 4.13 	Adjustment 13 	Charitable Contributions (Co. Adj. A18) 
20 	Schedule 4.14 	Adjustment 14 	Payroll Taxes-Excluded Incentive Comp (Co. Adj. A26) 
21 	Schedule 4.15 	Adjustment 15 	Incentive Compensation (Co. Adj. A26) 
22 	Schedule 4.16 	Adjustment 16 	Aviation Expense (Co. Adj. A28) 
23 	Schedule 4.17 	Adjustment 17 	Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation Costs 
24 	Schedule 4.18 	Adjustment 18 	Directors' and Officers' Insurance 
25 	Schedule 4.19 	Adjustment 19 	2011 Rate Case Expenses (Co. Adj. A31) 
26 	Schedule 4.20 	Adjustment 20 	ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds (Co. Adj. A32) 
27 	Schedule 4.21 	Adjustment 21 	2011 Demand Side Management (Co. Adj. A33) 
28 	Schedule 4.22 	Adjustment 22 	Cash Working Capital 
29 	Schedule 4.23 	Adjustment 23 	Interest Synchronization 
30 	Schedule 5 	Comparison of Company's 2012 Step Up Revenue Requirements and Staffs Proposal 

List of Exhibits 
8/15/11 
	

1 



Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit (MJM-2), Schedule 1 
Page 1 of 1 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Comparison of Company's 2011 Revenue Requirements and Staffs Proposal 

(in thousands) 
Company 	Proposed 	Staffs 	 Adjustment 

Description 	2011 Test Year' 	Adjustment 	Position 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 
1 	Rate Base 
2 	Electric Plant in Service 	 $ 	752,278 	$ 	(1,769) $ 	750,509 Schedule 3.1 
3 	Less: Accumulated Depreciation and Amortization 	(370,100) 	 163 	(369,937) Schedule 3.1 
4 	Net Plant in Service 	 $ 	382,178 	$ 	(1,606) $ 	380,571 

5 	Construction Work in Progress 	 $ 	2,100 	 $ 	2,100 
6 	Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 	 (78,577) 	 292 	(78,285) Schedule 3.1 
7 	Other Rate Base: 
8 	Cash Working Capital 	 2,082 	 (18) 	 2,064 Schedule 3.1 
9 	Materials and Supplies 	 6,186 	 6,186 
10 	Fuel Inventory 	 5,674 	 5,674 
11 	Non-Plant Assets & Liabilties 	 (6,173) 	 (6,173) 
12 	Prepaids & Other 	 4,024 	 (34) 	 3,990 Schedule 3.1 
13 	Total Rate Base 	 $ 	317,494 	$ 	(1,367) $ 	316,127 
14 	Rate of Return 	 8.74% 	 7.85% Schedule 2 
15 	Return Requirement 	 $ 	27,749 	 (2,922) $ 	24,827  

16 	Operating Revenues 
17 	Retail 	 $ 	164,504 	$ 	 $ 	164,504 
18 	Other Operating 	 42,445  	42,445 
19 	Total Operating Revenues 	 $ 	206,949 	$ 	$ 	206,950 

20 Operating Expenses 
21 	Fuel & Purchased Energy 	 $ 	81,392 	 $ 	81,392 
22 	Labor Related 	 n/a 	$ 	(295) 	 (295) Schedule 3.2 
23 	Power Production 	 42,844 	 (256) 	42,588 Schedule 3.2 
24 	Transmission 	 11,347 	 11,347 
25 	Distribution 	 6,292 	 (12) 	 6,280 Schedule 3.2 
26 	Customer Accounting 	 4,339 	 (271) 	 4,068 Schedule 3.2 
27 	Customer Service & Information 	 548 	 548 
28 	Sales, Econ Dvlp & Other 	 66 	 (64) 	 2 Schedule 3.2 
29 	Administrative & General 	 13,322 	 (314) 	13,008 Schedule 3.2 
30 	Total Operating Expenses 	 $ 	160,150 	$ 	(1,211) $ 	158,939 

31 	Depreciation and Amortization 	 18,153 	$ 	(500) $ 	17,653 Schedule 3.2 

33 	Taxes: 
34 	Property and Other than Income Taxes 	 $ 	7,468 	$ 	(52) $ 	7,416 Schedule 3.2 
35 	Deferred Income Tax & ITC 	 11,140 	 4 	 11,144 Schedule 3.2 
36 	State & Federal Income Tax 	 (6,777) 	 704 	 (6,073) Schedule 3.2 
38 	Total Taxes 	 $ 	11,831 	$ 	656 	$ 	12,487 

39 	Total Expenses 	 190,134 	 $ 	189,079 
40 AFUDC 
41 	Total Operating Income 	 16,815 	$ 	 17,871 

42 	Income Deficiency 	 10,934 	 6,955 
43 	Revenue Conversion Factor 	 1.64541 	 1.64541 

44 Revenue Deficiency 	 17,991  .1==i162.145 .11.1g146 

17091 

45 	Revenue Deficiency Percent Change 	' 	 36.38% 	63.62% 

Exhibit 	(JMF-1), Schedule 7 and Schedule 8a, Revised 5/9/11 

Line 

Sch 1 
8/15/11 



$ 	3,399,494 	46.29% 	 6.07% 	2.810% Testimony of S. Keith Berry. Ph.D. 

	

83,926 	 1.14% 	 2.06% 	0.024% Testimony of S. Keith Berry. Ph.D. 

	

3,859,990 	 52.56% 	 9.55% 	5.020% Testimony of S. Keith Berry. Ph.D. 

Staff Rate of Return  
5 	Long-Term Debt 
6 	Short-Term Debt 
7 	Common Equity 

8 	Total $ 	76  3434  410 === 100.00% 1 
	

7.853%I 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Rate of Return Calculation 

Capital 	 Weighted 
Description 	Structure 	Ratio 	Cost % 	Cost %  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (0) 	 (E) 

Company Rate of Return  
1 	Long-Term Debt 	 $ 	3,399,494 	46.29% 	 6.07% 

	
2.81% 

2 	Short-Term Debt 	 83,926 	 1.14% 	 2.06% 
	

0.02% 
3 	Common Equity 	 3,859,990 	 52.56% 	11.25% 

	
5.91% 

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit (MJM-2), Schedule 2 
Page 1 of 1 

Reference 
(F) 

Line 

4 	Total $ 	7i  343 410 	100.00%  
=1111.11==112 1 

	
8.74%1 

Source: JMF-1, Schedule 8a and COC Workpaper 

Sch 2 
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NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric  
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Impact of Staff's Rate of Return  on Company's Proposed Revenue Requirements 

(in thousands) 

	

Company 	Proposed 	Staff's 	 Adjustment 

Description 	2011 Test Year 	Adjustment 	Position 	 Reference  
(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Total Rate Base 	 $ 	317,494 	 $ 	317,494 
2 	Rate of Retum 	 8.74% 	-0.89% 	7.85%  Schedule 2 
3 	Return Requirement 	 $ 	27,749 	 $ 	24,934 

4 	Operating Revenues 
5 	Retail 	 $ 	164,504 	 $ 	164,504 

6 	Other Revenues 	 42,445 	 42,445 

7 	Total Operating Revenues 	 $ 	206,949 	 $ 	206,950 

8 	Operating Expenses 
9 	O&M Expenses 	 $ 	160,150 	 $ 	160,150 

10 	Depreciation and Amortization 	 18,153 	 18,153 
11 	Taxes 	 11,831 	 11,831  
12 	Total Expenses 	 $ 	190,134 	 $ 	190,134  

13 	Net Operating Income Before Taxes 	 $ 	16,815 	 $ 	16,816 

14 	AFUDC 	 -  

15 	Operating Income for ROR Calculation 	 $ 	16,815 	 $ 	16,816 

16 	Income Deficiency 	 10,934 	 8,118 

17 	Revenue Conversion Factor 	 1.64541 	 1.64541 

18 	Revenue Deficiency 
	

$ 	17,991 	$ 	(4,633) $ 	13,358 

19 	Revenue Deficiency Percent Change 	 -25.75% 

Line 

Sch 2.1 
8/15/11 



NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
	

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-2), 	Schedule 3.1 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
	

Page 1 of 1 
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Summary of Adjustments to Company's Proposed Rate Base 

Staff Proposed Cost of Capital  
Impact on 	Revenue 

Impact to 	 Return 	Requirement 

	

Line 	 Description 	Reference 	Rate Base 	Requirement 	Impact  

	

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 
1 	Electric Plant in Service  

	

2 	Adjustment 1 	Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 	 Schedule 4.1 	$ 	(331) $ 	 (26) $ 	 (43) 

	

3 	Adjustment 2 	Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 	Schedule 4.2 	 (195) 	 (15) 	 (25) 

	

4 	Adjustment 3 	Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 	 Schedule 4.3 	 (958) 	 (75) 	 (124) 

	

5 	Adjustment 4 	Remove VVind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 	 Schedule 4.4 	 (278) 	 (22) 	 (36) 

	

6 	Adjustment 6 	Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 	 Schedule 4.6 	 (8) 	 (1) 	 (1) 

	

7 	Total Electric Plant in Service 	 $ 	(1,769) 	$ 	 (139) 	$ 	(229) 

8 	Accumulated Depreciation  
9 	Adjustment 1 	Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 	 Schedule 4.1 	$ 	 23 	$ 	 2 	$ 	 3 

10 	Adjustment 2 	Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 	Schedule 4.2 	 1 	 0 	 0 

11 	Adjustment 3 	Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 	 Schedule 4.3 	 128 	 10 	 17 

12 	Adjustment 4 	Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 	 Schedule 4.4 	 11 	 1 	 1  
13 	Total Accumulated Depreciation 	 $ 	163 	$ 	 13 	$ 	 21  

14 	Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes  
15 	Adjustment 1 	Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 	 Schedule 4.1 	$ 	 55 	$ 	 4 	$ 	 7 

16 	Adjustment 2 	Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 	Schedule 4.2 	 79 	 6 	 10 

17 	Adjustment 3 	Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 	 Schedule 4.3 	 121 	 9 	 16 

18 	Adjustment 4 	Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 	 Schedule 4.4 	 38 	 3 	 5 

19 	Total Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 	 $ 	292 	$ 	 23 	$ 	 38 

20 	Cash Working Capital  
21 	Adjustment 22 	Cash Working Capital 	 Schedule 4.22 	 (18) $ 	 (1) $ 	 (2) 

22 	Prepaids & Other 
23 	Adjustment 5 	Customer Deposits (Co. Adj. A19) 	 Schedule 4.5 	 (34) 	 (3) 	 (4) 

24 	Total Prepaid & Other 	 (34) $ 	 (3) $ 	 (4) 

25 
	

Total Change to Rate Base 	 $ 	(1,367) $ 	 (107) $ 	(177)  

$ 	317,494  
$ 	316,127  

26 
27 

Notes and Source 
Col C: 
Col D: 
Col E: 

Company Rate Base 
Adjusted Rate Base 

See referenced schedule 
Computed using Rate of Return recommended by Staff 
Computed using Revenue Conversion Factor 

7.85% 
1.64541 

Sch 3.1 
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Schedule 4.6 
Schedule 4.7 
Schedule 4.8 

13 	$ 
58 
28  
97 

24 	$ 	 (14) 
108 	 (66) 
49 	 (30)  

181 	$ 	 (110)  

(36) 	$ 	(3) 	$ 	 3 	$ 
(178) 	 12 

(81) 	 5 
295 -7-757 	 $ 

4 	Expenses 
5 	Operating Expense: Labor Related 
6 	Adjustment 6 	Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 
7 	Adjustment 7 	Employee Benefits 
8 	Adjustment 8 	Employee Retirement Programs (Co. Adj. 02) 
9 	Total Operating Expense: Labor Related 

14 	Operating Expenese: Distribution  
15 	Adjustment 10 	Qwest Pole Replacements (Co. Adj. All) 
16 	Total Operating Expense: Distribution 

Schedule 4.10 	$ 	 (12) 	 $ 	 1 
$ 	 (12) , 	$ 	- 	$ 	 1 	 7 	$ 	 (4) .  

4 
	

7 	$ 	 (4) 
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Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Summary of Staffs Adjustments to Company's Proposed Operating Income 

Estimated 
Revenue 

O&M 	 Other 	State 	 Federal 	 NOI 	 Requirement 
Line 	 Description 	Reference 	Adjustment 	Taxes & ITC 	Income Tax 	Income Tax 	Adjustment 	Impact  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 	 i 1 	 (G) 
1 	Revenue  
2 
3 	Total Revenue 

10 	Operating Expense: Power Production  
11 	Adjustment 4 	Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 	 Schedule 4.4 	$ 	 (3) $ 	4 	$ 	 3 	$ 	16 	$ 	 (20) $ 	 12 
12 	Adjustment 9 	Mercury Sorbent Reduction (Co. Adj. A14) 	 Schedule 4.9 	 (253)  	 18 	 83 	 154 	 (93)  
13 	Total Operating Expense: Power Production 	 $ 	(256) $ 	4 	5 	20 	$ 	99 	$ 	 133  $...........211 

17 	Operating Expense: Customer Accounting 
18 	Adjustment 11 	Bad Debt (Co. Adj. A10) 
19 	Total Operating Expense: Customer Accounting 

Schedule 4.11 	$ 	 (271) 	 18 	$ 	 89 	 165 	$ 	 (100) 
$ 	 (271) 	 s 	89 	 165 	$ 100 

20 	Operating Expense: Econ Dvip & Other 
21 	Adjustment 12 Economic Development Costs (Co. Adj. A15) 	 Schedule 4.12 	$ 	 (64) 	 $ 	 4 	$ 	 21 	$ 	 39 	$ 	 (24)  
22 	Total Operating Expense: Econ Dylp & Other 	 (64) 	 $ 	 4 	$ 	21 	$ 	 39  	$ 	 (24) ,  

23 	Operating Expense: Administrative & General  
24 	Adjustment 13 	Charitable Contributions (Co. Adj. A18) 	 Schedule 4.13 	S 	(132) 	 $ 	 9 	S 	43 	$ 	 80 	$ 	 (49) 
25 	Adjustment 14 	PayroN Taxes-Excluded Incentive Comp (Co. Adj. A26) 	Schedule 4.14 	 $ 	(39) 	 3 	 13 	 24 	 (14) 
26 	Adjustment 15 	Incentive Compensation (Co. Adj. A26) 	 Schedule 4.15 	 (12) 	 (1) 	 1 	 4 	 8 	 (5) 
27 	Adjustment 16 Aviation Expense (Co. Adj. A28) 	 Schedule 4.16 	 (49) 	 3 	 16 	 30 	 (18) 
28 	Adjustment 17 	Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation Costs 	 Schedule 4.17 	 (29) 	 2 	 9 	 18 	 (11) 
29 	Adjustment 18 	Directors' and Officers' Insurance 	 Schedule 4.18 	 (91) 	 6 	 30 	 55 	 (34) 
30 	Adjustment 23 	Interest Synchronization 	 Schedule 4.23 	 2 	 12 	 (14) 	 9  
31 	Total Operating Expense: Adminstrative & General 	 $ 	(314) $ 	(40)  $ 	25 	$ 	128 	$ 	 201 	$ 	122 

32 	Depreciation and Amortization  
33 	Adjustment 1 	Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 	 Schedule 4.1 	$ 	 (14) 	 $ 	 1 	$ 	 5 	$ 	 8 	$ 	 (5) 
34 	Adjustment 2 	Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 	Schedule 4.2 	 (159) 	 10 	 52 	 97 	 (59) 
35 	Adjustment 3 	Sale of Laketteld Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 	Schedule 4.3 	 (34) 	 (10) 	 3 	 14 	 27 	 (16) 
36 	Adjustment 4 	Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 	 Schedule 4.4 	 (50) 	 0 	 0 	 50 	 (31) 
37 	Adjustment 19 2011 Rate Case Expenses (Co. Adj. A31) 	 Schedule 4.19 	 (94) 	 6 	 31 	 57 	 (35) 
38 	Adjustment 20 ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds (Co. Adj. A32) 	Schedule 4.20 	 43 	 (3) 	 (14) 	 (26) 	 16 
39 	Adjustment 21 	2011 Demand Side Management (Co. Adj. A33) 	 Schedule 4.21 	 (192)  	 12 	 63 	 117 	 (71)  
40 	Total Depreciation and Amortization 	 $ 	(500)  $ 	(10) $ 	 30 	$ 	150 	$ 	 329 	$ 	 (200)  

41 	Tax totals 	 S 	(49)  $ 	116 	$ 	588 

$ 	704 42 	State and Federal Income Tax Total 
(940) 

Soh 3.2 
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Page 2 of 2 
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 
Summary of Staffs Adjustments to Company's Proposed Operating Income 

Notes and Source 
Col C: See referenced schedule 
Col E: Computed using Gross Up Factor 

	
0.80775 

Revenue Requirement Gross-Up Factor 
	

80.7750% 
Revenue Conversion Factor 

	
1.84541 JMF-1, Schedule 10 

State of North Dakota Tax rate 
	

6.50% 
Federal Statutory Tax rate 
	

35.00% 
Federal Effective Tax rate (1-State rate•Federal rate) 

	
32.73% 

Total North Dakota Composite Tex rate 
	

39.23% 

Minor differences due to rounding. 

Sch 3.2 
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Northern States Power Company - Electric 	 Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 1 
Mercury Emissions (Co. Adj. A38) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Rate Base: 
2 	Plant in Service 
3 	Depreciation Reserve 
4 	Accumulated Deferred Taxes 

$ 	330,704 
$ 	(23,243) 
$ 	(54,982)  

$ 	 Line 18 
Line 19 
Line 20 

$ 	(330,704) 
$ 	23,243 
$ 	54,982 

5 	Impact to Rate Base 

6 	Expense: 
7 	Depreciation 
8 	Amortization Deferred Taxes 
9 	Total Depreciation and Amortization 

10 	State Income Tax Rate 

$ 	252,479 

14,457 
(601) 

13,856 

6.5% 

252,479 	$ 

$ 	(14,457) 	$ 
601 

(13,856)1 

6.5% 

Company Workpaper A38-4 
Company Workpaper A38-4 

11 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 (901) 

12 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	12,955 
13 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35% 
14 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 (4,534) 

901 1 

4,534 1 

35% 

15 	Total Expense 
	

8,421 

16 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(8,421) $ 8,421 	$ 

17 	Rate Base: Mercury Emissions 
	

BOY 	EOY 	Average  
18 	Plant Investment 
	

$ 	328,091 	$ 	333,317 	$ 	330,704 Company Workpaper A38-4 
19 	Depreciation Reserve 

	
$ 	(16,015) $ 	(30,471) $ 	(23,243) Company Workpaper A38-4 

20 	Accumulated Deferred Taxes 
	

$ 	(55,283) $ 	(54,682) $ 	(54,982) Company Workpaper A38-4 



$ 	(195,000) 
1,000 

$ 	79,000 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Rate Base: 
2 	Plant Investment 
3 	Depreciation Reserve 
4 	Accumulated Deferred Taxes 

5 	Impact to Rate Base 

6 	Expense: 
7 	Depreciation 
8 	Amortization Deferred Taxes 
9 	Total Depreciation and Amortization 

12 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	148,665 
13 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
14 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(52033)  

15 	Total Expense 

16 	Impact to Operating Income 

$ 	96,632 

$ 	(96,632) 	$ 96,632 	$ 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Adjustment 2 
Remove Transmission-Pleasant Valley/Bryon Not in Service 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.2 
Page 1 of 1 

$ 	115,000 (115,000) 	$ 

$ 	2,000 	$ 	(2,000) $ 	 Response to AS-RR-22 

	

157,000 	(157,000) 	  Response to AS-RR-22 

	

159,000 1 	(159,000)1 

10 	State Income Tax Rate 
11 	Effect on State income tax expense 

6.5%  
$ 	(10,335)  10,335 I 

52,033) 

6.5% 

35% 

$ 	195,000 
(1,000) 

$ 	(79,000)  

Response to AS-RR-22 
Response to AS-RR-22 
Response to AS-RR-22 



$ 	(957,503) 
$ 	128,058 
$ 	120,617 

1 	Rate Base:  
2 	Plant Investment 
3 	Depreciation Reserve 
4 	Accumulated Deferred Taxes 

Response to AS-RR-13 
Response to AS-RR-13 
Response to AS-RR-13 

$ 	957,503 
$ 	(128,058) 
$ 	(120,617)  

12 	State Income Tax Rate 
13 	Effect on State income tax expense 

6.5% 
$ 	(2,856)  2,856 1 

6.5% 

$ 	14,380 I 
35% 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Northern States Power Company - Electric 
	

Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 3 
Sale of Lakefield Junction/Fox Lake Transmission Line 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

5 	Impact to Rate Base 

6 	Expense:  
7 	Depreciation 	 $ 	23,203 	$ 	(23,203) 	$ 
8 	Amortization Deferred Taxes 	 11,229 	(11,229) 	 
9 	Total Depreciation and Amortization 	$ 	34,432 1 $ 	(34,432)1 $ 

P  
 10 	Property Taxes 	 $ 	9,510  I $ 	(9,510)1 $ 

$ 	708,828 
	

$ 	(708,828) $ 

Response to AS-RR-13 
Response to AS-RR-13 

Response to AS-RR-13 

11 	Total Expenses 
	

$ 	43,942 	$ 
	

(43,942) $ 

14 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	41,086 
15 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
16 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(14,380)  

17 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	 26,706 

18 	Impact to Operating Income 
	

$ 	(26,706) $ 
	

26,706 	$ 



Page 2 of 2, Line 10 
Company Workpaper A5-1 

29,280 	$ 
8,285 

Company 	 Adjusted 	Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Rate Base:  
2 	Plant Investment 
3 	Depreciation Reserve 

$ 	278,051 
$ 	(10,936) I

$ (278,051)1 
$ 10,936  

$ 	 Page 2 of 2, Line 8 
Page 2 of 2, Line 9 

4 	Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	 $ 	(29,280) $ 
5 	ITC-Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	 (8,285)  
6 	Total Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	 $ 	(37,565) 

7 	Impact to Rate Base 	 $ 	229,550 	$ 	(229,550) $ 

10 	Depreciation 	 $ 	20,457 	$ 
11 	Amortization Deferred Taxes 	 29,920  
12 	Total Depreciation and Amortization 	$ 	50,376 

(20,457) 	$ 
(29,920) 
(50,376)1 

Page 2 of 2, Line 15 
Page 2 of 2, Line 16 

16 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 
17 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 (3,235) 

18 	Federal Taxable 
19 	Federal Income Tax Rate 
20 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 

21 	Total Expense 

22 	Impact to Operating Income 

$ 	46,529 
35% 

$ 	(16,285)  

$ 	30,244  

$ 	(30,244) $ 	30,244 	$ 

Northern States Power Company - Electric  
Adjustment 4 
Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC (Co. Adj. A5) 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.4 
Page 1 of 2 

37,5651 

$ 	3,235 1 

16,285 1 

3,099 

(6,857) 

3,145 

(53,521) 	$ 

8 	Expense:  
9 	Operating Expense I $ 	(3,099)1 Page 2 of 2, Line 13 

6,8571 

I $ 	(3,145)1  	  

$ 	49,764 	$ 

Company Workpaper A5-2 

Page 2 of 2, Line 14 

13 	lnvestmernt Tax Credit 

14 	Property Taxes 

15 	Total Expenses 

6.5% 

35%  



NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Adjustment 4 
Remove Wind2Battery Project and ITC 

Line 	 Description 
(A) 
	

(B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Rate Base 	 2010' 	 2011' 	Average 	 See footnote for reference 
2 	Plus CWIP Ending Balance 	 $ (1,000,000) 	$ (1,000,000) 	$ (1,000,000) 
3 	Plus Plant In Service 	 4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 
4 	Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 (12,184) 	(364,239) 	(188,212) 
5 	Less Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (246,447) 	(761,351) 	(503,899)  
6 	End of Month Rate Base 	 $ 3 , 526,526 	$ 2,659,566 	$ 3,093,052  

Average 	Allocator2 	ND Jurisdiction 	 See footnote for reference 
7 	Plus CWIP Ending Balance 	 (1,000,000) 	5.8107%1--(58,=7 
8 	Plus Plant In Service 	 4,785,157 	5.8107% 	278,051 
9 	Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 (188,212) 	5.8107% 	(10,936) 
10 	Less Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (503,899) 	5.8107% 	(29,280)  
11 	End of Month Rate Base 	 $ 3,093,052 	 $ 	179,728  

12 	Expenses 	 2011' 	Allocatorz 	ND Jurisdiction 	 See footnote for reference 
13 	Operating 	 $ 	53,340 	5.8107% $ 	3,099 
14 	Property Taxes 	 54,120 	5.8107% 	 3,145 
15 	Book Depreciation 	 352,055 	5.8107% 	20,457 
16 	Deferred Taxes 	 514,904 	5.8107% 	29,920 
17 	 $ 	974,419 	 $ 	56621  

1  Xcel MNPUC Petition Dated 4/1/09, Schedule 3, page 1 of 1 
2  Allocator-Company Workpaper B2 

Adjustment 
Reference 

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.4 
Page 2 of 2 
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Northern States Power Company - Electric 
	

Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 5 
Customer Deposits (Co. Adj. A19) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Rate Base Prepaids & Other:  
2 	Customer Deposits 
3 	Electric Allocator 
4 
5 	ND Electric Allocator 
6 	ND Electric Customer Deposits 

	

$ (2,791,162) $ 	(727,365) $ (3,518,527) Workpaper A19-4 	Response to AS-RR-231, Att A, p. 2 
74.3703% 	 74.3703% Workpaper A19-4 

(2,075,796) 	(540,944) 	(2,616,739) 
6.3189% 	 6.3189% Workpaper A19-4 

(131,167) 	$ 	(34,182)1  $ 	(165,349)  



6.5% 
2,5221 

6.5%  
211,560,2111  

4 	State Income Tax Rate 
5 	Effect on State income tax expense $ 	(1,562,573)  

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
	

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
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Northern States Power Company - Electric 
	

Page 1 of 2 
Adjustment 6 
Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 

Ad ustment 
(B) 

Company 
Line 	 Description 	Actual  

(A) 

Adjusted 	Company 	 Adjustment 
Amount 	Reference 	 Reference  

(C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Regular Payroll 
2 	Payroll Taxes 
3 	Regular Payroll and Payroll Taxes 

$ 	22,225,000 I $ 

	

1,814,591 
	(36,045) $ 22,188,955 Workpaper 01-1 	Page 2, Line 8 

(2,757) 	1,811,834 Workkpaper 01-2 	Page 2, Line 18 
$ 	24,039,591 	$ 	(38,802) 	$ 24,000,789 

6 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	22,477,018 	 $ 22,440,738 
7 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35% 	 35%  
8 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(7,866,956) 1 $ 	12,698 1  $ (7,854,258)  

9 	Total Expense 

10 	Impact to Operating Income 

11 	Wages and Payroll Taxes Capitalized to Rate Base  

$ 	14 , 610 , 062 	 $ 14 , 586 , 480 

$ 	(14,610,062) 	$ 	23,582 	$ (14,586,480)  

(8,197)1 
	

(8,197) Page 2, Line 38 



Response AS-RR-331 
Response AS-RR-331 

(36,045) 
0.0145 

(523) 

(36,045) 
100% 

(36,045) 
0.062 

(2,235) 

(2,757)1 

(594,613) 
6.06% 

(36,045)1 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Northern States Power Company - Electric 
	

Page 2 of 2 
Adjustment 6 
Bargaining Unit Wage Adjustment 

1 	Calculations of Impact to Bargaining Unit Wage Difference:  
2 	NSPM Estimated 2011 Actual Base Pay 	 $ 	121,895,585 	 Response AS-RR-331 
3 	NSPM 2011 Budget Base Pay 	 $ 	122,490,198 	122,490,198 	 Response AS-RR-331 
4 	NSPM Difference between Budget and Actual 	 $ 	(594,613), 

5 	O&M Impact  
6 	NSPM Difference between Budget and Actual 
7 	ND Electric Average Allocation Factor 	 6.06% 
8 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Actual 	 7,425,250 

9 	O&M Payroll Taxes  
10 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Actual 
11 	Medicare Tax Rate 
12 	Total Medicare Taxes 

13 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Actual 
14 	% Employees with salaries > Social Security maximum 
15 	Estimated Wage Adjustment Subject to Social Security Tax 
16 	Social Security Tax Rate 
17 	Total Social Security Taxes 

18 	Total Payroll Taxes for Wage Increase 

19 	Rate Base Impact  
20 	NSPM Difference between Budget and Actual 	 $ 	(594,613) 	 Response AS-RR-331 

21 	Estimated O&M % of Labor Costs 	 70.30% 	 Response AS-RR-331 

22 	NSPM Difference / O&M % of Labor Costs 	 (845,822) 

23 	NSPM Difference between Budget and Actual 	 (594,613) 	 Response AS-RR-331 

24 	Estimated Incremental Capital Merit Spend 	 $ 	(251,209) 

25 	Rate Base Impact Assuming 1/2 year in service 	 $ 	(125,605) 	 Response AS-RR-331 

26 	ND Electric Average Allocation Factor 	 6.06% 	 Response AS-RR-331 

27 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Rate Base (7,614)1 

28 	Rate Base Related Payroll Taxes  
29 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Rate Base 

	
(7,614) 

30 	Medicare Tax Rate 
	 0.0145  

31 	Total Medicare Taxes 
	 $ 	 (110)  

32 	ND Electric Wage Adjustment to Rate Base 	 $ 	(7,614) 

33 	% Employees with salaries > Social Security maximum 	 100%  

34 	Estimated Wage Adjustment Subject to Social Security Tax 	 $ 	(7,614) 

35 	Social Security Tax Rate 	 0.062  

36 	Total Social Security Taxes 	 $ 	 (472)  

37 	Total Payroll Taxes for Wage Increase related to Rate Base 

38 	Total Rate Base Wage and Payroll Tax Adjustment (8,197)1 



	

(4,239) 	 Response to AS-RR-149 

	

(537) 	 Response to AS-RR-149 

	

(552) 	 Response to AS-RR-149 

	

(6,456) 	 Response to AS-RR-149 

(11,784) 

2_339 010 

(4,239) 
(537) 
(552) 

(6,456) 

(11,784) 

(177,751)1 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 7 
Employee Benefits 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Active Health Care Costs 	 $ 2,516,761 	 $ 2,516,761 	Response to AS-RR-147 

2 	Health Insurance Changes 	 Response to AS-RR-148 
3 	High Deductible Health Plan (HDHP) 	 (41,532) 	(41,532) 	 Response to AS-RR-148 
4 	Health Savings Account (HSA) 	 (81,717) 	(81,717) 	 Response to AS-RR-148 
5 	Out of Pocket Maximums 	 (51,183) 	(51,183) 	 Response to AS-RR-148 
6 	Dental Cost Increase 	 8,465 	 8,465 	 Response to AS-RR-148 
7 	Total Health Insurance Changes 	 (165,967) 	(165,967)  

8 	Drug Program Changes 
9 	Mandatory Pharmacy Mail Order 
10 	Member Pay Difference for Pharmacy 
11 	Selected Rx Drug Elimination 
12 	Member Pay Difference & Mandatory 

Mail Order for Non-Bargaiing 
13 	Total Drug Program Changes 

14 	Total Health Care Benefits Costs 	 $ 2,516,761 

15 	State Income Tax Rate 
16 	Effect on State income tax expense 

6.5%  
$ 	(163,589), 11,553 1 

6.5%  
$ 	(152,036)  

17 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 2,353,172 	 $ 2,186,974 
18 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  	 35%  

19 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(823,610)  1  $ 	58,169 1  $ 	(765,441)  

20 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	1,529,562 	 $ 	1,421,533  

21 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ (1,529,562) $ 	108,029 	$ (1,421,533)  
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 8 
Employee Retirement Programs (Co. Adj. 02) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Pension and Benefits 	 68,833 	(80,838)1 	(12,005) Workpaper 02-5d 	 Data Request AS-RR-328 

2 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 	 6.5% 
3 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(4,474) 1 $ 	5,254 1  $ 	780  

4 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	64,359 	 $ 	(11,225) 
5 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35% 	 35% 

6 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(22,526) 1 $ 	26,455 1 $ 	3,929  

7 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	41,833 
	

(7,296  

8 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(41,833) $ 49,129 	$ 	7,296 



252,668 
   1 (252,668)1 

$ 	153,559 	 $ 
1••1111■1111111111111MEM 

10 	Total Expense 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 9 
Mercury Sorbent Reduction (Co. Adj. A14) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference 

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 
1 	Operating Expense: Power Production 
2 	Sherco Unit 3 Mercury Sorbent Costs 
3 	King Mercurty Sorbent Costs 
4 	Total Mercury Sorbent Costs 

5 	State Income Tax Rate 

6 	Effect on State income tax expense 

	

70,194 	(70,194) 	 Response to AS-RR-342 Revised 

	

182,474 	(182,474) 	 Response to AS-RR-342 Revised 

6.5% 	 6.5% 

(16,423) 1 $ 	16,423 1  $ 	 

$ 7 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	236,245 
8 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35% 

9 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 (82,686) ,  

35% 

1 $ 	82,6861 

11 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(153,559) $ 	153,559 	$  



$ 	18,125 $ 	(11,631)1 6,494 Workpaper A11-2 	 Line 15 

6.5% 	 6.5% 

(1,178) 756 1 (422) 

	

16,947 	 6,072 

	

35% 	 35% 

(5,931) 
	

3,806 1 (2,125) 

11,016 
	

3,947 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-2), Schedule 4.10 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Adjustment 10 
Qwest Pole Replacements (Co. Adj. All) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Operating Expense: Distribution 
2 	Qwest Pole Replacement 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 

4 	Effect on State income tax expense 

5 	Federal Taxable 

6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 

7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 

8 	Total Expense 

9 	Impact to Operating Income 	 (11,016) $  

10 	Total NSPM replacements (2007-2009) 

11 	Total ND replacements (2007-2009) 
12 	ND percent replacements 

13 	2011 Incremental Cost Estimate-NSPM 
14 	ND jurisdictional allocation based on replacement history 
15 	2011 Incremental Cost Estimate-ND 

7,069 	 (3,947) 

385 Response to DR AS-RR-167 
4 Response to DR AS-RR-167 

1.04% 

$ 	625,000 Company Workpaper A11-2 
1.04% 
6,494 I 

Line 11/Line 10 

Line 12 x Line 13 
Line 13 x Line 14 



11,575,400 
0.04375 
506,424 1 

Response AS-RR-352 
Company Workpaper Al 0-2 

10 	2010 Uncollectibles (Acct 904) - NSPM 
11 	ND Electric Allocator 
12 	ND Electric Bad Debt 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 11 
Bad Debt (Co. Adj. A10) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

777,721 
1 	Operating Expense: Customer Accounting 
2 	Bad Debt 506,424 Company Workpaper A10-2 	Line 12 1 

	
(271,297)1 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 	 6.5% 
4 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(50,5521 1 $ 	17,634 1 $ 	(32,918)  

5 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	727,169 	 $ 	473,506 
6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  	 35%  
7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	$ 	(254,509) ,  ($ 	88,782 1  .1....165.7211 

8 	Total Expense 	 $ 	472,660 	 $ 	307,779  

9 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(472,660) $ 	164,881 	$ 	(307,779)  



$ 	 Workpaper A15-2 

6.5%  

$ 	 -  

$ 
35% 

,$  

$ 

1 $ 	20,9531 

i $ 	(64,029)1 

1 	
 
$ 	4,162 1 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 12 
Economic Development Costs (Co. Adj. A15) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Operating Expense: Sales, Econ Dvlp & Other 
2 	Economic Development Inclusion 

	
$ 	64,029 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 
	

6.5% 
4 	Effect on State income tax expense 

	
(4j62)  

5 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	59,867 
6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(20,953)  

B 	Total Expense 	 $ 	38,914 

9 	Impact to Operating Income  $ 	(38,914) 	$ 	38,914 	$ 



$ 	131,608 $ 	(131,608)1 $ 	 Workpaper A18-2 

6.5% 
	

6.5% 

$ 	123,053 
35% 

$ 	(43,069) 

35% 

43,069)  	  

$ 	79,984 

4 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 (8,555) 8,555I 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Page 1 of 1 
Adjustment 13 
Charitable Contributions (Co. Adj. A18) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Administrative & General: 

2 	Charitable Contributions / Donations 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 

5 	Federal Taxable 
6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 

7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 

8 	Total Expense 

9 	Impact to Operating Income $ 	(79,984) 	$  79,984 	$ 
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Adjustment 14 
Payroll Taxes-Excluded Incentive Comp (Co. Adj. A26) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Payroll Taxes 	 $ 	1,814,591 	$ 	(39,212) 	$ 	1,775,379 Workpaper 01-2 

2 	State Income Tax Rate 6.5% 	 6.5%  

3 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(117,948) ,  1 $ 	2,548 1  $ 	(115,400)  

4 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 1,696,643 	 $ 1,659,979 
5 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  	 35%  

6 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(593,825) 1 $ 	12,832 1  $ 	(580,993)  

7 	Total Expense 	 $ 	1,102,818 	 $ 	1,078,986 

8 	Impact to Operating Income 
	

$ (1,102,818)  $ 
	

23,832 4.....(102282)  

9 	Calculations for Payroll Tax Adjustment:  
10 	Incentive Compensation Excluded by Company 

	
(512,569) 
	

Company Workpaper A26-2 
	

Response to AS-RR-350 
11 	Medicare Tax Rate 

	
0.0145 
	

Response to AS-RR-350 
12 	Total Medicare Taxes 

	
$ 	(7,432) 
	

Response to AS-RR-350 

13 	Incentive Compensation Excluded by Company 	 $ 	(512,569) 	 Response to AS-RR-350 

14 	% Employees with salaries > Social Security maximum 	 100% 	 Actual not known, estimate 

15 	Estimated Incentive Compensation Subject to Social Security Tax 	 $ 	(512,569) 
16 	Social Security Tax Rate 	 0.062 	 Response to AS-RR-350 

17 	Total Social Security Taxes 	 $ 	(31,779) 	 Response to AS-RR-350 

18 	Total Estimated Payroll Taxes for Incentive Comp excluded by Company $ 	(39,212)1 



6.5% 
(92,166), 857 I 

(12,426) 
0.0145 

(180)1 

19 	Calculations for Payroll Tax Adjustment:  
20 	Adjustment to Incentive Comp reduction from 15% to 17% 
21 	Medicare Tax Rate 
22 	Total Medicare Taxes 

Response to AS-RR-350 
Response to AS-RR-350 
Response to AS-RR-350 
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Adjustment 15 
Incentive Compensation (Co. Adj. A26) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Administrative & General: 
2 	Incentive Compensation $ 	1,329,426  1 $ 	(12,426)1 $ 1,317,000 Workpaper A26-2 	 Line 18 

3 	Medicare Payroll Taxes 	 19,277 	$ 	(180) $ 	19,097 Response to AS-RR-350 	Line 22 
4 	Social Security Payroll Taxes 	 82,424 	 (578) 	81,846 Response to AS-RR-350 	Line 27 
5 	Total Payroll Taxes 	 $ 	101,701  1 $ 	(758)1  $ 	100,943  

6 	Incentive Compensation and Payroll Taxes 
	

$ 	1,431,127 	$ 	(13,184) 	$ 	1,417,943 

7 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 
Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(93,023)  

9 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 1,338,104 	 $ 1,325,777 
	 35% 10 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  

11 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(468,336) ,  ($ 	4,314 1  $ 	(464,022)  

12 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	869,768 	 $ 	861,755  

13 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(869,768) $ 	8,013 	$ 	(861,755)  

14 	Calculation from 15% to 17% of Target Exclusion  
15 	Incentive Comp Over 15% 	 (93,195) 	(93,195) 	 Workpaper A26-2 
16 	Gross up to 100% 	 (621,300) 	 Line 15 / .15 
17 	Incentive Comp Over 17% 	 (105,621) 	(105,621) 	 Line 16 x .17 
18 	Difference 	 (12,426)1 	 Line 17 - Line 15 

23 	Adjustment to Incentive Comp reduction from 15% to 17% 
24 	% Employees with salaries > Social Security maximum 
25 	Estimated Incentive Compensation Subject to Social Security Tax 
26 	Social Security Tax Rate 
27 	Total Social Security Taxes 

$ 	(12,426) 	 Response to AS-RR-350 

	

75% 	 Actual not known, estimate 
(9,320) 

0.062 	 Response to AS-RR-350 
(578)1 
	

Response to AS-RR-350 
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NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Adjustment 16 
Aviation Expense (Co. Adj. A28) 

6.5% 6.5% 

(3,210) 3,210 1 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 

Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Administrative & General: 
2 	Corporate Aviation Allocation $ 	49,386 $ 	(49,386)1 Workpaper A28-2; 50% of Total 	Remove 100% 

9 	Impact to Operating Income $ 	(30,014) 	$ 30,014 	$ 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 

4 	Effect on State income tax expense 

5 	Federal Taxable 

6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 

7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 

8 	Total Expense 

$ 	46,176 

35% 

$ 	(16,162) 16,162 

30,014 

35% 



3 	State Income Tax Rate 
4 	Effect on State income tax expense 

6.5% 
	

6.5% 
1 885  1 $ 	1,8851 $ 

35% 
$ 

$ 	9,4901 
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Adjustment 17 
Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation Costs 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Administration & General 
2 	Professional Services-Legal 

	
$ 	29,000 I $ 	(29,000)1 $ 	- 	Response to AS-RR-238, Supplement 

5 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	27,115 
6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(9,490)  

8 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	17,625 
	

$ 

9 	Impact to Operating Income  $ 	(17,625) 	$ 	17 , 625 	$ .... ■ 



5,927) 
6.5% 

$ 	 - 

35% 
29,8391 
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Adjustment 18 
Directors' and Officers' Insurance 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Administrative & General 
2 	Directors's and Officers' Insurance $ 	91,182 $ 	(91,182)1  $ 	 Response to AS-RR-205 

3 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 
4 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(5,927), 

5 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	85,255 
6 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
7 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(29,839)  

8 	Total Expense 

9 	Impact to Operating Income 

$ 	55,416 

$ 	(55,416  55,416 	$ 



1 	Total Rate Case Costs to Amortize 
2 	Amortization Period (Years) 
3 	Annual Amortization 

$ 	561,400 
2  

280,700 

561,400 Company Workpaper A31-2 
3 

187,133 
3-Year Amortization 1 

(93,567)1 
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Adjustment 19 
2011 Rate Case Expenses (Co. Adj. A31) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

State Income Tax Rate 
	

6.5% 	 6.5% 
Effect on State income tax expense 

	
$ 	(18,246)  I  $ 	6,082 1 $ 	(12,164)  

6 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	262,454 	 $ 	174,969 
7 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  	 35%  

8 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(91,859) 1 $ 	30,620 1  $ 	(61,239)  

9 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	170,595 	 $ 	113,730  

10 	Impact to Operating Income 	 $ 	(170,595)  $ 	56,865 	$ 	(113,730)  



(260,197) Company Workpaper A32-2 

1 
	

3 
	

3-Year Amortization 
43,366 1 (86,732) 
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Adjustment 20 
ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds (Co. Adj. A32) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 

Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds to Amortize 	 $ 	(260,197) 
2 	Amortization Period (Years) 	 2  
3 	Annual Amortization 	 (130,099) 

4 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 	 6.5% 
5 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 8,456  1 $ 	(2,818)1  $ 	5,638  

6 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	(121,643) 	 $ 	(81,094) 
7 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35% 	 35% 
8 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 42,575   1 $ 	(14,192)1  $ 	28,383  

9 	Total Expense 

10 	Impact to Operating Income 

$ 	(79,068) ,  

79,068 	$  

2152/1:11  

(26,356) 	$ 	52,711  
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Adjustment 21 
2011 Demand Side Management (Co. Adj. A33) 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 
Line 	 Description 	Actual 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

	

1 	2008-2010 DSM Deferred Balance to Amortize 	 451,096 	 - 	 451,096 Workpaper A33-2 

	

2 	Remove Consumer Ed & Home Energy Audits Error 	 - 	 (457) 	(457) 	 Response to AS-RR-304 

	

3 	 451,096 	 450,639 

	

4 	Amortization Period (Years) 	 2 	 1 	 3  Workpaper A33-2 	 Increase to 3 years 

	

5 	 225,548 	(75,335) 	150,213 

	

6 	2011 Budget Load Management Program Cost 	 266,904 	(116,691) 	150,213 	Felling, p. 71, line 19-21 	Actual from line 5 

	

7 	Total DSM Costs Amortization 	 492,452 1 	(192,026)1 	300,426 

	

8 	State Income Tax Rate 	 6.5% 	 6.5% 

	

9 	Effect on State income tax expense 	 $ 	(32,009) 1 $ 	12,481 1 $ 	(19,528)  

10 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	460,443 	 $ 	280,898 
11 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  	 35%  

12 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	 $ 	(161,155) 1 $ 	62,841 1  $ 	(98,314)  

13 	Total Expense 
	

$ 	299 , 288 	 $ 	182 , 584 

14 	Impact to Operating Income 
	

$ 	(299,288) 	116,704 	$ 	(182,584)  
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Adjustment 22 
Cash Working Capital 

Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 

Line 	 Description 	 Amount 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  

(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

1 	Cash Working Capital 	 $ 	2,081 1 $ (18,280)1  $ 	(16,199)  



Aclustrnents 	Reference 

Schedule 3.2 

NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric 
Adjustment 22 
Cash Working Capital 

Includable Expenses 

NO Electric As Provided by Company 
Lead Days 	 Dollars Dollar s Days 

Docket No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit_(MJM-2), 	Schedule 4.22 
Page 2of 2 

Adjusted 

Lead Days 	 Dollars 	Dollar s Days 

Fuel Expenses  

	

1 	Coal & Rail Transport 	 21.08 	 22,115 	466,184 	 21.08 	 22,115 	466,184 

	

2 	Gas for Generation 	 38.45 	 11,327 	435,523 	 38.45 	 11,327 	435,523 

	

3 	Oil 	 22.51 	 43 	 968 	 22.51 	 43 	 968 

	

4 	Nuclear & EOL 	 0.00 	 6,982 	 0 	 0.00 	 6,982 	 0 

	

5 	Nuclear Disposal 	 76.00 	 649 	49.324 	 76.00 	 649 	49 . 324 
, 

	

41116 	 41,116 s 	 951,999 	 , 	 951,999 

Purchased Power 

	

7 	Purchases 	 28.12 	 54,286 	1,526,522 	 28.12 	 54,286 	1,526,522  

	

a 	Interchange 	 38.21 	 7,047 	269.266 	 38.21 	 Log 	269.266 

	

61,333 	1,795,788 	 61,333 	1,795,788  

Labor & Related Costs 
9 	Regular Payroll 	 12.31 	 22,236 	273,725 

to 	Incentive Compensation 	 255.05 	 1,329 	338,961 
11 	Pension & Benefits 	 19.20 	 4,1M 	92.698 
12 	Subtotal Labor & Related 	 28,393 	705,384 
13 

(36,045) Adj 6 
	

12.31 	 (13,809) 	(169,988) 

	

255.05 	 1,329 	338,961 
(258,589) Adj. 7 & a 
	

19.20 	 (253 761) 	(4,872.211) 
(266,241) 	(4,703,238) 

14 All Other Operating Expenses 
15 Property Tax 
is Employers Payroll Taxes 
17 Gross Earnings Tax 
18 Federal Income Tax 
19 State Income Tax 
20 	State Sales Tax Customer Billings 
21 Total Expenses 

22 Net Annual Expense Amount 

AM. 4, 9. 10. 12, 13, 

	

35.01 	 29,308 	1,026,073 	(645,030) 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 	 35.01 	 (615,722) 

	

356.72 	 5,653 	2,016,538 	 (9,510) Adj 3 	 356.72 	 (3,857) 

	

26.56 	 1,815 	48,206 	 (42,727) Adis, 14, 15 	 26.56 	 (40,912) 

	

41.48 	 0 	 0 	 41.48 	 0 

	

37.75 	 (5,853) 	(220,951) 	587,756 	 37.75 	 581,903 

	

37.75 	 (924) 	(34,894) 	 116,358 	 37.75 	 115,434 

	

35.73 	 0 	 0 	 35.73 	 0 

	

160,841 		6,288,144 	(287,787) 	 Ism 	(126,946) 

17,228 1 

(21,556,424) 
(1,375,869) 
(1,086,621) 

0 
21,966,838 
4,357,620 

0 

 350,093 

959 I 

Revenues 	 Lag Days 

23 Computer Billing 	100.00% 	 45.45 
24 Hand Billed 	 0.00% 	 43.07 
25 	Retail Revenue Adjustments 	 0.00 
20 	Interdepartmental 	 0.00 
27 Late Payment 	 0.00 
20 Connect and Trouble Charges 	 42.85 
29 	CIP Incentive 	 0.00 
so 	Rentals 	 114.17 
31 	Interchange Revenues 	 38.21 
32 	Sales for Resale 	 37.10 
33 Production Associated Revenues 	 37.10 
34 MISO 	 14.00 
35 	Point to Point Firm 	 37.10 
36 	Services & Facilities 	 37.10 

37 	Ancillary 	 37.10 
3s Distribution Associated Revenues 	 42.85 
39 Other 	 42.85 
40 JOA - Rev fr/to PSC 	 37.10 
41 	(blank) 	 0.00 
42 	(blank) 	 0.00 
43 	(blank) 	 0.00 
44 Total Revenues 

45 Net Annual Amount 

46 Expense / Revenue Factor 

47 Allocated Revenue Amount 

48 Net Cash Working Capital 

Dollars 	Dollar x Days 

	

164,504 	7,477,151 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

355 	 0 

	

243 	10,413 
O 0 

	

255 	29,113 

	

26,889 	1,027,429 

	

9,166 	340,059 

	

403 	14,951 

	

775 	10,850 

	

3,468 	128,589 

	

507 	18,810 

	

1,345 	49,900 
O 0 

	

(652) 	(27,940) 

	

(307) 	(11,390) 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

206,949 	9,067,935 

24,844 I 

0.7772 

19,308 1 

2,081  

Due to rounding, may not tie exactly to rate base number 

	

Lag Days 	 Dollars 	Dollar s Days 

	

45.45 	 164,504 	7,477,151 

	

43.07 	 0 	 0 

	

0.00 	 0 	 0 

	

0.00 	 0 	 0 

	

0.00 	 355 	 0 

	

42.85 	 243 	10,413 

	

0.00 	 0 	 0 

	

114.17 	 255 	29,113 

	

38.21 	 26,889 	1,027,429 

	

37.10 	 9,166 	340,059 

	

37.10 	 403 	14,951 

	

14.00 	 775 	10,850 

	

37.10 	 3,486 	128,589 

	

37.10 	 507 	18,810 

	

37.10 	 1,345 	49,900 

	

42.85 	 0 	 0 

	

42.85 	 (652) 	(27,940) 

	

37.10 	 (307) 	(11,390) 

	

0.00 	 0 	 0 

	

0.00 	 0 	 0 

	

0.00 	 2 	 0 

	

206,949 	9,067,935 

24,844 I 

-0.6134 

(15,240)1 

(16,199)) 

ICEI:E 

Source: Response to AS-RR -303 



4 	State Income Tax Rate 
5 	Effect on State income tax expense 

6.5% 
	

6.5% 
(602) 1 

 

$ 
	

2 	1 (600) 

10 	Impact to Operating Income 5 632 	$ 24 $ $ (5,608) 
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Adjustment 23 
Interest Synchronization 

(in thousands) 
Company 	 Adjusted 	 Company 	 Adjustment 

Line 	 Description 	Amount 	Adjustment 	Amount 	 Reference 	 Reference  
(A) 	 (B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 

Rate Base Impact 
1 	Rate Base 	 $ 	327,428 	- 	(1,367) 	326,061 	 per Schedule 3.1 	$ 	(1,367) 
2 	Interest Component of Rate of Return 	 2.83% 	 2.83% 	 Line 14 
3 	Interest Attributable to Rate Base 	 9,266 	 9,228 

6 	Federal Taxable 	 $ 	8,664 
7 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35%  
8 	Effect on Federal income tax expense 	$ 	(3,034 

$ 	8,628 
35%  

$ 	(3,020)  1 
 

$ 
	

121 

9 	Total Expense 
	

$ 
	

5,632 
	

$ 
	

5,608 

11 	Weighted Cost 
12 	Long-Term Debt 
13 	Short-Term Debt 
14 	Interest Component of Rate of Return 

	

2.81% 
	

2.81% 
	

Schedule 2 

	

0.02% 
	

0.02% 

	

2.83% 
	

2.83% 

Sch-4.23 
8/15/11 
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NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company - Electric  
Twelve Months Ending December 31, 2011 with 2012 Step Up 
Comparison of Company's 2012 Step Up Revenue Requirements and Staffs Proposal 

2011 	2012 Step Up 
Company 	Company 	Proposed 	with 2011 	 Adjustment 

2011 Test Year' 	with 2012 Step' 	Adjustment 	Adjustments 	 Reference  
(B) 	 (C) 	 (D) 	 (E) 	 (F) 

(in thousands) 

Line 
	

Description 
(A) 

1 	Rate Base 
2 	Electric Plant in Service 	 $ 	752,278 	$ 	763,458 	$ 	(1,769) $ 	761,689 Schedule 3.1 

3 	Less: Accumulated Depredation and Amortization 	(370,100) 	(370,105) 	 163 	(369,942)  Schedule 3.1 

4 	Net Plant in Service 	 $ 	382,178 	$ 	393,353 	$ 	(1,606) $ 	391,746 

5 	Construction Work in Progress 	 $ 	2,100 	$ 	2,100 	 $ 	2,100 

6 	Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 	 (78,577) 	 (80,259) 	 292 	 (79,967) Schedule 3.1 

7 	Other Rate Base: 
8 	Cash Working Capital 	 2,082 	 1,868 	 (18) 	 1,850 Schedule 3.1 

9 	Materials and Supplies 	 6,186 	 6,186 	 6,186 

10 	Fuel Inventory 	 5,674 	 5,674 	 5,674 

11 	Non-Plant Assets & Liabitties 	 (6,173) 	 (6,173) 	 (6,173) 

12 	Prepaids & Other 	 4,024 	 4,680 	 (34) 	 4,646 Schedule 3.1 

13 	Total Rate Base 	 $ 	317,494 	$ 	327,429 	$ 	(1,367) $ 	326,062 

14 	Rate of Retum 	 8.74% 	 8.74%  	 7.85%  Schedule 2 

15 	Return Requirement 	 $ 	27,749 	$ 	28,617 	$ 	(3,010)  $ 	25,607 

16 	Operating Revenues 
17 	Retail 	 164,504 	$ 	164,504 	 $ 	164,504 

18 	Other Operating 	 42,445 	 42,445   	42,445 

19 	Total Operating Revenues 	 206,949 	$ 	206,949 $ 	$ 	206,950 

20 Operating Expenses 
21 	Fuel & Purchased Energy 	 $ 	81,392 	$ 	81,392 	 $ 	81,392 

22 	Labor Related 	 n/a 	 n/a $ 	(295) 	 (295) Schedule 3.2 

23 	Power Production 	 42,844 	 43,115 	 (256) 	 42,859 Schedule 3.2 

24 	Transmission 	 11,347 	 11,347 	 11,347 

25 	Distribution 	 6,292 	 6,292 	 (12) 	 6,280 Schedule 3.2 

26 	Customer Accounting 	 4,339 	 4,339 	 (271) 	 4,068 Schedule 3.2 

27 	Customer Service & Information 	 548 	 548 	 548 

28 	Sales, Econ Dvlp & Other 	 66 	 66 	 (64) 	 2 Schedule 3.2 

29 	Administrative & General 	 13,322 	 13,322 	 (314) 	13,008 Schedule 3.2 

30 	Total Operating Expenses 	 $ 	160,150 	$ 	160,421 	$ 	(1,211)  $ 	159,210 

31 	Depreciation and Amortization 	 18,153 	$ 	18,943 	$ 	(500)  $ 	18,443 Schedule 3.2 

33 	Taxes: 
34 	Property and Other than Income Taxes 	 $ 	7,468 $ 	7,726 $ 	(52) $ 	7,674 Schedule 3.2 

35 	Deferred Income Tax & ITC 	 11,140 	 10,306 	 4 	 10,310 

36 	State & Federal Income Tax 	 (6,777) 	 (6,688) 	 704 	 (5,984)  Schedule 3.2 

38 	Total Taxes 	 $ 	11,831 	$ 	11,344 	$ 	656 	$ 	12,000 

39 	Total Expenses 	 $ 	190,134 	$ 	190,708 	$ 	(1,055) $ 	189,653 

40 AFUDC 
41 	Total Operating Income 	 $ 	16,815 	$ 	16,240 	$ 	1,055 	$ 	17,297 

42 	Income Deficiency 	 10,934 	$ 	12,377 	$ 	(4,066) $ 	8,310 

43 	Revenue Conversion Factor 	 1.64541 	1.64541  	 1.64541 

44 	Revenue Deficiency 	 17 991 	$ 	20,365 $ 	(6,691)  $ 	13 674 =6m.. 

	

17 ,991 	 20.365 

45 	Revenue Deficiency Percent Change 	 32.85% 

Exhibit (JMF-1), Schedule 7 and Schedule 8a, Revised 5/9/11 
2  Exhibit (JMF-1), Schedule 7 and Schedule 8b, Revised 5/9/11 
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Xcel Energy. 
2302 Gr. N. Drive 
Fargo, ND 58102 

May 10, 2011 

Darrell Nitschke, Executive Secretary 
North Dakota Public Service Commission 
Department 408 
600 East Boulevard Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0480 

Re: APPLICATION OF NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, A MINNESOTA 
CORPORATION, FOR AUTHORITY TO INCREASE RATES FOR ELECTRIC 
SERVICE IN NORTI I DAKOTA 

CASE No. PU-10-657 (2011) 
CASE No. PU-11-55 (2012) 

Dear Mr. Nitschke: 

On April 8, 2011, Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation ("Xcel 
Energy" or the "Company"), submitted a letter to the North Dakota Public Service 
Commission (the "Commission") regarding our termination of the Mcrricourt Wind Project 
("Merricourt Project"). As part of that letter, we committed to provide an update by May 
20, 2011 of the impact of the termination on our pending electric rate case. Therefore, the 
purpose of this letter is to provide the Merricourt Project termination adjustment to the 
Company's current electric rate application, which is pending in the above-referenced 
dockets. 

With the termination of the Merricourt Project, the adjusted base (i.e., nonfuel) rate 
increase becomes $17.990 million or 10.94 percent, effective for electric service on and after 
February 18, 2011. This represents about a $1.783 million decrease from our original request 
for 2011 of $19.773 million (1202 percent). 

For the 2012 step increase, the termination modifies our requested increase to $2.374 
million or 1.44 percent. This is a $1.852 million reduction from our original request of 
$4.226 million (2.57 percent). In total, for both 2011 and the 2012 step increase, the 
adjusted overall increase in base rates sought is $20.364 million or 12.38 percent, effective 
January 1, 2012. In total, the effect of terminating the Merricourt Project is a $3.635 million 
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reduction from the original proposal of $23.999 million (14.59 percent) as shown in the table 
below. 

	

Original 	 Revised 	 Change 
Test Year 	(millions) 	% 	(millions) 	% 	(millions) 

2011 	 $19.773 	12.02 	$17.990 	10.94 	($1.783) 
2012 
	

$4.226 	 $2.374 	1A4 	($1.852) 

	

$23.999 
	

14.59 
	

$20.364 
	

12.38 
	

($3.635) 

1:.nclosed with this letter are the following supporting schedules from the Direct 
Testimony of Mr. John M. Felling, revised to reflect updates related to the termination of the 
Merricourt Project: 

o JMF-1, Schedule 5A - Rate Base Bridge Schedule 

o JMF-1, Schedule 5B - Income Statement Bridge Schedule 

o JMF-1, Schedule 7 - Summary of Revenue Requirements 

o JMF-1, Schedule 8A - 2011 Cost of Service 

o JMF-1, Schedule 8B - 2012 Step Cost of Service 

In light of the Merricourt Project termination adjustment, our revised estimate of the 
- monthly bill-impact of our rAte -applicatiOrifor the average residential (non-space heating) 

electric customer using 750 kWh is $6.96 compared to the $7.59 monthly increase in our 
original application. 

You may direct any questions regarding this update to me at (701) 241-8632 or 
Matthew Loftus (612) 215-4501. 

Sincerely, 

David I I. Sederquist 
Sr. Consultant, Regulation & Finance 
Xcel Energy 

Enclosures 
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Northern States Power Company, a Nfitmettot a corporation 

electric t lathy - State of North Dakota 

SUMMARY OP REVENUE?. RRQUIRILMliNTS 

Test Year Ending December 31, 2011 

($000's) 

Case No. PU-10 -657 & 11U-11 -55 

Rxhibit(JMF- 1) Schedule 7 
Revised May 9, 2011 

Page 1 of I 

Adjusted 	Final 
Proposed 	Proposed 
Test Year 	With 

king 	 Descrioliprt 	 2011 	X012 Step 

1 Average Rate Base 	 5317,494 	$321,429 

2 Operating Income (Before AFUDC) 	 $16,815 	316.241 

3 Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 	 SO 	 SO 

4 Total Available for Return (Line 2 + Line 3 + Rounding) 	 516,615 	$16,241 

5 Overall Rate of Return (Line 4 / Line 1) 	 5.30% 	4.96% 

6 Required Rate of Return 	 8.74% 	8.74% 

7 Operating Income Requirement (Line 1 x Line 6) 	 $27,749 	$28,617 

8 Income Deficiency (Line 7 - Line 4) 	 310,934 	$12,377 

9 Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 	 1.64541 	1.64541 

10 Revenue Deficiency (Line 8 x Line 9) 	 $17.991 	$20,365 

11 Retail Related Revenue Under Present Rates 	 $164,504 	$164,504 

13 Percentage Increase Needed in Overall Revenue (Line 10 / Lino 11) 	 10.94% 	12.38% 



ROE = 4.69% 	 Case No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 

	

Deficiency = $17,99J 	 Exhibit (JMF-1) Schedule 8a 

	

% Increase = 10.94% 	 Revised May 9, 2011 

	

Required ROE = 11.25% 	 Page 1 of 6 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
Electric Utility - North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 

Cost of Service Study 
2011 Test Year Adj for Merricourt 

Summary Reports 



Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
Electric Utility - North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 
Cost Revised May 9, 2011 

2011 Test Year Adj for Merricourt 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Case No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit (JMF-1) Schedule 8a 

Revised May 9, 2011 
Page 2 of 6 

Rate Base Summary 

Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 

	

Beginning 	Ending 	Average 	Beginning 	Ending 	Average 	Beginning 	Ending 	Average 

	

Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance, 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 
1 Plant Investment 	 12,961,679 14,334,477 13,648,078 	712,931 	791,624 	752,278 	12,248,748 13,542,853 12,895,800 
2 Depreciation Reserve 	c6.422,757) (6.779.2941 (6,601.026) 	(360.611) 	(379,589) 	(370.100) 	(6.062.1461 (6.399.705) (6,230.9261 
3 Net Utility Plant 	 6,538,922 	7,555,183 	7,047,052 	352,320 	412,035 	382,178 	6,186,602 	7,143,148 	6,664,874 

4 C.W.I.P. 	 38,545 	26,653 	32,599 	2,501 	1,698 	2,100 	36,044 	24,955 	30,499 
5 Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	(1,308,721) (1,517,904) (1,413,313) 	(72,163) 	(84,990) 	(78,577) 	(1,236.558) (1,432,914) (1,334,736) 

Other Rate Base: 
6 	Cash Working Capital 	20,907 	20,907 	20,907 	2,082 	2,082 	2,082 	18,825 	18,825 	18,825 
7 	Materials & Supplies 	105,544 	105,544 	105,544 	6,186 	6,186 	6,186 	99,358 	99,358 	99,358 
8 	Fuel Inventory 	 90,609 	90,609 	90,609 	5,674 	5,674 	5,674 	84.935 	84,935 	84,935 
9 	Non-Plant Assets & Liab 	(113,973) 	(91,197) 	(102,585) 	(6,866) 	(5,480) 	(6,173) 	(107,107) 	(85,717) 	(96,412) 

10 	Prepaids & Other 	 62,822 	69,020 	65,921 	3,849 	4,198 	4,024 	58,973 	64,822 	61,897 

11 Total Rate Base 
	

5,434,655 6,258,815 5,846,734 	293,583 	341,403 	317,494 	5,141,072 5,917,412 5,529,240 

Page 1 



Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-65 
Electric Utility North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 

	
Exhibit (JMF-1) Schedule 8a 

Cost Revised May 9, 2011 
	

Revised May 9, 2011 
2011 Test Year Adj for Merricourt 

	
Page 3 of 6 

(Dollars In Thousands) 
	

Income Statement Summary 

Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
Operating Revenues 

i 	Retail 	 3,034,853 	 164,504 	 2,870,349 
2 	CIP Adjustment to Program Costs 	 0 	 0 
3 	Interdepartmental 	 607 	 - 607 

	

42,445 	 675 4 	Other Operating 	 717,960 	 675,515 
5 	Gross Earnings Tax 	 0 	 - 	 0  
6 Total Operating Revenues 	 3,753,420 	 206,949 	 3,546,471 

Expenses  
Operating Expenses: 

7 	 Fuel & Purchased Energy 	 1,309,223 	 81,392 	 1,227,831 
8 	 Power Production 	 728,867 	 42,844 

	

11,347 	
686,023 

11 9 	 Transmission 	 195,275 	 183,928 
lo 	Distribution 	 105,263 
11 	Customer Accounting 	 61,413 	 4,339 	

98,971 339   

12 	Customer Service & Information 	 87,277 	 548 	
8657:072794 

13 	 Sales, Econ Dv1p 8 Other 	 268 	 66 	 202 
14 	Administrative & General 	 205,270 	 13,322 	 191,948 
15 	Total Operating Expenses 	 2,692,856 	 160,150 	 2,532,706 

16 	Depreciation 	 343,491 	 17,579  

	

15,949 
	 325,912 

17 	Amortization 	 574 

Taxes: 
18 	Property 	 115,650 	 5,653 	 109,997 
19 	 Gross Earnings 	 0 	 0 
20 	 Deferred Income Tax & ITC 	 181,172 	 11,140 	 170,032  
21 	 State & Federal Income (see Page 3) 	 (38,780) 	 (6,777) 	 (32,003)  71 M (71 

co x 0 
28,218 22 	 Payroll & Other 	 30,033 	 1,815 	 (. = 0 

CD =x 
23 	Total Taxes 	 288,075 276244 	 x.-.: 514 

	

11,831 	 , 	 - 
.p. 	z 

24 Total Expenses 	 3,340,370 	 190,134 0 0 

25 	AFUDC 	 0 
-.-, n) m -13 

3,150,237 

	

0 	 Ca C- C 
M 1. 
CIA) 9 

2s Total Operating Income 	 413,050 	 16,815 	 396,234 	 C.71 
-sl 

90  

-a. 

Page 2 



Tax Deductions 
18 	Debt Interest Expense 	 165,463 
19 	Tax Depreciation & Removal 	 952,706 
20 	Manufacture Production Deduction 	 0 
21 	Open 	 0 
22 	Open 	 0 
23 	Open 	 0 
24 	Other Tax/Book Timing Differences 	 23,807 
25 	Net Preferred Stock Deduction 	 0 

26 Total Tax Deductions 	 1,141,976 

27 State Taxable Income 	 (37,542) 
28 	State Income Tax Rate 	 9.03% 
29 	State Taxes before Credits 	 (3,389) 
30 	State Credits 	 1,180  
31 Total State Income Taxes 	 1 	(4,569)1  

32 Federal Taxable Income 	 (32,974) 
33 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35.00% 
34 	Federal Tax before Credits 	 (11,541) 
36 	Federal Tax Credits 	 22,671  
36 Total Federal Income Taxes 	 1 	(34,2128 

37 Total Federal & State Income Taxes 
	

1 (38,780)1 

156,477 
898,757 

0 
0 
0 
0 

22,361 
0  

1,077,595 

(23,952) 
N/A 

(2,505) 
1,139 

1 	(3,644)1  

(20,308) 
35.00% 
(7,108) 
21,251  

(28,359)1 

1 	(32,003)1  

8,985 
53,949 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,446 
0 

64,380 

(13,590) 
6.50% 
(883) 

41 
(924)1  

(12,666) 
35.00% 
(4,433) 
1,420  

(5,853)1 

1 	(6,777)1  

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Electric Utility - North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 

	
Exhibit 	(JMF-1) Schedule 8a 

Cost Revised May 9, 2011 
	

Revised May 9, 2011 
2011 Test Year AdJ for Merricourt 

	
Page 4 of 6 

(Dollars In Thousands) 
	

Income Tax Summary 

Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
Income Before Taxes 

1 	Total Operating Revenues 	 3,753,420 	 206,949 	 3,546,471 
2 	less: Total Operating Expenses 	 (2,692,856) 	 (160,150) 	 (2,532,706) 
3 	 Book Depreciation & Amortization 	 (359,440) 	 (18,153) 	 (341,287) 
4 	 Taxes (Other Than Current Income) 	 (326,855) 	 (18,608) 	 (308,247) 
s Total Before Tax Book Income 	 374,269 	 10,038 	 364,231 

Tax Additions 
6 	Book Depreciation 	 343,491 	 17,579 	 325,912 
7 	Deferred Income Taxes & ITC 	 181,172 	 11,140 	 170,032 
a 	Nudear Fuel Bum (ex D&D) 	 111,477 	 6,478 	 104,999 
s 	Nuclear Outage Accounting 	 59,245 	 3,580 	 55,665 

io 	Avoided Tax Interest 	 34,779 	 1,975 	 32,804 
ii 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 
12 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 
13 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 
14 	Open Une 	 0 	 0 	 0 
15 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 
is 	Other Book Additions 	 0 	 0 	 0 
17 Total Tax Additions 	 730,164 	 40,752 	 689,412 

Page 3 



Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
Electric Utility - North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 
Cost Revised May 9, 2011 
2011 Test Year Adj for Merricourt 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Case No. PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit (JMF-1) Schedule 8a 

Revised May 9, 2011 
Revenue Requirement & Return Summary 	 Page 5 of 6 

Weighted 
Capital Structure 	Rate 	Ratio 	Cost 	 Composite Income Tax Rates  

1 	Long Term Debt 	6.0700% 46.3000% 2.8100% 	 State of North Dakota Tax rate 	 6.50% 
2 	Short Term Debt 	2.0600% 	1.1400% 0.0200% 	 Federal Statutory Tax rate 	 35.00% 
3 	Preferred Stock 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 0.0000% 	 Federal Effective Tax Rate (1-State Rate'Fed Rate) 	32.73% 
4 	Common Equity 	11.2500% 52.5600%  5.9100% 	 Total North Dakota Composite Tax Rate 	 39.23% 
5 	Required Rate of Return 	 8.7400% 	 Total Corporate Composite Tax Rate 	 40.87% 

Total Company Electric 	ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
Rate of Return (ROR)  

6 	Total Operating Income 	 413,050 	 16,815 	 396,234 
7 	Total Average Rate Base 	 5,846,734 	 317,494 	 5,529 240 

8 ROR (Operating Income / Rate Base) 	 7.06% 	 5.30% 	 7.17% 

Return on Equity (ROE)  
9 	Total Operating Income 	 413,050 	 16,815 	 396,234 

io 	Debt Interest (Rate Base • Weighted Debt Cost) 	 (165,463) (8,985) 	 (156,477) 
11 	Preferred Stock (Rate Base • Weighted Preferred Cost) 	 0  

	

0 	 0  
12 	Earnings Available for Common 	 247,587 	 7,830 	 239,757 

043 13 	Equity Rate Base ( Rate Base • Equity Ratio) 	 3,073,043 	 166,875  2,906 168 

14 ROE (Earnings for Common / Equity Rate Base) 	 4.69% 

	

8.06% 	 8.25%  

Revenue Deficiency  
15 	Require Operating Income (Rate Base • Required Return) 	 511,005 
16 	Operating Income 	 413,050 	

27,749 	 483,256 
16,815 	 396,234 

17 	Operating Income Deficiency 	 97,955 	 10,934 	 67,021 

is 	Revenue Conversion Factor ( 1/(1-Composite Tax Rate) ) 	1.69110 	 1.64541 	 N/A 

19 Revenue Deficiency (Income Deficiency • Conversion Factor) 	165,652 	 17,990 	 147,662 

Total Retail Revenue Requirements  
20 	Retail Related Revenues 	 3,035,460 	 164,504 	 2,870,956 
21 	Revenue Deficiency 	 165,652 	 17, 990 	 147,662 

22 Total Retail Revenue Requirements 	 3,201,112 	 182,494 	 3,018,618 

23 Percentage Increase (Decrease) 	 5.46% 	 10.94% 	 5.14% 
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Rate Base Detail - Cash Woddna Genital 

MUMS 

Ingirslakkgastmt 

Total Company Electric 

fol), izt ayarLagn 

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 

21211114 11.122EaRin 	 .1221K1 peter x Days 

5111.119110W 
i 	Coal IL Rad Transport 	 21.06 	 353,157 	7.444,550 	 22,115 	466,154 	 331,042 	6,978,355 
2 	Gas lot Generation 	 38.45 	 150,864 	5.954,990 	 11,327 	435,523 	 169,557 	6,519,467 
3 	Oi 	 2251 	 683 	15,374 	 43 	968 	 640 	14,406 
4 	Maim IL EOL 	 003 	 111,499 	 0 	 6,962 	 0 	 104,517 	 0 
s 	Nuclear Disposal 	 7823 	 211¢4 	546.464 	 849 	nal 	 10.515 	riviv 
4 	 657.387 	15,263.378 	 41,116 	951,999 	 616271 	14,311,378 

Etateig.fetar 
7 	Purchases 
a 	Intachange  

	

894,164 	25,143,610 
119.791 LEL= 

	

1,013,947 	29.720,901 

54,2138 	1,525,522 
Lpl 	212.224 

81,333 	1,795,768  

	

839,868 	23,617,088 

	

112.746 	4.221S21 

	

952,614 	27,925,113 

28.12 
3821 

Labor I Related Costs  
I 	Regular Payroll 	 12.31 	 387,828 	4.527.963 	 22,238 	273.725 	 345.592 	4,254.238 

is 	Inca** Compere/ben 	 255.05 	 21,732 	5,542747 	 1,329 	336,961 	 20,403 	5,203.786 
ii 	Pension I Benefits 	 19.20 	 MN 	1 510  en 	 din 	12.4111 	 Ban 	1 427 174 
it 	Ss. 	Leer & Related 	 468,720 	11,590.581 	 28.393 	705.384 	 440,327 	10.885.197 
13 
14 All Other Operating Expenses 	 35.01 	 552,802 	19.353.595 
is Properly Tax 	 356.72 	 115.650 	41,254,868 
is Employer's Payrol Taxes 	 ass 	 30,033 	797,676 
it Gross Earnings Tax 	 41.48 	 0 	 0 
is Federal Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (34,212) 	(1,291,498) 
is State Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (4,569) 	(172,464) 
a State Sales Tax Customer Bangs 	35,73 	 131096 	4,951,999  
21 Taal Expenses 	 2,938,363  121.468,837  

n Net Annual Expense Amount 	 1 	332.791  

	

29.308 	1.026,073 	 523.494 	18.327.522 

	

5,653 	2,018,538 	 109.997 	39,238.130 

	

1,815 	48,205 	 28,218 	749,470 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

	

(6,853) 	(220,951) 	 (26,359) 	(1,070,547) 

	

(924) 	(34,894) 	 (3,644) 	(137,570) 
O 0 	 138,595 	4,961.999 

	

160,841 	6,258,144 	Kin 2,777,613 	115 150,693 

315.564  

IMMO 41.341 

'.7,2261 

armfilue 	 LidiLSBA 
23 Computer Ming 	100.00% 

	
45.45 

24 Hand Bled 	 0.00% 
	

43.07 
2s Rase Revenue Adjustments 

	
0.00 

ti inierdepertmental 
	

0.00 
27 Lola Payment 
	

0.00 
• Conned and Trouble Charges 

	
42.65 

22 CIP Incentive 
	

0.00 
a Rentals 
	

114.17 
31 been:hang, Revenues 

	
38_21 

u Sales for Resale 
	

37.10 
23 ProducSon Associated Revenues 

	
37.10 

34 MISO 
	

14.00 
ss Port to Point Pm% 
	

37.10 
24 Services & Fecillties 

	
37.10 

• P410119P1 
	

37.10 
31 DalrIbution Associated Revenues 

	
4285 

39 Other 
	

42.85 
• JOA • Rev Irdo PSC 

	
37.10 

41 (dank) 
	

0,00 
42 (blink) 
	

0.00 
43 (blank) 
	

0.00 
44 Total Revenues 
	 43.941 

• Net Annual Amoral 

44 EXpena• l Revenue radar 

47 Allocated Revenue Amount 

a Net Cosh Working Capital 	Paget - Line II 

as 	221ELmn 

3,034,863 137.942.263 
O 0 
O 0 

607 

	

5,490 	 0 

	

2,261 	98,888 

	

0 	 0 

	

4,032 	460,333 

	

446,657 	17,066,754 

	

148,783 	5,519,849 

	

6.436 	238,776 

	

13,342 	188.788 

	

59,651 	2.213,052 

	

8.828 	327,519 

	

23.148 	858.791 

	

1,872 	80,219 

	

2,356 	100,959 

	

(4,896) 	(181,642) 
O 0 
0 
O 0 

3,753 420  164,910,560  

	

1 	451,810 1 

0.7526 

1 	353.6981 

1 	20,9071 

	

1221112. 	Dollar x Diva 

	

164,504 	7.477,151 

	

0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 
O 0 

	

355 	 0 

	

243 	10,413 
O 0 

	

255 	29.113 

	

26,889 	1,027,429 

	

9,166 	340,059 

	

403 	14,051 

	

775 	10,850 

	

3,486 	128,589 

	

507 	18,510 

	

1,345 	49.900 
O 0 

	

(862) 	(27,940) 

	

(307) 	(11,390) 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

206,949 	9.067,935 

24,844 1 

0.7772 

19,381 

2,081 1 

polar a DINS 

	

2.870,349 	130,485,112 
O 0 

	

607 	 0 

	

5,135 	 0 

	

2,018 	86,475 
O 0 

	

3,777 	431,220 

	

419,768 	16,039,335 

	

139.617 	5,179,791 

	

6,033 	223.824 

	

12,567 	175,938 

	

56,155 	2.084,464 

	

8,321 	305.709 

	

21,803 	808,891 

	

1,872 	80,219 

	

3,006 	128,899 

	

(4,589) 	(170,262) 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

3,546,471 	155,842,825  

	

I 	428,968  

18,826 1 

MalE3 MUD 

Pepe Lots 



ROE = 4.05% 
	

Case No. PU-1O-657 & PU-11-55 

	

Deficiency = $20,364 
	

Exhibit (JMF-1) Schedule Bb 

	

% Increase = 12.38% 
	

Revised May 9, 2011 

	

Required ROE = 11.25% 
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Rate Base Summary 

Total Company Electric ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 

	

Beginning 	Ending 	Average 	Beginning 	Ending 	Average 	Beginning 	Ending 	Average 

	

Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 	Balance 

1 Plant Investment 	 13,205,280 14,339,231 13,772,256 	731,050 	795,865 	763,458 	12,474,230 13,543,366 13,008,798 
2 Depreciation Reserve 	16377,573) f6.796.485) 16.587.0291 	(358.804) 	f381,4061 	070.105) 	16.018.7691 16.415.0791 16.216.9241 

3 Net Utility Plant 	 6,827.707 	7,542,746 	7,185,227 	372,246 	414,459 	393,353 	6,455,461 	7,128,287 	6,791,874 

4 C.W.I.P. 	 38,545 	26,653 	32,599 	2,501 	1,698 	2,100 	36,044 	24,955 	30,499  
5 Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	(1,331,817) (1,521,541) (1,426,679) 	(74,263) 	(86,255) 	(80,259) 	(1,257,554) (1,435,286) (1,346,420) 

Other Rate Base: 
6 	Cash Working Capital 	18,822 	18,822 	18,822 	1,868 	1,868 

	

6,186 	
1,868 	16,954 

	

16,954 	16,954 

7 	Materials & Supplies 	105,544 	105,544 	105,544 	6,186 	 6,186 	99,358 	99,358 	99,358 
90,609 8 	Fuel Inventory 	 84,935 	84,935 

9 	Non-Plant Assets 
90,609 	90,609 ry 	

& Liab 	(113,973) 	(91,197) 	(102,585) 	
5,674 	5,674 

	

(6,866) 	(5,480) 

	

5,218 
	(6,173) 	

84,935 3) 	(107,107) 	(85,71  

7) 	(96,412) 

	

69,020 	 4,142 	 58,680 10 	Prepaids & Other 	 62,822 	 65,921 	 4,680 	 63,802 	61,241 

11 Total Rate Base 	5,698,259 6,240,656 5,969,458 	311,488 	343,368 	327,429 	5,386,771 5,897,288 5,642,029 
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Income Statement Summary 

Total Company Electric 
Operating Revenues 

.1 	Retail 	 3,034,853 
2 	CIP Adjustment to Program Costs 	 0 
3 	Interdepartmental 	 607 
4 	Other Operating 	 717,960 
5 	Gross Earnings Tax 	 0  

6 Total Operating Revenues 	 3,753,420 

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 

	

164,504 
	

2,870,349 
0 

607 

	

42,445 
	

675,515 
0  

	

206,949 
	

3,546,471 

Expenses  
Operating Expenses: 

7 	Fuel & Purchased Energy 	 1,309,223 	 81,392 	 1,227,831 
8 	Power Production 	 728,867 	 43,115 	 685,752 
9 	Transmission 	 195,275 	 11,347 	 183,928 

10 	Distribution 	 105,263 	 6,292 	 98,971 
11 	Customer Accounting 	 61,413 	 4,339 	 57,074 
12 	Customer Service & Information 	 87,277 	 548 	 86,729 
13 	Sales, Econ Dvlp & Other 	 268 	 66 	 202 
14 	Administrative & General 	 205,270 	 13,322 	 191,948 
15 	Total Operating Expenses 	 2,692,856 	 160,421 	 2,532,435 

16 	Depreciation 	 356,330 	 18,369 	 337,961 
17 	Amortization 	 15,949 	 574 	 15,375 

Taxes: 
18 	Property 	 117,651 
19 	Gross Earnings 	 0 
20 	Deferred Income Tax & ITC 	 193,522 
21 	State & Federal Income Nee Page 3) 	 (60,599) 
22 	Payroll & Other 	 30,033  
23 	Total Taxes 	 280,607 

24 Total Expenses 	 3,345,742 

25 	AFUDC 	 0 

	

5,911 
	

111,740 
0 

	

10,306 
	

183,216 

	

(6,688) 
	

(53,911) 

	

1,815 
	

28,218  

	

11,344 
	

269,263 

	

190,708 
	

3,155,034 

0 

26 Total Operating Income 	 407,678 	 16,241 	 391,437 

Page 2 



Tax Deductions 
18 	Debt Interest Expense 	 168,936 
19 	Tax Depreciation & Removal 	 992,230 
20 	Manufacture Production Deduction 	 0 
21 	Open 	 0 
22 	Open 	 0 

23 	Open 	 0 

24 	Other Tax/Book Timing Differences 	 23,807 

25 	Net Preferred Stock Deduction 	 0  

26 Total Tax Deductions 	 1,184,973 

27 State Taxable Income 	 (90,931) 

28 	State Income Tax Rate 	 9.03% 

29 	State Taxes before Credits 	 (8,207) 

so 	State Credits 	 1,180  

31 Total State income Taxes 	 1 	(9,387)1  

32 Federal Taxable Income 	 (81.543) 

33 	Federal Income Tax Rate 	 35.00% 
34 	Federal Tax before Credits 	 (28,540) 

35 	Federal Tax Credits 	 22,671  
36 Total Federal Income Taxes 	 1 	(51,211)1  

37 Total Federal & State Income Taxes 
	

I (60,599)1 

159,669 
939,501 

0 
0 
0 
0 

22.361 
0  

1,121,531 

(77,568) 
N/A 

(7,339) 
1,139  

(8,478)1 

(69,090) 
35.00% 

(24,182) 
21,251  

(45.433)1 

9,266 
52,729 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,446 
0  

63,441 

(13,362) 
6.50% 
(869) 

41 
(910)1  

(12,453) 
35.00% 
(4,358) 
1,420  

(5,778)1 

I 	(53,911)1  (6,688)1 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
Electric Utility - North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 
Cost of Service Study 
Final Proposed with 2012 Step Adj for Merricourt 
(Dollars in Thousands) 
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Income Tax Summary  

Total Company Electric 	ND Retail Electric 	 All Other  
income Before Taxes  

1 	Total Operating Revenues 	 3,753.420 206,949 
2 	less: Total Operating Expenses 	 (2.692,856) 	 (160,421) 	

3,546,471 
(2,532,435) 

3 	 Book Depreciation & Amortization 	 (372,279) 	 (18,943) (353,336) 
4 	 Taxes (Other Than Current income) 	 (341,206) 	 08,032)  (323,174) 

s Total Before Tax Book Income 337 ,526  

	

347,079 	 9,553 

Tax Additions 
6 	Book Depreciation 	 356,330 	 18,369 337,961 

10,306 7 	Deferred income Taxes & ITC 	 193,522 	 183,216 

8 	Nuclear Fuel Bum (ex D&D) 	 111,477 	 6,478 	 104,999 

9 	Nuclear Outage Accounting 	 59,245 3,851 	 55,394 

10 	Avoided Tax Interest 	 26,389  

	

1,522 	 24,867 

it 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 

12 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 

13 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 

14 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 

15 	Open Line 	 0 	 0 	 0 

16 	Other Book Additions 	 0 	 0 	 0 

17 Total Tax Additions 	 746,963 	 40,526 	 706,437 
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Weighted 
Capital Structure 	RateRatio 	Cost 	 Composite Income Tax Rates , 

.1 	Long Term Debt 

	

6.0700% 46.3000% 2.8100% 	 State of North Dakota Tax rate 	 6.50% 
2 	Short Term Debt 	2.0600% 	1.1400% 0.0200% 	 Federal Statutory Tax rate 	 35.00% 
3 	Preferred Stock 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 0.0000% 	 Federal Effective Tax Rate (1-State Rate•Fed Rate) 	32.73%  
4 	Common Equity 	11.2500% 52.5600%  5.9100% 	Total North Dakota Composite Tax Rate 	

3.23 
 

5 	Required Rate of Return 	 8.7400% 	 Total Corporate Composite Tax Rate 	 40.87% 

Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
Rate of Return (ROR)  

s 	Total Operating Income 	 407,678 	 16,241 	 391,437 
7 	Total Average Rate Base 	 5 , 969 ,458 	 327 ,429 	 5,642,029 

8 ROR (Operating Income / Rate Base) 	 6.83% 	 4.96% 	 6.94% 

Return on Equity (ROE)  
9 	Total Operating Income 	 407,678 16,241 	 391,437 

10 	Debt Interest (Rate Bose • Weighted Debt Cost) 	 (168,936)  

	

(9,266) 	 (159,669) 
ii 	Preferred Stock (Rate Base • Weighted Preferred Cost) 	 0 	 0 	 0  

547 137 

12 	Earnings Available for Common 

	

238,742 	 6,975 	 231,767 

13 	Equity Rate Base( Rate Base • Equity Ratio) 	 3,137,547 	 2,965,450 

14 ROE (Earnings for Common / Equity Rate Base) 	 7.61% 	 4.05% 	 7.82% 

Revenue Deficiency  
15 	Require Operating Income (Rate Base • Required Return) 521,731 	 28,617 	 493,113 
is 	Operating Income 407,678  

114,053 
	 16,241 	 437 391 

17 	Operating Income Deficiency 	 12,376 	 101,677  

18 	Revenue Conversion Factor ( 1/(1-Composite Tax Rate) ) 	1.69110 	 1.64541 	 N/A 

19 Revenue Deficiency (Income Deficiency • Conversion Factor) 	192,875 	 20,364 	 172,511 

Total Retail Revenue Requirements  
20 	Retail Related Revenues 	 3,035,460 	 164,504 	 2,870,956 
21 	Revenue Deficiency 	 192,875 	 20.364 	 172,_511 

22 Total Retail Revenue Requirements 	 3,228,335 	 184,868 	 3,043,467 

23 Percentage Increase (Decrease' 
	

6.35% 	 12.38% 	 6.01% 
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502.802 	19,353,595 

	

117,651 	41,968,485 

	

30,033 	797.678 

	

0 	 0 

	

(51,211) 	(1,933,219) 

	

(9,387) 	(35074) 

	

138,595 	4,951.999  
2,918,536  121,350.002  

	

I 	332.490 I 
Qolsa 	Baltaucktra 

3,034,853 137,942,283 
O 0 
O 0 

	

607 	 0 

	

5.490 	 0 

	

2251 	95.888 
0 

	

4.032 	460.333 

	

446,657 	17,066,764 

	

148,783 	5,519,1149 

	

6.436 	235,76 

	

13,342 	186,788 

	

59.651 	2,213,052 

	

8,828 	327,519 

	

23,148 	650.791 

	

1,872 	80,219 

	

2,356 	100.959 

	

(4,896) 	(181.642) 

	

0 	 0 
O 0 
o 0 

3,753,420  164,910,560  

	

I 	451,8101 

0.7776 

I 351,312 1 

I 	18,822 1 

	

29.579 	1,035.561 

	

5,911 	2,108,572 

	

1,816 	48,208 
0 

	

(5,778) 	(218,136) 

	

(910) 	(34.335) 
O 0 

	

161,459 	6,393,039 

17,515 1 

WEE pollar a Dave 

184,504 	7,477,151 
O 0 
O 0 

523,223 	18,315,034 
111,740 	39,869,893 
28,218 	749.470 

O 0 
(45,433) 	(1,715,083) 

(8.478) 	(320,039) 
138,696 	4,961,999 

2,767,077 	114,965,963 

314,975  

091E1 	122ELLILLIalt 
2.870,349 	130,465,112 

O 0 
O 0 

39.60 1 41.701 

O 0 	 607 	 0 

	

355 	 0 	 5,135 	 0 

	

243 	10,413 	 2,018 	86,475 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

	

255 	29.113 	 3.777 	431,220 

	

26,889 	1,027,429 	 419,768 	16039,335 

	

9,166 	340,059 	 139,617 	5,179,741 

	

403 	14,951 	 6,033 	223,824 

	

775 	10,850 	 12,567 	175,938 

	

3,486 	128,589 	 56.185 	2.084,464 

	

507 	18,810 	 8,321 	308,700 

	

1,345 	49,900 	 21.803 	808,891 
O 0 	 1,872 	83,219 

	

(652) 	(27,940) 	 3,006 	128,899 

	

(307) 	(11,390) 	 (4,589) 	(170,252) 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

	

3,546,471 	155,842,625  

	

I 	426.906 I 

19,383 I 

MEM 

	

206,949 	9,067,935  

	

I 	24.844 1 

0.7802 

OLEO 

1,868 I 16,955 I 
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Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric , 	 AN Other 
11191111111 

includable honagi 	LusLatim 	 Pan 	Mauna* 	 MUM 	Dollar  L21311 	 Emilia Dollar a Diva 

Ullmann 
I 	Coal a RN Trirsiporl 	 21.08 	 353,157 	7,444,550 	 22,116 	466,184 	 331.042 	6,976.385 
2 	Gas for Generation 	 38.45 	 180,884 	6,954,990 	 11,327 	435,523 	 169,557 	6,519,467 
3 	Oil 	 22.51 	 683 	15.374 	 43 	988 	 640 	14,406 
I 	Nuclear & Wt. 	 0.00 	 111,400 	 0 	 6.982 	 0 	 104,517 	 0 
I 	Nudes, Mogi 	 76.00 	 iLltii 	MAU 	 fig 	12.121 	 10.515 	1PLLV 
s 	 657,387 	15,263.378 	 41,116 	951,999 	 616,271 	14,311,378 

n10211118EZIME 
7 	Purchases 
I 	intercrange 

	

25.12 	 094,154 	25,143,810 	 54,286 	1,526.522 

	

38.21 	 119.793 4.II12111 	 7-047. 	212,221 
1,013,947 	29.720,901 	 51.333 	1.795.758  

639.868 	23.617,086 
1122g 	1.294.021 
952,614 	27,925,113 

1091.1201mirmit 
s 	Regular Payroll 	 12.31 	 367,828 	4,527,563 	 22.236 	273.725 	 345.592 	4254.238 

ie 	IncAnkve Cornpenseem 	 255.05 	 21,732 	5,542,747 	 1,329 	338,961 	 20.403 	5,203,785 
1i 	Pension A Benefits 	 1920 	 72114 11=2 	 Am 	ROI 	 WE 	1.427.121 
12 	Subtle' Labor I Related 	 466,720 	11,590,581 	 28,393 	705,384 	 440,327 	10,885.197 
13 
14 AO Other Operating Expenses 	 35.01 
Is Property Tax 	 365.72 
1s Employers Payroll Tams 	 26.56 
17 010811 E1111111191 TICE 	 41.48 
is Federal Income Tax 	 37.75 
is State Memo Tat 	 37.75 
21 Stale Sales Tax Customer &tinge 	35.73 
si Total Expenses 

22 Net Annual Expense Amount 

Bremen 	 Laallist 
23 Computer Wing 	100.00% 	45.45 
24 Hand tilled 	 0.00% 	43.07 
2$ Retail Revenue Mummer*, 	 0.00 
• interdeoviraintal 	 0.00 
27 Lae Payment 	 0.00 
a Connect and Trouble Chines 	 42.85 
a PP incerove 	 0.00 
at Renate 	 114.17 
31 Interchange Revenues 	 3821 
32 Sales for Resale 	 37.10 
33 P71:41J01011 Associated Revenues 	37.10 
34 MISO 	 14.00 
ss Point to Point Firm 	 37.10 
34 Senates it Fecillbas 	 37.10 
37 Ancillary 	 37.10 
3$ Distribution Associated Revenues 	42.85 
• Other 	 42.85 
44 JOA • Rev frito PSC 	 37,10 
41 (blank) 	 0.00 
42 (blank) 	 0.00 
as (blank) 	 0.00 
44 Total Revenues 

45 Net Annual Amount 

46 Expense / Revenue Factor 

41 Alocated Revenue Amount 

45 Net Cash Working Capital 	Pee. 1- Lbw 

41.581 

43.941 

Pip 1 • CIAC 
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El Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-302 
Date Received: 	May 27, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: Mercury. Emissions 

Is the mercury control program required for the ND jurisdiction? Please explain. 

Response:  
Yes. The Company operates an integrated generation system where all generation 
benefits all jurisdictions. 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation ("NSPM") spent 
monitoring and engineering dollars in preparation for compliance with three different 
requirements: (1) the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's ("EPA") Clean Air 
Mercury Rule ("CAMR") — finalized on May, 2005; (2) the Minnesota Mercury 
Emission Reduction Act of 2006 ("MMERA") (applicable to plants located in 
Minnesota) — finalized May 2006; and (3) a potential Federal Maximum Achievable 
Control Technology ("MACT") standard for mercury — proposed May 2011. 

The Minnesota rules required continuous mercury monitoring to begin by July 1, 
2007, while CAMR required continuous mercury monitoring to begin by January 1, 
2009. 

On February 8, 2008, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit vacated the 
CAMR. On October 17, 2008, the EPA filed a petition with the U.S. Supreme Court 
requesting review of the D.C. Circuit's decision in New Jersey v. EPA vacating the 
CAMR and the EPA's rule delisting coal- and oil-fired electric generating units 
("EGUs") from regulation under § 112 of the Clean Air Act (the "Delisting Rule"). 
For all intents and purposes, CAMR was repealed at this point, regardless of the 
compliance efforts that utility companies had already put into motion for this 
regulation. 
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In 2007 through 2009, NSPIvl moved forward with identifying and installing mercury 
control technology on generating units at the Sherburne County Generating 
("Sherco") Plant and the Allen S. King Generating ("King") Plant. It was determined 
that the same emission control technology (Sorbent Injection) would be used to 
comply with either the Federal or Minnesota State requirements. The only difference 
between the Minnesota mercury monitoring requirements and those contained in the 
EPA's CAMR was the timing. 

Once CAMR was vacated, EPS began working to draft new Federal mercury rules 
under the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP") 
provisions, commonly referred to as Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
("MACT") rules. On May 3, 2011, EPA published the Electric Generating Unit 
("EGU") MACT rule in the Federal Register, which proposes regulation for mercury 
and other hazardous air pollutants. NSPM is still in the process of evaluating and 
offering comment on these proposed regulations, but is confident that the 
monitoring and control technologies installed at the Sherco and King Plants will 
satisfy the new EGU MACT regulations. 

Preparer: 	Deborah Hoffrneister / Richard Rosvold 
Title: 	Project Manager / Air Quality Manager 
Department: 	Sherco Plant / Environmental Services 
Telephone: 	763-261-3023 / 612-330-7879 
Date: 	June 23, 2011 
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Case No. PU-10- 
Exhibit (IRB-1), Schedule 4 

Page 1 of 3 

System Performance/Interconnection Projects Affecting 2011 Test Year and 
2012 Step-In Adjustment 

Table 1 
Additions to Plant in Service ($ in millions)  

Project 	 2009 2010 	2011 	2012 
New 	Ulm Expansion: 	 $13.3 
Mankato 115 kV Loop 	 $ 8.9 
Pleasant Valley — Byron* 	 $ 8.0 
North Mankato Project 

	
$ 0.1 	$ 1.5 $17.1  

St. Cloud Loop** 
	

$ 9.0  
Midtown-Hiawatha** 
	

$ 5.9 $ 8.9 
Southwest Twin Cities Project** 

	
$ 6.0 $13.2 

Fenton 69 kV Tie 	 $ 7.2 
Chisago-Apple River Project 	 $15.4 $18.6 
Chanarambie 4 111  Collector Transformer 	$ 5.0 
Buffalo Ridge Incremental Generation 	$68.6 
Outlet (BRIGO) 

* In-service date now expected to be in 2012 
** Additional plant in service investments are expected in 2013 

1. New Ulm Expansion 
This project constructs a five mile 115 kV line and 115-69 kV substation to the southwest side of 
the City of New Ulm, Minnesota. This project is required to provide network transmission service 
to the City's 52 MW of load and mitigate low voltages under transmission outages. The project is 
included in the 2011 test year. 

2. Mankato 115 kV Loop 
This project will construct 7.5 miles of new 115 kV transmission line and two 115-69 kV 
substations around the City of Mankato, Minnesota. This is part of a joint development with Great 
River Energy ("GRE"), and is required to meet load growth in Mankato and to eliminate low 
voltage and equipment overloads during transmission outages. The project is included in the 2011 
test year. 

3. Pleasant Valley-Byron 
This project will construct a new 161 kV transmission line between GRE's Pleasant Valley 
Substation and the Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Agency ("SMMPA") Byron substation to 
increase the transmission system capacity to allow interconnection of a wind generation farm at 
Pleasant Valley substation near Rochester, Minnesota. This project includes approximately 20 miles 
of new 161 kV transmission line along with other substation upgrades by other Minnesota utilities. 
This project will allow for the development of up to approximately 300 MW of wind generation in 
the region south of Rochester. 

4. North Mankato Project 
This project will construct a new 345-115 kV and a new 115-69 kV substation plus associated 
transmission. This project is needed to mitigate unacceptable low voltages and line loadings on the 
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0 Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
[E] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-I 1-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-22 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Plant Investment 
Reference Company witness Benson Exhibit IRB-1, schedule 4 page 1 of 3. 

The expected in-service date of the Pleasant Valley — Byron project has changed from 
2011 to 2012. Has this project been excluded from ratebase in 2011? If not why not? 

Response:  
No, this project was not excluded from rate base in the 2011 test year. Including the 
project in the test year rate base was an oversight and the Company proposes to 
remove the project in its Rebuttal Testimony. 

Excluding the Pleasant Valley — Byron project from the test year reduces test year 
revenue requirements by $28,000. Please see Attachment A to this response for the 
revenue requirement calculation of excluding the project from the test year. 

Witness: 	John M. Felling 
Preparer: 	John M. Felling 
Title: 	Consultant 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-6539 
Date: 	May 26, 2011 
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[::] Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
[1] Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
is] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-13 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  

Reference: Plant Investment 

Please provide a breakdown of all properties sold or transferred from the company 
books in 2011. For each transaction provide the following: 

a) Date property was sold or transferred 
b) the Sales price 
c) the book value at the time of sale 
d) the gain/loss recorded on the company books 
e) whether the property sold was included in a rate case filing 
f) whether the sale or transfer was made to an affiliated company. If sold to an 

affiliate please provide the fair market value at the time of sale or transfer 
and provide the workpapers in support of the calculation of the fair market 
value. 

Response: 

In 2011, there was one transaction involving a property that was sold or transferred 
from the Company books, the sale of the Lakefield Junction-Fox Lake transmission 
line. Details of the transaction are as follows: 

a) Sold on January 7, 2011 
b) Sales Price: $17,308,946.93 
c) Net Book Value: $17,308,946.93 
d) No gain or loss recognized 
e) Fox Lake was included in the rate case filing as the sale was not final at the 

time we filed the case. Please see AS-2-RR-013 Attachment A for the 
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revenue requirement impact of removing the data that was in the test year 
which is slightly different at the time of the sale. This will reduce revenue 
requirements by approximately $122,000. 

f) The sale was not made to an affiliate. 

Witness: 	John Felling 
Preparer: 	Amber Zobeck / John Stinson/Shari Cardille 
Tide: 	Accounting Analyst/Senior Accounting Analyst/Principal Rate 
Department: 	Capital Asset Accounting/Capital Asset Accounting/Revenue 

Requirements 

Telephone: 	612-330-5758 / 806-378-2476 / 612-330-1974 
Date: 	May 19, 2011 

2 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Lakefield Junction - Fox Lake 161 kV Transmission Line 

Rate Analysis 	 Total Company ND Jurisdiction  

Average Rate Bass 
Plus Plant Investment 	 19,646,089 	957,503 

Less Depreciation Reserve 	 2,627,505 	128,058 
Net Plant 	 17,018,584 	829,445 

Plus CWIP 	 - 
Less Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	2,474,827 	120,617 

	

14,543,757 	708.828 

Average 2011 Rate Base 
	

14,543,757 	708,828 

Weighted 
Capital Structure 	Rate 	Ratio 	Cost  

Long Term Debt 	 6.0700% 46.3000% 	2.8100% 

Short Term Debt 	 2.0600% 	1.1400% 	0.0200% 
Preferred Stock 	 0.0000% 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 
Common Equity 	 11.2500% 52.5600% 	5.9100% 

Required Rate of Return 	 8.7400% 

Tax Rate (ND) 	 39.2300% 

Revenue Requirements 	 2011 

Debt Return 	 411,600 	 20,100 	Demand ND Jur % 	 5.8107% 

Equity Return 	 859.500 	 41,900 	IA Demand MN Co % 	 83.8756%  

Current Income Tax Requirement 	 333,900 	 16,300 	Composite ND Jur Allocationi 	4.8738%1 

Book Depreciation 	 476,078 	 23,203 
Annual Deferred Tax 	 230,401 	 11,229 

ITC Flow Thru 	 - 
Tax Depreciation & Removal Expense 	1,048,725 	51,112 
AFUDC Expenditure 	 - 
Book Depreciation Cleared to Operating 
Avoided Tax Interest 	 - 
Property Tax 	 195.126 

iTotal Revenue Requirements 
	

2,506,605 	122,242) 

9,510 



Xcel Energy 414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 

Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit (MJM-8) 
Page 1 of 31 

April. 10, 2009 

—VIA ELECTRONIC FILING— 

Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th  Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

RE: IN THE lq.AIIER OF THE PETITION OF NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, A 
MINNESOTA CORPORATION, REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY OF THE 
WIND2BAITERY PROJECT FOR RECOVERY UNDER THE RENEWABLE ENERGY 
STANDARD RIDER AND APPROVAL AS AN AFFILIATED INTEREST ARRANGEMENT 
DOCKET No. E002/M-09- 	/E002/AI-09- 	 

Dear Dr. Haar: 

Attached for filing, please find Northern States Power Company's, a Minnesota 
corporation ("Xcel Energy" or the "Company"), petition for approval of our 
Wind2Battery project as eligible for recovery in our Renewable Energy Standard 
("RES") Rider and as an affiliated interest arrangement. 

The Wind2Battery project is a 1 MW sodium sulfur battery storage facility that is 
operating in conjunction with the 11 MW Minwind wind project in Luverne, 
Minnesota. By storing energy for Minwind, we are able to manage some of the 
variable production associated with wind power from this project to the benefit of our 
customers. In addition, the Wind2Battery project will give us valuable experience and 
information that will allow us to assess and improve the viability of scaling up battery 
storage on our system as more and more wind power is added to meet the renewable 
policies in the states we serve. 

While the battery itself is proven technology, the application of the battery as support 
for wind energy has not been tested on a large scale. The integration equipment and 
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the study of the use of the battery for this purpose will be funded through a 
Renewable Development Fund ("RDF") grant In addition to the Company, the 
University of Minnesota, Great Plains Institute and the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratories are assisting in the research and receiving a portion of the RDF grant. 
Because the grant proceeds and all project costs will be recorded in the same NSPM 
sub-ledger account, there will be no cross subsidization of costs between the grant 
funds and the costs that we expect to receive approval to recover through the RES 
Rider. 

We have served a copy of this submission on the Office of the Attorney General —
Residential Utilities Division, and summaries of this filing on all parties on the 
attached service lists. 

Please call me at (612) 330-6270 if you have any questions regarding this filing. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ 

AL KRUG 
MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

Enclosures 
c: Service Lists 

2 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
BEFORE THE 

MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

David C. Boyd 	 Chair 
J. Dennis O'Brien 	Commissioner 
Thomas Pugh 	 Commissioner 
Phyllis A. Reha 	 Commissioner 
Betsy Wergin 	 Commissioner 

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF 	 DOCKET No. 	E002/M-09- 	/ 
NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, 	 E002/AI-09- 
A MINNESOTA CORPORATION, 
REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY OF THE 	 PETITION 
WIND2BATTERY PROJECT FOR 
RECOVERY UNDER THE RENEWABLE 
ENERGY STANDARD RIDER AND 
APPROVAL AS AN AFFILIATED 
INTEREST ARRANGEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation ("Xcel Energy" or the 
"Company"), submits this Petition to the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
("Commission") seeking the Commission's determination that our Wind2Battery 
project is an "eligible energy technology" under Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691 as it is 
designed to support wind renewable resources. If approved, the project will be 
eligible to be included in our Renewable Energy Standard ("RES") Rider pursuant to 
Minn. Stat. § 216B.1645, subd. 1. We furthermore request approval of the project as 
an affiliated interest arrangement. 

The Wind2Battery project is a 1 MW sodium sulfur battery storage facility that is 
operating in conjunction with the 11 MW Minwind power generating facility near 
Luverne, Minnesota. By storing energy from Mimvind, we are able to manage some 
of the variable production associated with the Minwind project to benefit customers. 
The Wind2Battery project will also provide valuable expeiience and information that 
will allow us to assess and improve upon the viability of scaling up battery storage on 
our system as more and more wind power is added to meet the renewable policies in 
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the states we serve, permitting the Company to meet our renewable objectives in the 
most cost effective manner possible. 

The Wind2Battery project has been funded, in part, with a grant from the Renewable 
Development Fund ("RDF") as authorized by the Commission in Docket No. 
E002/M-07-675 to support the development aspects of the project associated with 
using the battery for wind energy storage. This petition seeks RES Rider eligibility 
determination for the capital costs that remain after the grant is applied, 
approximately $3.5 million. We also seek approval to recover approximately $54,000 
of annual operating and maintenance ("O&M") costs until such time that we can 
incorporate the project costs and annual O&M into base rates. 

I. Summary of Filing 

Pursuant to Minn. R. 7829.1300, subp. 1, a one-paragraph summary of the filing 
accompanies this petition. 

II. Service on Other Parties 

Pursuant to Minn. R. 7829.1300, subp. 2, we have served a copy of this petition on 
the Office of the Attorney General-Residential Utilities Division. A summary of the 
filing has also been served on all parties on Xcel Energy's miscellaneous electric 
service list and the service list from the 2009 Rider filing (Docket No. E002/M-08-
1033). 

III. General Filing Information 

Pursuant to Minn. R. 7829.1300, subp. 3, Xcel Energy provides the following required 
information. 

A. Name, Address, and Telephone Number of Utility 

Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 
(612) 330-5500 

2 
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B. Name, Address, and Telephone Number of Utility Attorney 

Christopher B. Clark 
Managing Attorney 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall, 5th  Floor 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 
(612) 215-4593 

C. Date of Filing and Proposed Effective Date of Rates 

The date of this filing  is April 10, 2009. The Commission's determination of RES 
Rider eligibility is the first of two steps necessary to include the project costs in the 
RES Rider. If the Commission approves this eligibility request, the Wind2Battery 
costs will be included in our September 1, 2009 petition for the 2010 RES Rider 
Adjustment Factor to be applied to customer bills in 2010. 

D. Statutes Controlling Schedule for Processing the Filing 

Minn. Stat. § 216B.1645 allows for recovery of investments or expenditures entered 
into by a public utility in connection with the development of renewable energy to 
meet the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691. This Petition is made pursuant to 
Minn. Stat. § 216B.16, subd. 1, which prescribes general time lines for rate and tariff 
changes, including, but not limited to, a requirement of 60-days notice prior to any 
rate or tariff change. 

Commission Rules define this filing as a "miscellaneous rate change" under Minn. R. 
7829.0100, subp. 11 since no determination of Xcel Energy's overall revenue 
requirement is necessary. The accounting process that we will use to track revenues 
and costs and record the differences in the RES Tracker account will be in 
compliance with Accounting Standards prescribed under Minn. Stat. § 216B.10. 

E. Utility Employee Responsible for Filing 

Al Krug 
Managing Director, Government and Regulatory Affairs 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall, 7th  Floor 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 
(612) 330-6270 

3 
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IV. Description and Purpose of Filing 

A. Background 

Project Desaiption 

The Sodium Sulfur ("NaS") battery is a proven technology and is in service in 30 
locations in Japan. From Japan's experience, we know that the battery functions well 
as a storage technology on the transmission and distribution system. We will utilize 
the battery to harness wind energy and improve the value of the Minwind project by 
being able to supply power to the grid even when the wind is not blowing. If our 
experience provides the results that we anticipate, we will be able to install batteries at 
other wind projects and improve the value of these projects as well. 

This project and future additional applications will also allow us to better leverage 
transmission in the future, as we will be able to store wind energy when the grid is at 
full capacity and move the energy onto the transmission grid when the bottlenecks 
have been removed. In summary, batteries will add to the value of wind projects now 
and in the future because of their ability to charge off-peak and discharge on-peak as 
well as during times of transmission constraints. We currently plan to complete our 
studies by the end of 2009, with associated findings and recommendations developed 
during the first half of 2010. 

NaS technology has been selected for this project because of its high storage capacity, 
its ability to handle the large number of charge-recharge cycles associated with 
intermittent renewable energy sources, its large scale and potential for even larger 
scalability, its dynamic response to system changes, and its commercial availability. 

With this project we will review: 

• The ability of large-scale battery-storage technology to effectively 'firm' wind 
energy, enabling a shift of wind-generated energy from off-peak to on-peak 
availability. We believe batteries will increase the value of wind-generated 
energy as well as a decrease the need for intermediate and peaking facilities. 

• The ability of battery-storage technology to reduce the need to compensate for 
the variability and limited predictability of wind generation resources. This 
includes reductions in carbon-based spinning reserves or supplemental reserve . 

 requirements, as well as reductions in contingency recovery costs, such as 
generator black start support 

4 
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• The potential for battery-storage technology to more effectively integrate wind 
into transmission system operations. We believe batteries will help to maintain 
and maximize the integrity of the grid by providing frequency, voltage and 
reliability support. 

The project includes the following components: 

• NaS Battery System: The NaS battery system is modular in design. Each 
battery contains twenty 50-kw modules, which in turn each contain an array of 
320 individual cells within a thermally insulated enclosure equipped with 
electric heaters to maintain an operating temperature of approximately 300°C. 
Cells are closely spaced, connected in series and/or parallel, and packed in 
sand. A vacuum is drawn on the gap between the inner and outer walls of the 
enclosure lid. This modularity allows flexibility in configuring the system as well 
as ease of increasing the size of the system. 

The electrochemistry of the cell includes a solid beta alumina electrolyte made 
with a sodium ion conductive ceramic material, which serves as both the 
electrolyte and the separator between the sodium () and sulfur (+) electrodes. 
To ensure safety, the NaS cell includes a 'safety tube' inside the beta-alumina 
tube that controls the amount of sodium and sulfur that can potentially 
combine. This reduces heat generation that could rupture cells. 

• Power conversion equipment: The power conversion equipment handles the 
interconnections between AC and DC power to and from the battery. There 
are a number of challenges that need to be addressed, such as low voltage ride-
through capability, the role of power-electronics based transformers, and 
different topologies of the converters. We will review these issues to determine 
how to retain the most value for overall system efficiency and effectiveness. 

5 
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• Backup power for emergency battery temperature regulation: The primary 
function of backup power is to provide emergency backup to external heaters 
that are needed to keep the battery maintained at an elevated temperature at all 
times to accomplish the energy storage function. These heaters are only needed 
on battery start up or when the batteries are in an idle state. Backup power will 
be a separate diesel-driven generator. 

• Grid interconnection: We will utilize the existing interconnection between the 
wind project and the grid. We also plan to review a direct interconnection in 
order to better evaluate the ability to provide ancillary services in addition to 
electric energy. 

• Wind project interface: We will examine options to determine the best 
approach to interfacing the battery with the wind project. The wind project 
interface will be the common bus that connects all the wind turbines. The 
challenge was to design the interconnection to the battery so that energy over 
the 1.2 MW battery capacity is integrated directly into the transmission grid. 

6 



Detailed system and process design; 
Engineering 

Full set of drawings — electrical, 
mechanical and civil drawings 

COMPLETE 
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• Local and remote performance monitoring equipment, data collection 
equipment, system control equipment, and associated communication 
equipment: Remote system control will be used to communicate with the 
battery and control the mode of operation (such as charge or discharge). This 
equipment will also capture data from the project and make it accessible via the 
internet to the project partners for analysis. 

Imp lementation Schedule 

Critical Path Schedule 

Major Task 	 I Deliverable 	 Target End Date 
Specifications & Contract Negotiations 

COMPLETE Collection of system design and 
performance requirements and site 
selection 

Common set of general requirements, 
agreed to by all project partners; site 
selected 

Contract negotiations with NGK and 	Signed contracts / purchase orders 	COMPLETE 
power conditioning vendor/general 
contractor 

COMPLETE System specifications and conceptual 	Process Flow Diagram ("One-line 
design 	 diagram") 

Permitting complete Permitting — distribution and 
transmission interconnects, site permits 
per state/local codes & standards 

COMPLETE 

Engineering & Design 

Construction & Installation 
COMPLETE Construction: Site preparation and 

development 
Site ready — survey, layout, fencing, 
foundations, conduit, metering, ground 
grid, stone yard 

Construction: Equipment Delivery and 	System ready for start-up testing 	COMPLETE 
Installation 

Individual component testing and 
system start-up testing 

Safety and performance checks, ready to COMPLETE 
begin full scale operations 

Initial Start-up Testing and data collection initiated COMPLETE 

Research Plan 
Detailed Research Plan Plan completed on 9/30/08 -- specifies 	COMPLETE 

data to be collected, data 
source/collection process, specific 
analysis to be performed, roles & 
responsibilities of each partner involved 

7 



Operations & maintenance Monitor for system performance and 
address any issues 

Ongoing after start-
up 

Data points needed for performance 
analysis related to the objectives of the 
project 

12/31/2009 (1 yr 
after start-up) 

Data collection 

Evaluation of the overall effectiveness 
of NaS battery performance in a wind 
energy storage application. 

Performance Analysis 12/31/2009 (1 yr 
after start-up) 

Economic impact of wind energy 
storage using NaS batteries from a total 
system perspective. 

Economic Analysis 12/31/2009 (1 yr 
after start-up) 

List of policy considerations and 
implication; identification and 
explanation of potential public costs and 
benefits 

Public Policy Analysis 1st Quarter 2011 

Deliverable Target End Date Major Task 
in the analysis 

Data Collection & Analysis 

Reporting 
Final report and recommendation 
(excludes public policy analysis) 

Final Report and Recommendation 1st Quarter 2010 

Outreach and Education regarding 	IREE sponsored Public 
findings and opportunities 	 Seminar/Forum/workshop 

1st Quarter 2010 
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Project Costs 

As shown on the attached Schedule 1, the total project cost is approximately $5.0 
million. The project was approved for a $1 million RDF grant. The RDF payment 
will be distributed $797,527 to capital project costs and $202,473 to fund research 
costs by project partners. Project partners, including NREL, the University of 
Minnesota, and Great Plains Institute are also contributing toward the project 
research, at an estimated value of $368,322. The total capital project cost of this 
project, less the RDF payments, is approximately $3.5 million. 
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_Reasonableness of Project Costs 

The Company took numerous steps to insure that the costs were reasonable and 
prudent: 

❑ We researched a number of technologies. The technologies we considered 
included: compressed air energy storage ("CAES"), pumped hydro, vanadium 
redox batteries, zinc bromine batteries, lead acid batteries, lithium ion batteries and 
NaS batteries. 

CAES and pumped hydro were eliminated from consideration because these 
technologies cannot be implemented quickly and require a much larger scale to be 
economical. We are still considering these technologies for the longer term, as part 
of a portfolio of energy storage on our system. 

We found the NaS battery system to be the only technology that is being used 
commercially, has proven round-trip efficiency, is capable of handling the number 
of charge and discharge cycles we require, is available in various MW-scales, and 
can provide power for at least 6 hours. Vanadium redox batteries, for example, 
are still hand-assembled and are only reaching 40-50% round-trip efficiency; 
whereas the NaS battery has been manufactured on a commercial scale since early 
2003 and is consistently achieving 75% round-trip efficiency. As these other 
technologies evolve and become commercially viable, with inherent cost, quality 
and efficiency improvements associated with improved manufacturing processes, 
we will consider them for future incorporation into our energy storage portfolio. 

❑ We contacted New York Power Authority, which has recently installed a NaS 
system for peak shaving purposes, to identify the costs in addition to the NaS 
battery and discuss other 'lessons learned' that would help us during project 
budgeting and planning. 

❑ We selected S&C Electric to serve as general contractor for the construction and 
installation of the complete system. S&C installed a NaS battery for power 
reliability for American Electric Power Company, Inc. Using an experienced 
contractor allowed us to better maintain schedules and budget requirements. 

Benefits of the project in promoting the development of movable energy 

Wind resources will play an important role in our future resource portfolio and 
batteries will be necessary to support wind resources. The Commission recognized 
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this critical role when it directed the Company to review the current state of wind 
energy storage research in its July 28, 2006 Order in our 2004 Resource Plan (Docket 
No. E-002/RP-04-1752). The legislature and governor recognized this as well when 
legislation was passed in 2008 specifically clarifying that energy storage facilities were 
eligible for cost recovery in a renewable energy rider. Minn. Statute § 216B.1645, 
subd. 1(2). 

Because it is impractical to quickly ramp base load units, the ability to store wind 
energy temporarily for use when loads are higher during on-peak periods will be very 
beneficial to system operations. 

In summary, the \Vind2Battery project will evaluate the ability of NaS battery 
technology to provide four primary benefits to promote the development of 
renewable energy by: 

• Providing On-peak Energy:  Storing wind energy temporarily for use when loads 
are higher during on-peak periods. This will be beneficial as wind resources 
become a larger part of our generation mix, and may allow wind energy to provide 
more on-peak energy. 

• Support System Ramping:  The ability of the battery discharge and charge process 
to support system ramping, such as discharging while daily system loads arc 
increasing or charging as daily system loads are decreasing. 

• Grid Support:  Supporting the grid by adding voltage support, reactive load 
support, frequency support and suppressing voltage fluctuations. 

• Curtailment Offset:  While we are optimistic that the planned increase in 
transmission facilities such as CAPx will reduce and, or eliminate the need for 
curtailments in the future, battery storage can also provide a useful hedge against 
curtailment by storing energy if and when curtailments are necessary. 

We also believe that there are other potential benefits to wind energy storage in the 
long term. We believe that battery storage can mitigate baseload bottoming and 
function as a spinning reserve. If wind storage can be proven to provide spinning 
reserve capabilities, batteries can reduce dispatch costs caused when wind energy is 
more or less than forecasted. If actual wind energy is greater than forecasted at any 
point during the day, the value of day-ahead contracts is not realized and day-ahead 
nominated gas is not used. Conversely, if actual wind is less than forecasted at any 
point during the day, we must purchase on the spot market and, or maintain peaking 
resources in spinning status. In both cases, power plants are currently being cycled to 
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accommodate the excess or shortage of wind. We anticipate that wind storage can 
reduce dispatch costs and function as a spinning reserve resource. 

B. 	Determination of Eligibility 

We request that the Commission find that the Wind2Battery is an "eligible energy 
technology" under Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691 as it is designed to support wind 
renewable resources and it is eligible for RES Rider cost recovery under Minn. Stat. § 
216B.1645. Minn. Stat. § 216B.1645 allows for recovery of all investments or 
expenditures entered into by a public utility in connection with the development of 
renewable energy to meet the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691. We believe 
Wind2Battery meets this statutory requirement. 

Minn. Stat § 216B.1645 subd 2(a) (3) states the Commission may approve, a 
rate schedule that: 

"allows recovery of other expenses incurred that are directly related to a men/able 
energy project, including expenses for energy storage, provided that the 
util01 demonstrates to the commission's satisfaction that the expenses improve project 
economics, ensure project implementation, or facilitate coordination with the 
development of transmission necessary to transport energy produced by the project to 
marketf(en2pliasis added) 

As shown in the attached Schedule 6, if the Commission determines that the project is 
eligible for RES Rider cost recovery, we will propose to request a total of $399,904 in 
the fall 2009 RES Rider update filing as the 2010 adjustment associated with the 
Wind2Battery Project. The calculation of revenue requirements is provided in the 
enclosed Attachment. We calculated the revenue requirements consistent with our 
previous Airier calculations and in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1645. 

The costs we are proposing to recover for our Wind2Battery Project are not included 
in base rates since this project was not in the 2006 test year used in our last state of 
Minnesota rate case (Docket No. E002/GR-05-1428). Additionally, our current 
pending Minnesota electric rate case (Docket No. E002/GR-08-1065) included a rate 
case adjustment to exclude costs anticipated for recovery through the RES Rider. 
This adjustment included the Wind2Battery Project. 

V. 	Affiliated Interest 

We believe the RDF grant award and Project falls under the definition of an 
"arrangement" between affiliated interests pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 216B.48. It is 

11 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-8) 
Page 14 of 31 

important to note the Wind2Battery project was selected for an RDF grant by the 
RDF advisory board. The RDF advisory board selects projects for awards pursuant 
to a scoring mechanism previously reviewed and approved by the Commission in its 
July 29, 2003 order in Docket No. E002/M-00-1583. The RDF advisory board 
includes a majority representation that is independent of Xcel Energy, Inc., its 
affiliates and wholly owned subsidiaries. In addition to the use of the scoring 
mechanism, the RDF advisory board has in place an effective set of controls and 
procedures that further serve to maintain an independent selection process that were 
discussed in the same Commission order as the scoring mechanism. 

The RDF advisory board's selection of this Project was also approved by the 
Commission in its April 1, 2008 order in Docket No. E002/M-07-675, fully 
recognizing that the award would flow back to the Company with the proceeds being 
used to offset project costs. Accordingly, we request approval of the arrangement as 
an affiliated interest. 

VI. Miscellaneous Information 

Pursuant to Minn. R. 7829.0700, Xcel Energy requests that the following persons be 
placed on the Commission's official service list for this matter: 

Christopher B. Clark 
Managing Attorney 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet 1ljlall, 5th  Floor 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 

SaGonna Thompson 
Records Specialist 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall, 7th  Floor 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 
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CONCLUSION 

Xcel Energy respectfully requests that the Commission find our \Vind2Battery project 
eligible for recovery through our RES Rider and approve the arrangement as an 
affiliated interest. The Company plans to continue to pursue investments in renewable 
energy generation projects and appreciates the interest and efforts of state policy 
makers in supporting this effort. 

Dated: April 10, 2009 

Northern States Power Company, 
a Minnesota corporation 

/S/ 
By: 	  

AL KRUG 
MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 

BEFORE THE 

MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

David C. Boyd 	 Chair 
J. Dennis O'Brien 	Commissioner 
Thomas Pugh 	 Commissioner 
Phyllis A. Reha 	 Commissioner 
Betsy Wergin 	 Commissioner 

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF 	 DOCKET No. 	E002/M-09- 
NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, 	 E002/AI-09- 
A MINNESOTA CORPORATION, 
REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY OF THE 	 PETITION 
WIND2BATrERY PROJECT FOR 
RECOVERY UNDER THE RENEWABLE 
ENERGY STANDARD RIDER AND 
APPROVAL AS AN AFFILIATED 
INTEREST ARRANGEMENT 

SUMMARY OF FILING 

Please take notice that on April 10, 2009 Northern States Power Company, a 
Minnesota corporation ("Xcel Energy" or the "Company") submitted to the 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission ("Commission") a Petition for approval of the 
eligibility of the Wind2Battery Project for recovery under the Renewable Energy 
Standard ("RES") Rider. Consistent with the provisions of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1645, 
this rider is designed to recover costs associated with the Company's acquisition of 
renewable generation projects proposed to meet the renewable energy standards in 
Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691. If approved, the Company proposes to include the 2010 
revenue requirement associated with this project in our 2009 filing for recovery in 
2010. In this filing we also seek approval of the arrangement of this project as an 
affiliated interest. 
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Attachment 

Schedule 1— \Vind2Battery Project Expenses 
Schedule 2 - RES Rider Revenue Requirement Calculation by Month 
Schedule 3 — Five Year Summary of the Annual Revenue Requirements 
Schedule 4 - RES Projected Tracker Activity for 2009-2013 
Schedule 5 — RES Rider Monthly Tracker Activity for 2010 and 2011 
Schedule 6 — 2010 and 2011 RES Rider Factor Calculations 
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Schedule 1 

Wind to Battery Project Expenses 

2007 	 2008 	2009 	 2010 	Grand Total 

	

73,377 $ 1,868,155 	2,375,756 $ 	9,704 $ 4,326,992 

Xcel Energy Capital 
Total Capital $ 

2007 	 2008 	 2009 	 2010 	Grand Total 
Total O&M $ 	- 	$ 	4,425 $ 	51,390 $ 	52,356 $ 	108,171 

Xcel Energy O&M 

Partners in Research 
University of MN 
Great Plains Institute 
NREL 

Technical Research 
Policy Research 
Technical Research 

Total Partners 

2008 
99,793 $ 

- $ 
49,265 $ 

149,057 $ 

2009 
249,502 

54,000 
118,235 

421,737  

2010 	Grand Total 
$ 	349,295 
$ 	54,000 
$ 	167,500  
$ 	570,795 

2007 
$ 

PROJECT GRAND TOTAL $ 73,377 $ 2,021,637 $ 2,848,883 $ 62,060 $ 5,005,958 I 

RDF Funding Distribution 
Xcel Energy - W2B Project 
University of MN 
Great Plains Institute 
NREL 

Total RDF Reimbursements 

2007 	 2008 	2009 	 2010 	Grand Total 
$ 	14,545 $ 	523,009 $ 	259,973 $ 	797,527 
$ 	36,190 $ 	54,283 	 $ 	90,473 

- 	$ 	12,000 	 $ 	12,000 
$ 	49,265 $ 	50,735 	 $ 	100,000  

$ 	100,000 $ 	640,027 $ 	259,973 $ 	1,000,000  

2008 
63,603 $ 

- 	$ 
- 	$ 

63,603 $ 

Partner Contributions to Research 	 2007 
University of MN 
Great Plains Institute 
NREL 

Partnership Benefits 

2009 
195,219 
42,000 
67,500 

304,719 $  

2010 	Grand Total 
$ 	258,822 
$ 	42,000 
$ 	67,500  

- 	$ 	368,322 

Xcel Energy Net Project Capital Costs 	 2007 	 2008 	 2009 	 2010 Grand Total  
Capital 	 $ 	73,377 $ 	1,868,155 $ 2,375,756 $ 	9,704 $ 4,326,992 
RDF Funding 	 $ 	(14,545) $ 	(523,009) $ 	(259,973) $ 	(797,527)  

Xcel Energy Capital Project Total $ 	73,377 $ 1,853,610 $ 1,852,747 $ (250,269) $ 3,529,465 I 



Xcel Energy Renewable Energy Standard Rider 	 Schedule 2 
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Wind To Battery 	 Jan-08 	Feb-08 	Mar-08 	Apr-08 	May-08 	Jun-08 	Jul-08 	Aug-08 	Sep-08 	Oct-08 	Nov-08 	Dec-08 	Annual 
Ratcifsot 

Plus CWIP Ending %lance 	 78,801 	82,147 	86,504 	118,919 	500,480 	705,496 	735,397 	1,332,644 	1,354,172 	1,443,581 	1,924,752 	1,993,743 	1,993,743 
Plus Plant In-Service 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0• 	 0 
Um Book Depteciation Reserve 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Los Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (296) 	(371) 	(421) 	(485) 	(719) 	(1,300) 	(1,995) 	(2,994) 	(4,300) 	(5,864) 	(7,288) 	(9,080) 	(9,080) 

End Of Month Rate Sift 	 79,096 	82,518 	86,925 	119,404 	501,199 	706,796 	737,392 	1,335,638 	1,358,472 	1,449,245 	1,932,039 	2,002,822 	2,002,822 
Average Rate Base (ROM/EOM) 	 77,202 	80,807 	84,721 	103,164 	310,301 	803,998 	722,094 	1,038,515 	1,347,055 	1,403,858 	1.690,842 	1,967,431 	785,649 

Calolitlicto-Onketum 	 . 
Plus Debt Return 	 216 	226 	237 	289 	869 	1,691 	2,022 	2,902 	3,772 	3,931 	4,734 	5,509 	26,398 
Plus Equity Return 	 351 	387 	385 	469 	1,409 	2,743 	3,280 	4,708 	6,118 	8,376 	7,678 	8,935 	42,818 

Total Return 	 567 	593 	622 	757 	2.278 	4,434 	5,301 	7,610 	9,890 	10,307 	12,412 	14,444 	69,216 

lacamcStatomou.ltsma 
Plus Operating Expense 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	4,425 	. 4,425 

Plus Accrued Costs / Benefit. 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Plus Avoided Ptoperty Taxes 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Plus Property Taxes 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Plus Book Depreciation 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Plus Defence, Taxes 	 (74) 	(75) 	(50) 	(64) 	(235) 	(581) 	(695) 	(999) 	(1,306) 	(1,364) 	(1,624) 	(1,792) 	(8,856) 

Plus Gam Up for Income Tax 	 462 	485 	476 	585 	1,800 	3,620 	4,328 	6,214 	8,095 	8,453 	10,180 	11.730 	56,429 

Less APUDC 	 499 	536 	601 	704 	2,128 	4,198 	4,992 	7,165 	9,182 	9,726 	11,720 	13,596 	65,046 

Less AFUDC Gross Up far Income Tax 	 352 	378 	424 	497 	1,502 	2,962 	3,522 	5,055 	6,479 	6,863 	8,270 	9,593 	45,897 

Less Wind Production Tax Ctcdit 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Less Wind PTC Gross up for Income Tax (Fed only) 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Total Income Statement Expense 	 (463) 	(504) 	(598) 	(680) 	(2,064) 	(4,121) 	(4,881) 	(7,005) 	(8,871) 	(9,500) 	(11,434) 	(8,826) 	(58,947) 

'

Total Revenue Requirements 104 89 24 78 214 314 420 605 1,018 807 978 5,618 10,268 

MNjurisdietional Revenue Requirement 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



(

Total Revenue Requirements 
MN Jurisdictional Revenue Requirement 

	

3,257 	618 	668 	738 	842 	915 	959 	1,012 	1,066 	1,111 	1,156 	2,112 	14,452 

	

0 
	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Xcel Energy Renewable Energy Standard Rider 	 Schedule 2 

Revenue Requirements 
	

Page 2 of 4 

Wind To Battery 	 Jan 09 	Feb-09 	Mar-09 	Apr-09 	May-09 	Jun-09 	Jul-09 	Aug-09 	Sep-09 	Oct-09 	Nov-09 	Dec-09 	Annual 
Bart-Bass 

Pius CWIP Ending Balance 	 1,484,277 	1,537,546 	1,551,540 	1,644,895 	1,737,012 	1,758,075 	1,779,280 	1,820,791 	1,842,419 	1,864,192 	1,886,113 	4,572,979 	4,572,979 
Plus Plant In-Service 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	(537,554) 	(537,554) 
Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Less Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (11,296) 	(13,542) 	(15,819) 	(18,149) 	(20,574) 	(23,055) 	(25,551) 	(28,075) 	(30,626) 	(33,194) 	(35,778) 	(39,548) 	(39.548) 

End Of Month Rate Base 	 1.495,573 	1,551,088 	1,567,360 	1,663,044 	1,757,586 	1,781,130 	1,804,831 	1.848,886 	1.873,045 	1,897,386 	1,921,891 	4,074,973 	4,074,973 
Average Rate Base (BOM/E0M) 	 1,749,198 	1,523,330 	1,559,224 	1,615,202 	1,710,315 	1,769,358 	1,792,981 	1,825,849 	1,860,955 	1,885,215 	1,909,638 	2,998,432 	1,850,058 

Calculation of Return 
Plus Debt Return 	 4,898 	4,265 	4,366 	4,523 	4,789 	4,954 	5,020 	5,115 	5,211 	5,279 	5,347 	8,396 	62,162 
Plus Equity Return 	 7,944 	6,918 	7,081 	7,336 	7,768 	8,036 	8,143 	8,297 	8,452 	8,562 	8,673 	13,618 	100,828 

Total Return 	 12,842 	11,184 	11,447 	11,858 	12,557 	12,990 	13,163 	13,412 	13,663 	13,841 	14,020 	22,013 	162,990 

insormatatiancautcon 
Plus Operating Expense 	 4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	4,283 	51.390 

Plus Accrued Costs / Benefits 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Plus Avoided Property Taxes 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Plus Property Tana 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Plus Book Depreciation 	 0 	 0 	 0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 
Plus Deferred Taxes 	 (2.216) 	(2,248) 	(2,277) 	(2,330) 	(2,425) 	(2,480) 	(2,497) 	(2,524) 	(2,551) 	(2,567) 	(2.584) 	(3,770) 	(30,468) 
Plus Gross Up for Income Tax 	 11,449 	10,880 	11,085 	11,411 	11.975 	12,320 	12,449 	12,640 	12,832 	12,964 	13,097 	19.690 	152,791 
Less AFUIX 	 13,544 	13,768 	13,994 	14,355 	14,979 	15,359 	15,501 	15,712 	15,924 	18,070 	18,217 	23,513 	188,936 

Letts AFI.1DC Gross I.,Ip for Income Tax 	 9,557 	9,715 	9,875 	10,129 	10,569 	10,837 	10,938 	11,086 	11,236 	11,339 	11,443 	16,591 	133,315 

Less Wind Production Tax Credit 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Less Wind PTC Gross up for Income Tax (Fed only) 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 

Total Income Statement Expense 	 (9,585) 	(10,568) 	(10,779) 	(11,120) 	(11,715) 	(12,075) 	(12,204) 	(12,400) 	(12,597) 	(12,730) 	(12,864) 	(19,902) 	(148,538) 
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Xcel Energy Renewable Energy Standard Rider 	 Schedule 2 
Revenue Requirements 	 Page 3 of 4 

Wind To Battery 	 Jan-10 	Feb-10 	Mar-10 	Apr- 10 	May-10 	Jun-10 	Jul-10 	Aug-10 	Sep-10 	Oct-10 	Nov-10 	Dec-10 	Annual 
RA MA= 

Plus CWIP Ending Balance 	 4.572,979 	4,578,683 	4,578,683 	4,580,683 	4,580,683 	4.582,683 	4,582,683 	4,582,683 	4,582,883 	4,582,683 	4,582,683 (1,000,000) (1,000,000) 
Plus Plant In-Service 	 (697,527) 	(897.527) 	(697,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 	(797,527) 4,785,157 	4,785,157 
Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	12,184 	12,184 
Less Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (49,465) 	(59.441) 	(69,478) 	(79,570) 	(89,718) 	(99,923) 	(110,185) 	(120,503) 	(130,875) 	(141,303) 	(151,787) 	246,447 	246.447 

End Of Month Rate BM 	 3,924,917 	3,940,598 	3,950,634 	3,862,726 	3,872,875 	3,885,080 	3,895,342 	3,905.659 	3,916,031 	3,926,459 	3,936,943 	3,526,526 	3,526,526 
Average Rate Base (ROM/EOM) 	 3,999,945 	3,932,757 	3,945.616 	3.906.680 	3,887,801 	3,878,977 	3,890,211 	3,900,500 	3,910,845 	3,921,245 	3,931,701 	3,731,734 	3,901,501 

EAkigatiallArAttl1M 
Plus Debt Return 	 11,200 	11,012 	11,048 	10,939 	10,830 	10,861 	10,893 	10,921 	10,950 	10,979 	11,009 	10,449 	131,090 
Plus Equity Return 	 18,166 	17,861 	17,920 	17,743 	17,568 	17,617 	17,668 	17,715 	17,762 	17,809 	17,856 	16,948 	212,632 

Total Return 	 29,366 	28,873 	28,987 	28,682 	28,396 	28,478 	28,561 	28,636 	28,712 	28,788 	28,865 	27,397 	343,722 

ILISQMSAtiumattiteme 
Plus Operating Expense 	 4,363 	4,363 	4,383 	4,363 	4,363 	4,383 	4,363 	4,363 	4.363 	4,363 	4,363 	4,363 	52,356 

Plus Accrued Costs / Bene6to 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Pius Avoided Property T2XCR 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Phil Property Taxes 	 (507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(507) 	(6,080) 
Plus Book Depreciation 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	12,184 	12,184 
Plus Deferred Taxes 	 (9,917) 	(9,977) 	(10,036) 	(10,092) 	(10,149) 	(10,205) 	(10,262) 	(10,317) 	(10,372) 	(10,428) 	(10,484) 	398,233 	285,994 
Plus Gross Up for Income Tax 	 22,963 	22,809 	22,911 	22,843 	22,776 	22,870 	22,984 	23,054 	23,143 	23,234 	23,324 	(395,162) 	(142,270) 

Less AFUDC 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
Less AFUDC Gross Up for Income Tax 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	. 	0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Less Wind Production Tax Credit 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Less Wind PTC Gross up for Income Tax (Fed only) 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

Total Income Statement Expense 	 16,902 	18,889 	18,731 	18,608 	16,484 	16,521 	16,559 	16,593 	18,827 	18,662 	18,697 	19,112 	202,185 

Total Revenue Requirements 	 46,269 	45,561 	45,698 	45,289 	44,880 	45,000 	45,119 	45,229 	45.339 	45,450 	45,562 	46,509 	545.907 
MN Juriadietional Revenue Requirement 	 33,894 	33,376 	33,476 	33,177 	32.877 	32,964 	33,052 	33,133 	33,213 	33,295 	33,378 	34,070 	399.904 
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Xcel Energy Renewable Energy Standard Rider 	 Schedule 2 
Revenue Requirements 
	

Page 4 of 4 

Wind To Battery 

&taw 
Plus C\VIP Ending Balance 
Plus Plant In-Service 
Less Book Depreciation Reserve 
Less .Accum Deferred Taxes 

End Of Month Rate Base 
Average Rate Base (80741/E0M) 

Jan-11 	Feb-11 	Mar-11 	Apr-11 	May-11 	Jun-11 	Jul-11 	Aug-11 	Sep-11 	Oct-11 	Nov-11 	Dec-11 	Annual 

(1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1.000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) 

	

4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 

	

41,522 	70,860 	100,198 	129,538 	158,874 	188,212 	217,550 	246,888 	276,226 	305,564 	334,902 	384,239 	384,239 

	

289,342 	332,252 	375,162 	418,072 	480,982 	503,892 	546,801 	589,711 	632,821 	675,531 	718,441 	761,351 	761,351 

	

3,454,292 	3,382.044 	3,309,796 	3,237,549 	3,185,301 	3,093,053 	3,020,805 	2,948,557 	2,876,310 	2,804,062 	2,731,814 	2,659,566 	2,859,566 

	

3,490,409 	3,418,188 	3,345,920 	3,273,872 	3,201,425 	3,129,177 	3,056,929 	2,984,681 	2,912,434 	2,840,188 	2,767,938 	2,895,890 	3,093,052 

Calculation of Return 
Plus Debt Return 	 9,773 	9,571 	9,389 	9,186 	8,964 	8,782 	8,559 	8,357 	8,155 	7,953 	7,750 	7,548 	103,927 
Plus Equity Return 	 15,852 	15,524 	15,196 	14,888 	14,540 	14,212 	13,884 	13.555 	13,227 	12,899 	12,571 	12,243 	188,571 

Total Return 	 25,825 	25,095 	24,565 	24,034 	23,504 	22,973 	22,443 	21,913 	21.382 	20,852 	20,321 	19,791 	272,498 

Jneome Stropment Iterm 

Phut Operating Expense 
Plus Accrued Costs / Benefits 

Plus Avoided Property Taxes 
Plus Property Tract 

Plus Book Depreciation 
Plus Deferred Taxes 
Plus Gross Up for Income Tax 
Leta AFUDC 
Lets AFUDC Gross Up for Income Tax 
Less Wind Production Tax Credit 
Leas Wind PTC Gross up for income Tax (Fed only) 

Total Income Statement Expense  

	

4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4.445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	4,445 	53,340 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	4,510 	54,120 

	

29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	29,338 	352,055 

	

42,896 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	42,910 	514,904 

	

(32,083) 	(32,329) 	(32,561) 	(32,792) 	(33,024) 	(33,256) 	(33.487) 	(33,719) 	(33.950) 	(34.182) 	(34,413) 	(34,645) 	(400,441) 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

49,105 	48,873 	48,642 	48,410 	48,179 	47,947 	47,718 	47,484 	47,253 	47,021 	46,790 	46,558 	573,979 

ITotal Revenue RequIrententa 74,731 73,968 73,207 72,445 71,683 70,921 70,159 69,397 68,635 67,873 67,111 66,349 846,477 
MNjurisdicrional Revenue Requirement 54,744 54,188 53.827 53,069 52,511 51,953 51,395 50,837 50,278 49,720 49,162 48,804 820,087  



Xcel Energy 
Renewable Energy Standard Rider 
Revenue Requirement - 5 Year Summary 

Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-8) 
Page 23 of 31 	

Schedule 3 
Page 1 of I 

2009 	2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 

Wind To Battery 
Rate Base  

Plus CWO Ending Balance 	 4,572,979 (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) 
Plus Plant In -Service 	 (537,554) 4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4,785,157 
Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 0 	12,184 	364,239 	716,295 	1,068,350 
Less Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (39,548) 	246,447 	761,351 	1,015,572 	1,112,318 

End Of Month Rate Base 	 4,074,973 	3,526,526 	2,659,566 	2,053,290 	1,604,488 
Average Rate Base (BOM/EOM) 	 1,850,058 	3,901,501 	3,093,052 	2,356,428 	1,828,889 

Calculation of Return 
Plus Debt Return 	 62,162 	131,090 	103,927 	79,176 	61,451 
Plus Equity Return 	 100,828 	212,632 	168,571 	128,425 	99,674 

Total Return 	 162,990 	343,722 	272,498 	207,601 	161,125 

Income Statement Items  

Plus Operating Expense 

Plus Accrued Costs / Benefits 
Plus Avoided Property Taxes 

Plus Property Taxes 
Plus Book Depreciation 

Plus Deferred Taxes 

Plus Gross Up for Income Tax 

Less AFUDC 
Less AFUDC Gross Up for Income Tax 

Less Wind Production Tax Credit 

Less Wind PTC Gross up for Income Tax (Fed only) 
Total Income Statement Expense 

	

51,390 	52,356 	53,340 	54,343 	55,365 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 	.0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	(6,080) 	54,120 	54,120 	54,120 

	

0 	12,184 	352,055 	352,055 	352,055 

	

(30,468) 	285,994 	514,904 	254,221 	96,746 

	

152,791 	(142,270) 	(400,441) 	(162,102) 	(21,298) 

	

188,936 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

133,315 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

(148,538) 	202,185 	573,979 	552,638 	536,988 

Total Revenue Requirements 
	

14,452 	545,907 	846,477 	760,240 	698,113 
MN Jurisdictional Revenue Requirement 

	
0 	399,904 	620,087 	556,913 	511,403 



Xcel Energy - Electric (State of Minnesota) 
	

Schedule 4 
Renewable Energy Standards Rider 

	 Page 1 of 1 

RES Projected Tracker Activity for 2009-2013 

2009 	2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 

Wind to Battery (1) 
	

399,904 	620,087 	556,913 	511,403 

Balance Forward (2) 
	

10,112 	8,241 	8,241 

Total Expense (3) 
	

S 
	

$ 	399,904 $ 	630,198 S 	565,154 $ 	519,643 

Revenues 	 389,792 	621,958 	560,514 	519,643 

Balance (4) 
	

10,112 	8,241 	4,840 

Notes: 
(1) Revenue Requirements calculated for Wind To Battery in Schedule 2. 
(2) Balance over or under recovered from the prior year. 
(3) Total Expense represents the total revenue requirements for 2009-2013. 
(4) Balance is the amount (over) under collected or the difference between the total revenue requirements and the amount of revenue received from customers under this rider. 
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RES Projected Tracker Activity 
for 2010 	 Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 

Jan-10 	Feb-10 	Mar-10 	Apr-10 	May-10 	Jun-10 	Jul-10 	Aug-10 	Sep-10 	Oct-10 	Nov-10 	Dec-10 	2010 Total 

	

. 	 $ 	. 

(1) 32,877 	32,964 	, 'Wind to Battery 	 33476 	33177 	 32964 	33052 	 33295 	33.376 33,894 	33,376 	, 	, 	 33,133 	33.213 	 34,070 S 	399,904 
Balance Forward  (2) 	 $ 
Total Expense (3) 	 $ 	33.894 $ 	33,376 $ 	33,476 S 	33,177 8 	32,877 _ $ 32,964 $ 33,052 S 33,133 S 33213 S 33.295 $ 	33.370 $ 	34.070 $ 	399,904 

Revenues 	 32,434 	30,207 	31.502 	29,224 	30,377 	33,711 	37,941 	36,577 	31,924 	32,562 	30,677 	32,658 $ ' 389,792 
Balance (4) 	 1,461 	4,629 	6,604 	10557 	13,057 	12,310 	7,422 	3,978 	5,267 	6,000 	8,700 	10,112  S 	10,112 
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Notes: 
(1) Revenue Requirements calculated for Wind To Battery in Schedule 2. 
(2) Balance over or under recovered from the prior year. 
(3) Total Expense represents the total revenue requirements for 2010. 
(4) Balance is the amount (over) under collected or the difference between the total revenue requirements and the estimated amount of revenue received from customers under this rider. 



RES Projected Tracker Activity 
for 2011 	 Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecast 	Forecas t 	Forecast 	Forecast 

Jan-11 	Feb-11 	Mar 11 	Apr-11 	May-11 	Jun-11 	Jul-11 	Aug-11 	Sep-11 	Oct-11 	Nov-11 	Dee-11 	2011 Total 

S 

Wind to Battery (1) 	 54,744 	54,186 	53,627 	53,069 	52,511 	51,953 	51,395 	50,837 	50,278 	49,720 	49,162 	48,604 $ 	620,087 

Balance Forward (2) 	 10,112 	 - 	 - 	- 	- 	 5 	10,112 
■ 	  

Total Expense (3) 	 5 	64,856 5 	54,186 1 $ 	53,627 S 	53,069 S 	52,511 5 	51,953 5 	51,395 $ 50,837 S 	50,278 	49,720 I 5 	49,162 5 	48,604 $ 	630,198 .- 
Revenues 	 51,739 	48,234 	50,273 	46,638 	48,486 	53,765 	60,511 	58,361 	50,935 	51,940 	48,987 	52,090 S 	621,958 

Balance  (4) 	 13,117 	19,069 	22,423 	28,855 	32,880 	31,068 	21,951 	14,427 	13,771 	11,551 	11,727 	8,241 S 	8,241 

Xcel Energy - Electric (State of Minnesota) 
	

Schedule 5 

Renewable Energy Standards Rider 
	 Page 2 of 2 

Notes: 
(1) Revenue Requirements calculated for Wind To Battery in Schedule 2. 
(2) Balance over or under recovered from the prior year. 
(3) Total Expense represents the total revenue requirements for 2011. 
(4) Balance is the amount (over) under collected or the difference between the total revenue requirement: and the estimated amount of revenue received from customers under this rider. 
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Xcel Energy - Electric (State of Minnesota) 
Renewable Energy Standards Rider Factor Calculation 
Projected 2010 

All customers are subject to the same energy cost per kWh. 

Description 

Minnesota Annual Cost (1) 

Forecasted Minnesota MWH (2) 

Energy Factor / kWh 

Residential bill impact / Month (3) 

All Classes 

$399,904 

32,482,705 

$0.000012 

$0.01 

Notes: 

(1) Annual cost includes true-up adjustment to Tracker Account for the previous year's over- or under-recovery. 

(2) Consistent with 2009 Budget sales (Oct 2008 Vintage) forecast. Includes Interdepartmental 

sales and reflects calendar month sales. 

(3) Assumes 750 kWh per month. 
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Schedule 6 
Page 2 of 2 

Xcel Energy - Electric (State of Minnesota) 
Renewable Energy Standards Rider Factor Calculation 
Projected 2011 

All customers are subject to the same energy cost per kWh. 

Description 

Minnesota Annual Cost (1) 

Forecasted Minnesota MWH (2) 

Energy Factor / kWh 

Residential bill impact / Month (3) 

All Classes 

$630,198  I 

32,734,622 

$0.000019 

$0.01 

Notes: 

(1)Annual cost includes true-up adjustment to Tracker Account for the previous year's over- or under-recovery. 

(2)Consistent with 2009 Budget sales (Oct 2008 Vintage) forecast. Includes Interdepartmental 

sales and reflects calendar month sales. 

(3)Assumes 750 k\Vh per month. 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-8) 
Page 29 of 31 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Carole Wallace, hereby certify that I have this day served copies of the foregoing 
document on the attached list of persons. 

xx • by depositing a true and correct copy thereof, properly enveloped 
with postage paid in the United States mail at Minneapolis, Minnesota 

XX electronic filing 

DOCKET No.: NORTHERN STATES POWER WIND TO BATTERY PROJECT PETITION 
FOR RECOVERY UNDER THE RENEWABLE ENERGY STANDARD RIDER AND 
AFFILIATED INTEREST ARRANGEMENT: MISCELLANEOUS ELECTRIC SERVICE 
LIST 

DOCKET No. E002/M-09- 	E002/AI-09- 

Dated this 10th  day of April 2009 

/s/ 
 Carole Wallace 

Regulatory Coordinator 
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Northern States Power Company, 
a Minnesota corporation ("Xcel Energy") 
Ailiscellnneous Electric Service List 

3/01 /2009 

Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 East Seventh Place, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 

Sharon Ferguson 
Docket Coordinator 
Minnesota Office of Energy Security 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 

Julia E. Anderson 	 John Lindell 
Minnesota Office of the Attorney General 	Office of the Attorney General - RUD 
1400 Bremer Tower 	 900 Bremer Tower 
445 Minnesota Street 	 445 Minnesota Street, Suite 900 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2131 	 St. Paul, MN 55101-2127 

Christopher Anderson 	 James J. Bertrand, Esq. 
Senior Attorney 	 Leonard, Street and Deinard 
Minnesota Power 	 150 South 5th St., Suite 2300 
30 West Superior Street 	 Minneapolis, MN 55402 
Duluth, MN 55802-2093 

Steven Bosacker 
City of Minneapolis 
City Hall, Room 301 M 
350 South 5th Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1376 

Ron Elwood 
Legal Services Advocacy Project 
2324 University Avenue, Suite 101 
St. Paul, MN 55114 

Jeffrey A. Daugherty 
CenterPoint Energy 
800 LaSalle Avenue, 11th Floor 
Minneapolis, MN 55459-0038 

Todd J. Guerrero 
Lindquist & Vennum, PLLP 
4200 IDS Center 
Minneapolis, MN 55402-2205 

Alan IL Jenkins 	 Mike Kiikava 
Jenkins at Law, LLC 
	

Briggs & Morgan 
2265 Roswell Road, Ste 100 

	
2200 IDS Center 

Marietta, GA 30062 
	

80 South Eighth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
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Doug Larson 	 Robert S. Lee 
Dakota Electric Association 	 Mackall Crounse & Moore 
4300 220th St. W. 	 901 Marquette Avenue, Ste 1400 
Farmington, MN 55024 
	

Minneapolis, MN 55402-2859 

Pam Marshall 
	

David Niles 
Energy CENTS Coalition 
	

Avant Energy 
823 East Seventh Street 
	

200 South 6th Street 
St. Paul, MN 55106 
	

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Mike Sarafolean 
	 Richard J. Savelkoul 

Gerdau Ameristeel US, Inc. 	 Felhaber, Larson, Fenlon & Vogt, PA 
4221 West Boy Scout Blvd, Ste 600 

	
444 Cedar St, Ste 2100 

Tampa, FL 33607 
	

St Paul, MN 55101-2136 

Kenneth Smith 
	

Ron L. Spangler, Jr. 
District Energy St. Paul, Inc. 	 Rate Case Manager, Regulatory Svcs 
76 West Kellogg Blvd. 	 Otter Tail Power Company 
St. Paul, MN 55102-1611 
	

215 South Cascade 
Fergus Falls, MN 56538 

Byron Starns 
	 James Strornmen 

Leonard, Street and Deinard 
	

Kennedy & Graven 
150 South Fifth St, Ste 2300 

	
470 US Bank Plaza 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 
	

200 South Sixth St 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Eric Swanson 
Winthrop & Weinstine 
225 South Sixth St, Suite 3500 
Minneapolis, MN 55402-4629 

Lisa Veith 
Assistant City Attorney 
400 City Hall and Courthouse 
15 West Kellogg Blvd. 
St. Paul, MN 55102-1616 

Christopher Clark 
Asst General Counsel 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall - 5th Fl 
Minneapolis, MN 55401-1993 

S aG onn a Thompson 
Records Analyst 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall - 7th Fl 
Minneapolis, MN 55401-1993 
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

David Boyd 	 Chair 
J. Dennis O'Brien 	 Commissioner 
Phyllis Reha 	 Commissioner 
Thomas Pugh 	 Commissioner 
Betsy Wergin 	 Commissioner 

Al Krug 	 SERVICE DATE: September 14, 2009 
Managing Director, Government and Regulatory Affairs 
Xcel Energy 	 DOCKET NO. E-002/AI-09-379 
414 Nicollet Mall, 7th Floor 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

In the Matter of a Petition by Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation, 
Regarding the Eligibility of the Wind2Battery Project for Recovery Under the Renewable 
Energy Standard and Approval as an Affiliated Interest Arrangement 

The above entitled matter has been considered by the Commission and the following disposition 
made: 

1. Xcel Energy's investment in the Wind2Battery Project is approved as an 
affiliated interest under Minn. Stat. § 216B.48. 

2. Xcel's investment in the Wind2Battery Project is approved, with the 
following findings and requirements. 

3. The Wind2Battery project is found eligible for recovery under Minn. Stat. § 
2168.1645.2a (a) 3 (as recently amended by Minnesota Session Laws 2009, 
Chapter 110, Section 11). 

4. The proposed project is found reasonable and directly related to advancing 
research and understanding of how storage devices improve renewable 
energy sources for meeting its RES obligations, based on the costs and facts 
represented by Xcel in this filing. 

5. Xcel may recover only up to the level of costs requested in its petition, offset 
by any and all revenues as a result of this research project. 

6. Before any future costs recovery above the costs approved in this Order is 
allowed, Xcel shall fully explain and justify any such cost recovery. 

7. Xcel shall share information from the results of the research project and 
credit to ratepayers any and all revenues and any other income due to the 
research project. 
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8. 	Within a year of this Order, Xcel shall make a compliance addressing 
whether and to what extent the expenses incurred in the Wind2Battery 
Project have improved the economics of the Minwind power generating 
facility. 

The Commission agrees with and adopts the recommendations of the Office of Energy Security, 
contained in comments dated July 10, 2009 with the addition of #8 as stated above. 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION 

W  

Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 

(S E A L) 

This document can be made available in alternative formats (i.e. large print or audio tape) by 
calling 651.201.2202 (voice). Persons with hearing or speech disabilities may call us through 
Minnesota Relay at 1.800.627.3529 or by dialing 711. 

2 



85 7th Place East, Suite 500. St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 
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July 10, 2009 	 PUBLIC DOCUMENT 

Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147 

RE: PUBLIC Comments of the Minnesota Office of Energy Security 
Docket No. E002/AI-09-379 

Dear Dr. Haar: 

Attached are the PUBLIC comments of the Minnesota Office of Energy Security (OES) in the 
following matter: 

Petition of Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation, Regarding the 
Eligibility of the Wind2Battery Project for Recovery under the Renewable Energy Standard 
and Approval as an Affiliated Interest Arrangement. 

The petition was filed on April 10, 2009 by: 

Al Krug 
Managing Director, Government and Regulatory Affairs 
Xcel Energy 
414 Nicollet Mall, 7'h  Floor 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

The OES recommends approval with filing requirements. The OES is available to answer any 
questions the Commission may have. 

Sincerely, 

Is/ SAMIR OUANES 
Rates Analyst 

SO/ja 
Attachment 
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

PUBLIC COMMENTS OF THE 

MINNESOTA OFFICE OF ENERGY SECURITY 

DOCKET NO. E002/AI-09-379 

I. 	SUMMARY 

On April 10, 2009, Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Company) 
filed a petition (Petition) requesting the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission's (Commission) 
approval of an Affiliated Interest Arrangement (Arrangement) pursuant to Minnesota Statute 
Section 216B.48. The Arrangement is related to a Commission-approved renewable 
development fund (RDF) project to explore the viability of coupling a 1 MW sodium-sulfur 
battery storage facility, Wind2Battery, with the 11 MW Minwind power generating facility near 
Luverne, Minnesota.' 

Xcel also requests the Commission to find that Wind2Battery is "an eligible energy technology" 
under Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1691 and is eligible for the Renewable Energy Standard 
(RES) Rider cost recovery (for the capital cost that remain after a $1 million RDF grant and 
contribution of about $368,000 from the University of Minnesota, the Great Plains Institute and 
the National Renewable Energy laboratory (NREL) is applied, about $3.5 million) under 
Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1645, subdivision 2a (a) (3). 2  

Finally, Xcel requests approval to recover about $54,000 of annual operating and maintenance 
(O&M) costs until such time that the Company can incorporate Wind2Battery's costs and annual 
O&M into base rates. 

The Minnesota Office of Energy Security (OES) addresses each of these requests below. 

I See Attachment I for background information on the RDF grant: OES's May 8, 2009 letter in Docket No. 
E002/M-07-675. 
2  The Commission-approved RES Rider is provided under Attachment 2 of these comments. 
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II. OES ANALYSIS 

The OES provides its analysis based on the information provided in the filing and in the 
Company's response to discovery. 

A. FILING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE AFFILIATED-INTEREST ARRANGEMENT 

An affiliated-interest arrangement must comply with Minnesota Statute Section 216B.48 and 
Minnesota Rule Part 7825.2200. The statute and rule include requirements for a utility to: 

• file for Commission approval of transactions with the affiliated interest; and 
• provide detailed information regarding the contract or arrangement, and the reasons 

why it is in the public interest. 

Minnesota Statutes Section 216B.48, subdivision 3, states in relevant part: 

The commission shall approve the contract or arrangement made or 
entered into ... only if it clearly appears and is established upon 
investigation that it is reasonable and consistent with the public 
interest.... The burden of proof to establish the reasonableness of 
the contract or arrangement is on the public utility. 

As a result, Xcel has the burden of proof to establish the reasonableness of the Arrangement, and 
the Commission shall approve the Arrangement only if the Commission finds that the 
Arrangement is reasonable and consistent with the public interest. 

Minnesota Rule Part 7825.2200, subpart B, requires that petitions for approval of affiliated-
interest contracts or agreements must be accompanied by the following: 

1) a descriptive title of each contract or agreement; 
2) a copy of the contract or agreement, or modifications or revisions of an existing 

contract or agreement; 
3) a list and the past history of all contracts or agreements outstanding between the 

petitioner and affiliated interest, the consideration received by the affiliated interest 
for such contracts or agreements, and a verified summary of the relevant cost records 
pertaining to the same; 

4) a descriptive summary of the pertinent facts and reasons why such contract or 
agreement is in the public interest; 
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5) competitive bidding: (a) if invitations for sealed written public proposals for the 
furnishing of the service sought under the contract or agreement have been made, a 
summary of the terms of the proposals received, including the name of each bidder or 
representative of a bidding group; and as an exhibit to the petition, a copy of each 
proposal received; (b) if invitations for sealed written proposals have not been made, 
an explanation of the decisions to that effect will be submitted. 

In its review of the initial filing, the OES noted that the affiliated-interest filing requirements had 
not been met. However, following discovery from the OES, the Company substantially provided 
the above-required information. ]  

B. ANALYSIS OF THE AFFILIATED-INTEREST ARRANGEMENT 

In this section, the OES summarizes Xcel's arguments regarding why the Arrangement should be 
found to be reasonable and in the public interest. The OES then provides its analysis and overall 
conclusion about whether the Arrangement should be found to be reasonable and in the public 
interest. 

I. Xcel's Arguments 

The Company provided the following discussion in support of the proposed Arrangement: 

• Xcel states that the Arrangement should be approved as an affiliated interest because 
Wind2Battery was selected by the RDF Board (under the Research and Development 
category for a one million dollars grant) and approved by the Commission in its April 
1, 2008 Order Approving Selected RDF Projects With Exceptions and Revising 
Procedures For Future Cycles in Docket No. E002/M-07-675. 4  

• The Company also states that the Utility Innovations division of Xcel Energy 
Services, Inc (Grantee) applied for funding from the RDF for the purpose of 
researching the sodium-sulfur battery technology for use as a wind energy storage 
facility and its potential to enable further integration of wind. Xcel states that all 
services performed by Xcel Energy Services, Inc. (XES) in conjunction with this 
project are provided at "cost" and XES does not earn any profit from the provision of 
the services. Thus, the Company concludes that there are no disadvantages to the 
customer as a result of this relationship. 5  

3  See Attachments 3, 4, 5 and 6 to these comments. 
4  Source: pp. 11-12 of the instant filing. 

5  Source: page 2 of Xcel's response to OES's Information Request No. 4, Attachment 7 to these comments. 
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• The Company states that XES took the following steps to ensure that the costs of 
Wind2Battery were reasonable and prudent: (1) XES researched technologies that 
could be deployed on a 1-MW scale and at a multiple MW scale, provide a minimum 
of six hours of continuous discharge, handle an estimated 300 charge-discharge cycles 
annually for a number of years, provide fast response in order to demonstrate 
frequency regulation and voltage support in addition to simple time-shifting of a 
renewable resource, and are commercially available so that it could be deployed 
quickly and demonstrate consistent performance; 6  (2) XES used lessons learned from 
the other two installations within the U.S. that also use a Sodium Sulfur (NaS) battery 
technology, although neither were connected to wind;' and (3) XES selected an 
experienced contractor, S&C Electric, which installed a NaS battery for power 
reliability for one of these installations. 

• Xcel states that Wind2Battery is in the public interest because it improves intermittent 
resource economics, ensures intermittent resource implementation, advances research 
and understanding of how storage devices may improve renewable energy projects 
and facilitates coordination with the development of transmission. 8  

• Xcel states that the Commission recognized that batteries would be necessary to 
support wind resources when it directed the Company to review the current state of 
wind energy storage research in its July 28, 2006 Order in Docket No. E002/RP-04-
1752.9  

• The Company states that the Minnesota Legislature and the Governor recognized that 
batteries would be necessary to support wind resources when legislation was passed 
in 2008 specifically clarifying that energy storage facilities were eligible for cost 
recovery in a renewable energy rider (Minnesota Statute Section 21613.1645). 

2. OES's Analysis 

The OES agrees with the Company that the proposed Arrangement should be considered as an 
affiliated interest. However, the OES notes that approval of a project in an RDF process does not 
indicate, by itself, that the costs of a project in addition to the amount approved in RDF are 
reasonable for recovery. Instead, the project should be reviewed to assess whether the costs are 
reasonable 

6  Source: p. 9 of the instant filing and pp. 5-7 of Xcel's response to OES's Information Request No. 4. 
7  Source: Xcel's response to OES's Information Request No. 6, Attachment 8 to these comments. 

8  Source: page 2 of Xcel's response to OES's Information Request No. 4, Attachment 7 to these comments. 
9  The OES notes that Xcel complied with the 2006 Order and filed the required report in its December 14, 2007 
resource plan filing in Docket No. E007JRP-07-1572). 
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compared to other alternatives for meeting the stated goals. Further, the outcome of the Third 
Funding Cycle of the RDF does not provide a reasonable basis for a competitive bidding process 
for the purpose of the current proceeding. 

The OES notes that the criteria used for the selection and approval of Research and Development 
projects in the Third Funding Cycle of the RDF are different from the criteria used for approval 
of an affiliated-interest arrangement. In particular, the competitive bidding required for this 
petition is not the competitive bidding which occurs for RDF projects. Rather, the competitive 
bidding in this proceeding refers to Xcel's efforts to explore options to achieve the specific goals 
of Wind2Battery, including the goal of firming up wind. 

The OES stresses the importance of the competitive bidding process in ensuring that the 
affiliated-interest arrangement is an arm's length transaction when the parties to the arrangement 
have shared interests which may differ from the interests of ratepayers. The OES notes that the 
parties in this filing appear to be Xcel and XES based on the information provided in Xcel's 
April 10, 2009 compliance filing in Docket No. E002/M-07-675 (RDF Third Cycle). 
Competitive bidding is required when products or services are competitively available, and is the 
OES's preferred method to ensure that utilities are not favoring their affiliates. 

However, as discussed below, Wind2Battery appears to be the only currently available option 
satisfying all of the specific objectives assigned to this project. In addition, Xcel stated that 
"XES does not earn any profit from the provision of the services." Under these particular 
circumstances, the OES does not object to the fact that Xcel has not used a competitive bidding 
process in this proceeding. However, the OES considers the proposal to be a pilot and research 
project rather than a typical utility infrastructure project. It is important for such a project to have 
clear goals. 

In response to discovery from the OES, Xcel stated: 10  

The specific objectives for the W2B [Wind2Battery] project are to: 

■ Evaluate the ability of large-scale battery-storage technology to 
effectively 'firm' wind energy, enabling a shift of wind-generated 
energy from off-peak to on-peak availability. 

• Evaluate the ability of battery-storage technology to reduce the 
need to compensate for the variability and limited predictability of 
wind generation resources. 

• Evaluate the optimal ratio of energy storage to total wind capacity 
that would allow the wind energy storage system to be a viable 
peak-load resource. 

1 ° Source: page 5 of Xcel's response to OES's Information Request No. 4, Attachment 7 to these comments. 
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• Evaluate whether or not the battery is responsive enough to 
qualify as spinning reserves, and evaluate any special relay 
requirements for a spinning reserve frequency response 
characteristic. 

• Evaluate the potential for battery-storage technology to support 
the transmission and distribution systems and therefore allow for 
more effective integration of wind into our system operations. 
This includes the ability of the battery discharge and recharge 
process to be used to buffer and/or smooth the wind generation 
output ramp rates; the optimal mix of battery uses between 
demand shaping, generator leveling and contingency reserve 
response; the ability to provide reactive load support and 
frequency support. 

■ Assess cold weather effects on the performance and integrity of 
the NaS Battery system. 

Xcel also stated in response to this discovery: 

At the time of our analysis (summer of 2007) the following 
technologies were evaluated: 
• Compressed Air Energy Storage and pumped hydro were 

determined not to be feasible due to the inability to conduct a 
small-scale demonstration. 

• Lead Acid batteries could not handle the number of cycles 
required for long-term deployment and were therefore eliminated. 

■ Flywheels and ultra-capacitors did not pass the six-hour duration 
requirement. 

■ Lithium Ion batteries had not been demonstrated as capable of the 
multiple-MWh scale that would be required for future 
deployment. 

■ Zinc Bromine batteries were not yet commercially available at the 
I -MW scale and had no proven commercial track record for the 
functional requirements of our application. 

• Vanadium Redox batteries did not have a proven commercial 
track record for the functional requirements of our application. 

■ Sodium Sulfur (NaS) batteries had been deployed extensively on a 
commercial scale for reliability, back-up power or peak-shaving 
purposes (over 200 MW total, world-wide) and the modular 
approach enabled utility-scale deployment. 
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For completeness of the record, the OES requests the Company to provide in reply comments a 
laymen's explanation of the need to provide "a minimum of six hours of continuous discharge" 
(emphasis added), as it relates to the stated specific objectives for Wind2Battery. 

Legislation was passed in 2009 specifically clarifying that expenses for energy storage were 
eligible for cost recovery in a renewable energy rider if the utility demonstrates to the 
Commission's satisfaction that the expenses "advance research and understanding of how storage 
devices may improve renewable energy projects" (Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1645, 
subdivision 2a(a)(3)). 11  Based on its review of the instant filing and Xcel's response to 
discovery, the OES concludes that Wind2Battery will advance research and understanding of 
how storage devices may improve renewable energy projects. 

However, the OES concludes that the new language places a responsibility on Xcel to share the 
results of the research project, which would be fully funded by Xcel's ratepayers under the 
Company's proposal. In addition, Xcel's ratepayers should receive any and all future revenues 
and sources of income due to this research project. 

Although Xcel has not demonstrated that Wind2Battery is cost-effective (or that it would 
"improve [renewable energy) project economics") compared to the use of peaking units or other 
available resources that can fulfill a more general goal "to reduce impact from the variability and 
limited predictability of wind generation resources," the OES concludes that the Arrangement, 
with the above requirement, is reasonable and consistent with the public interest. This 
conclusion is based on the following: 

1. Wind2Battery would be the only currently available option satisfying the specific 
objectives assigned, 

2. XES does not earn any profit from the provision of the services, 
3. Xcel demonstrated that Wind2Battery will advance research and understanding of 

how storage devices may improve renewable energy projects, which should be shared 
with the public, and 

4. Xcel's ratepayers would be credited with any and all revenues and other income due 
to the research project. 

C. ELIGIBLE ENERGY TECHNOLOGY 

The Company requests that the Commission find that the Wind2Battery project is an "eligible 
energy technology" under Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1691 because it is designed to support 
wind energy resources. 

11  See Attachment 9, and the underlined language added to the revised Minnesota Statute section 2168.1645, 
subdivision 2a. 
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Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1691, subdivision I defines "eligible energy technology" as an 
energy technology that generates electricity from specific renewable energy sources, including 
wind. 

The OES notes that Xcel states that Wind2Battery will evaluate the ability of NaS battery 
technology to provide four primary benefits to promote the development of renewable energy 
by: 12  

• Providing On-Peak Energy:  Storing wind energy, temporarily for use when loads are 
higher during on-peak periods. Xcel expects this storage and redeployment to be 
beneficial as wind resources become a larger part of the generation mix, and may 
allow wind energy to provide more on-peak energy. 

• Support System Ramping:  The ability of the battery discharge and charge process to 
support system ramping, such as discharging while daily system loads are increasing 
or charging as daily system loads are decreasing. 

• Grid Support:  Supporting the grid by adding voltage support, reactive load support, 
frequency support and suppressing voltage fluctuations. 

• Curtailment Offset:  While we are optimistic that the planned increase in transmission 
facilities such as CAPx will reduce and/or eliminate the need for curtailments in the 
future, battery storage can also provide a useful hedge against curtailment by storing 
energy if and when curtailments are necessary. 

Therefore, while Wind2Battery is certainly designed to support wind energy resources, it does 
not appear to have the capacity to generate electricity from wind  as required by Minnesota 
Statute Section 216B.1691, subdivision 1. However, the OES notes that this issue may not be 
relevant since, as discussed above, legislation was passed in 2009 specifically clarifying that 
expenses for energy storage are eligible for cost recovery in a renewable energy rider if the utility 
demonstrates to the Commission's satisfaction that the expenses advance research and 
understanding of how storage devices may improve renewable energy projects (Minnesota 
Statute Section 216B.1645, subdivision 2a(a)(3)). 

D. COST RECOVERY 

Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1645 (Statute) as amended in the 2009 Session (new language 
underlined) provides the mechanisms for cost recovery as indicated in Attachment 9 to these 
comments. Specifically, Xcel seeks Commission approval to recover expenses for energy 
storage (Wind2Battery) pursuant to subdivision 2a (a) (3) of the Statute. 

12  Source: p. 10 of the instant filing. 
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This provision allows for the automatic adjustment of charges (through the RES Rider) to 
recover prudently incurred costs for eligible energy facilities that: (1) are directly related to a 
renewable energy project, and (2) the utility demonstrates to the Commission's satisfaction meet 
the requirements of the law. 

As discussed in Section B, the OES concludes that: (1) Wind2Battery is directly related to 
renewable energy, (2) will advance research and understanding of how storage devices may 
improve renewable energy projects and thus (3) the Arrangement is reasonable and consistent 
with the public interest. 

In addition, following discovery from the OES, Xcel stated that the Company will allocate 
Wind2Battery costs to the NSP-M jurisdictions (Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota and 
Wholesale) based on a demand allocator. 13  The OES agrees with Xcel that "demand is the 
appropriate allocation method because this project is a fixed asset expressly designed to store 
energy, and effectively 'firm' wind energy, enabling a shift of wind-generated energy from off-
peak to on-peak availability." 

Finally, following discovery from the OES, Xcel demonstrated that the Wind2Battery costs were 
not included in base rates in the Company's current rate case. 14  

Therefore, the OES recommends that the Commission: 

I. Approve the investment and expenditure for Wind2Battery as requested by Xcel; 
2. Require Xcel to file a rate adjustment under its renewable rider, when practical, as 

required by Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1645; 
3. Require Xcel to share information from the results of the research project and to 

credit to ratepayers any and all revenues and any other income due to the research 
project; and 

4. Allow Xcel to recover only up to the level of costs requested in this petition, offset by 
any and all revenues as noted above. Xcel must fully explain and justify any future 
cost recovery above the costs approved in this Order before any further cost recovery 
is allowed. 

III. OES RECOMMENDATION 

Based on its analysis and conclusions, the OES recommends that the Commission: 

13  See Attachment I I. 
14  See Attachment 10. 
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1. Approve the Affiliated Interest Arrangement; 
2. Approve the investment and expenditure for Wind2Battery as requested by Xcel; 
3. Require Xcel to file a rate adjustment under its renewable rider, when practical, as 

required by Minnesota Statute Section 216B.1645; 
4. Require Xcel to share information from the results of the research project and to 

credit to ratepayers any and all revenues and any other income due to the research 
project; and 

5. Allow Xcel to recover only up to the level of costs requested in this petition, offset by 
any and all revenues as noted above. Require Xcel to fully explain and justify any 
future cost recovery above the costs approved in this Order, before any future cost 
recovery is allowed. 

/ja 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA) 
)SS 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

I, Robin Benson,  being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 

That on the 14th day of September, 2009  she served the attached 

ORDER.  

MNPUC Docket Number: E-002/Al-09-379  

XX 	By depositing in the United States Mail at the City of St. 
Paul, a true and correct copy thereof, properly enveloped 
with postage prepaid 

XX 	By personal service 

XX 	By inter-office mail 

to all persons at the addresses indicated below or on the attached list: 

Christopher Fittipaldi 
Docketing - OES 
Julia Anderson - OAG 
John Lindell- OAG 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, 

a notary public, this ill —  day of 

fig)-kiii Lk/ 	, 2009 

ebui kaalitt  
Public  

I
'VVVYVVVvvwvvvvsAA.,... ~,  

MARGIE ANN DELAHUNT 
; Notary Public-tviirtnesota 

comml 	 .2014 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-9) 
Page 15 of 15 

Email Address Service list Name First Name 	 Last Name Company Name Delivery Method 	View Trade Secret 

OFF_SL_9-379_1 Andrew 	 Moratzka apm@mcmlaw.com  Mackall, Crounse and 
Moore 

1400 AT8amp:T Tower 
901 Marquette Ave 

Minneapolis, 
MN 
55402 

Paper Service No 

OFF_SL_9-379_1 	Burl W. 	 Haar burl.hearastale.mn.us  MN Public Mlles 
Commission 

Suite 350 
121 7th Place East 

St. Paul. 
MN 
551012147 

Electronic Service No 

Lindell 

Anderson 

Patel 

OFF_SL_9-379_1 	John 

OVF_SL_9-379_1 	Julia 

OFF_SL_9-379_1 	PM R. 

agorud.ed@state.mn.us  

Julia.Andersonastate.mn.0 

prfti.r.pateltaxcelenergy.co  
m 

OAG-RUD 

MN Office Of The Attorney 
General 

Xcel Energy 

900 BRM Tower 
445 Minnesota St 

St. Paul. 
MN 
551012130 

1400 BRM Tower 
445 Minnesota St 

SI. Paul, 
MN 
551012131 

5th Floor 
414 Nicollet man. 5th Fir 

Minneapolis, 
MN 
554011993 

Electronic Service 

Electronic Service 

Paper Service 

No 

No 

No 

No OFF_Sl_9-379_1 SaGonna 	 Thompson 

No OFF_SL_9-379_1 Sharon 	 Ferguson sharon.fergusonestate.mn  
.us 

MN Department Of 
Commerce 

85 7th Place E Ste 500 
Saint Paul. 
MN 
551012198 

Electronic Service 

sagonna.thompsonexcele 
nergy.com  

Xcel Energy 414 Nicollet Mall FL 7 

Minneapolis, 
MN 
554011993 

Paper Service 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-10) 
Page 1 of 1 

❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
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Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-231 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question:  Subject: Prepayments & Other Working Capital 

Reference Company witness Felling direct testimony, page 38, line 4-6. Please provide 
the actual 13 month balances for the period December 2009 through December 2010 
related to Prepayments, customer advances, deposits and any other components 
included in Other Working Capital. 

Response: 

Please see Attachment A for the actual 13-month balances for the period December 
2009 through December 2010 related to prepayments, customer advances, and 
customer deposits. 

Preparer: 	Shari Cardille 
Title: 	Principal Rate Analyst 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-1974 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 
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Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-130 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Wages and Salaries 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 4, lines 10-11 

Please provide the list of assumptions used to develop the 2011 budget test year for 
wages for bargaining unit employees. 

Response:  
The salary level included in the test year for bargaining employees was 3.0%. The 
salary level used for bargaining unit employees was based upon an agreement that was 
effective until December 31, 2010. Since the time our rate case application was 
submitted to the Commission, binding interest-based arbitration took place in order 
to finalize the new labor agreement. The resulting base salary increase for bargaining 
employees is 2.5%. In our Rebuttal Testimony, the Company will make a downward 
adjustment to reflect the 2.5% increase in base salary in 2011 for bargaining 
employees based upon the new labor agreement. The Company negotiated over the 
course of 20 full-day sessions for significant reductions in various areas and for a 
reasonable wage increase. 

Witness: 	Jill Reed 
Preparer: 	Eric Bachman 
Title: 	Director, Workforce Strategy & Consulting 
Department: 	Workforce Relations 
Telephone: 	612-330-7981 
Date: 	June 9, 2011 
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Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-148 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Employee Health and Welfare Benefit Program 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 15, lines 20-24 

Was the 2011 budget test year adjusted to recognize the savings associated with the 
reductions in the High Deductible Heath Plan (HDHP) plan for non-bargaining and 
certain bargaining employees to be implemented in 2011? 

Response:  
The savings associated with the reductions in the HDHP plan were not reflected in 
the 2011 test year due to the timing of finalizing these plans and ongoing labor 
negotiations with our NSP unions. However, these HDHP design changes have since 
been implemented for 2011 for all non-bargaining and bargaining NSP employees. 
The impact to the 2011 test year for the ND electric jurisdiction resulting from this 
initiative is approximately a savings of $174,000. Offsetting this HDHP decrease is a 
cost increase of approximately $8,000 resulting from the NSPM bargaining dental cost 
share change of 60 percent employer and 40 percent employee to a cost share of 75 
percent employer and 25 percent employee. 

Please see Attachment A of this response for the derivation of these amounts. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Todd Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Taxes and Accounting 
Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 
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Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

Dental cost share change 
from 60/40 to 75/25 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
• Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-149 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Employee Health and Welfare Benefit Program 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 15, lines 24-27 

Was the 2011 budget test year adjusted to recognize the savings associated with the 
mandatory drug programs that will be added in 2011 that will reduce costs for 
prescription drug coverage. 

Response:  
The savings associated with the two mandatory drug programs were not reflected in 
the 2011 test year due to the timing of finalizing these program changes and ongoing 
labor negotiations with our NSP unions. However, these prescription drug plan 
design changes have since been implemented in 2011 for all non-bargaining and 
bargaining NSP employees. The impact to the 2011 test year for the ND electric 
jurisdiction resulting from this initiative is approximately a savings of $12,000. Please 
see Attachment A to this response for the derivation of this amount. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Todd Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Taxes and Accounting 
Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	May 27, 2011 



(78,201 (9,906) 	(10,181) 

(15,299) 
64.7% 

(15,724) 
64.7% 

(120,776) 
64.7% 

.s7;vi.z.;okiligettoartiaidingfikt 
Member Pay the 	Selected 

Mandatory mail order Difference for 	prescription 
for pharmacy 	pharmacy 	drug elimination 

5.42% 	 5.42% 	5.42% 
(4,239) 
	

(537) 	(552) 

Case No: PU-10-657 11-55 
Data Request No. AS-2-RR-149 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 1 

Member Pay the 
Difference & 

mandatory mail order 
for nonbargs 

(91,717) 
64.7% 

(59,386) 

(192,606) 
31.00% 

(59,708) 

(119,093) 
5.42°A. 

 (6,456),  
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Pharmacy Savings 

MN 
Total Cost Amount 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

MN 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

XS 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

Total amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

(11,784) 
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PUBLIC DOCUMENT 
TRADE SECRET INFORMATION AND NON-PUBLIC DATA EXCISED 

▪ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
[2] Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
O Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-151 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question: 

Reference: Employee Retirement Program 

Reference: Electric 2011 Budget Workpapers ND — Rate Case, tab 02 — 5 Pension 
Please provide a copy of the 2011 Towers Watson Update that supports the numbers 
in the workpapers. 

Response: 

The Northern States Power Company-Minnesota ("NSPM") O&M electric North 
Dakota jurisdiction amount of $68,833, from page two of the above-referenced 
workpapers, represents the net difference between the original 2011 budget amount 
and the 2011 test year amount. The amount is comprised of qualified pension, non-
qualified pension (less the SERP portion), postretirement benefits (FAS 106), FAS 
112 long-term disability and FAS 112 workers compensation. Please see Attachment 
A to this response for a copy of the full actuarial study, dated October 1, 2010, which 
supports the 2011 test year amounts. The amounts reported on these actuarial studies 
are total NSPM Company. 

Attachment B to this response is a reconciliation of these total Company amounts to 
the total net adjusted North Dakota jurisdictional amount. Also note that NSPM has 
received an update to 2011 actual actuarial costs from Towers Watson by report dated 
May 10, 2011, including actual discount rates and experience information. The May 
10 report is included as Attachment C to this response. 

Attachments A and C are marked as "Non-Public" in their entirety, as they contain 
proprietary information of a privileged nature that the Company considers to be 
Trade Secret. 
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TRADE SECRET INFORMATION AND NON-PUBLIC DATA EXCISED 

Witness: 	Mark P. Moeller 
Preparer: 	Todd M. Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 
Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	June 15, 2011 

2 
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PUBLIC DOCUMENT 
TRADE SECRET INFORMATION--NON-PUBLIC DATA EXCISED 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case Nos. PU-10-657 / PU-11-55 
Electric Utility - North Dakota 

	
Data Request AS-2-RR-151 

Test Year Ending December 31, 2011 
	

Attachment A - Multiple Pages 

Towers Watson Actuarial Study 
October 1, 2010 

2011-2015 Pension Expense Estimates 

[TRADE SECRET BEGINS 

TRADE SECRET ENDSJ 



FAS IT Ouettned Pension FAS IN Expense FM Si Nenquatifl*d Panslott I FAS 112 LTD FAS 112 WC (Vs) 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case Nos. PU-104571 PU-11-35 
Electric Utility • State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS AR.131 

Attachment B • Pegs 1 of 1 

Estimate 	Budget 	lacrosse 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate Budget Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 

MOW EntIlY 	 10/1/10 	011312010 	(decrees•) 	1671110 	311Y2910 (decrease) 	1011110 	311312010  (decrease) 	1611/10 	In 3/20111 (4......) 	1 p1110 W1312010  (decrease) 	1011/10 	511372010 (decrease) 

NSPM 	 12.304.000 10.127.000 	2,267.000 	11,561.000 1 1.633.000 	(12.0001 	504000 	004 .000 	- 	1,574020 1,125.000 	430.000 	1.006.000 576.000 	510.000 	27.125.000 23.9143000 	3.155.000 
NSPlit Nuclear 	 1177.000 	1.123.000 	(141.000) 	(00.000) 	(94.000) 	(4.000) 	122.000 	119.000 	1.000 	 1.001.000 	1.149.000 	( 140 .000) 
2E9 	 .  21,632.000 19.999.000 	1034 000 	924.000 	713.000 	31,000 	3.512,000 3,354.000 	156.000 	57.000 	57.000 	30.000 	 . 	. 	 . 	26.055,000 24202,000 	1,653,000  

Total Cad from Towers Weber, 	 31,001.060 31.250.000 	3,3113,6116 	12.241.090 12.332.000 	(43,000) 	4,135,000  3110.000 	112,060 	1,44300 1,110,000 	410,000 	1,05e.000  510.000 	510,000 	54,111.000 40,321.000 4,000,000 

Amend to 14Pli DIN Dwane 	 2.201.604 

Remove $E 	 (924,927)  

TOM NS► IO 0114 Eleark Excluding SEM. 	 1.3111,117 

Tan Mr Interchange Agreemere 	 1 , 131,051 

Taw A4waneat te NMI DIM Electric WC 46,633  
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PUBLIC DOCUMENT 
TRADE SECRET INFORMATION--NON-PUBLIC DATA EXCISED 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case Nos. l'U-10-657 / PU-11-55 
Electric Utility - North Dakota 

	
Data Request AS-2-RR-151 

Tcst Year Ending December 31, 2011 
	

Attachment C - Multiple Pages 

Towers Watson Report 
May 10, 2011 

2011 Valuation Results and 2012-2016 Contribution and Cost Estimates 

[TRADE SECRET BEGINS 

TRADE SECRET ENDS] 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
[E] Public Document 

Xcel 1:.nergy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-196 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question: 

Subject: 	Pension 

Please provide an explanation of the procedure used to develop the 2011 budget for 
pensions. 

Response:  

The Company developed its initial 2011 pension budget in May 2010 following the 
timeline of the overall corporate budget. This budget was developed using a 
combination of year-end assumptions from December 31, 2009 and updated 
demographic information. The Company then updated the budget and related 
assumptions in September 2010 to address significant market changes, most notably 
the decrease in discount rates in the second and third quarters of 2010 which led to an 
update of the discount rate from 6.00 percent to 5.25 percent. Other changes 
included updated pension contributions and assumed asset return for the current year. 
This was the final budget that was used as the basis for this rate case filing. Note that 
final updated information that establishes actual 2011 pension cost, including an 
update of the discount rate from 5.25 percent to 5.50 percent, has been obtained from 
Towers Watson, the Company's independent actuary, in a report dated May 10, 2011. 
This report was included as the Non-Public Attachment C to the Company's response 
to Blue Ridge Consulting's Data Request No. AS-2-RR-151 submitted in this 
proceeding. 

Please see Attachment A to the Company's response to Blue Ridge Consulting's Data 
Request No. AS-RR-197 submitted in this proceeding for the actuarial workpaper and 
assumptions used for the 2011 test year budget for pension cost. 
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Witness: 	Mark P. Moeller 
Preparer: 	Todd M. Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 
Department: Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	June 15, 2011 

2 
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ri  Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
1:1 Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
[2?) Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-328 
Date Received: 	June 24, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: Pensions 

Follow up to Data Request AS-2-RR-151: The Company's adjustment for pension and 
benefits of $68,833 [which includes qualified pension, non-qualified pension (less the 
SERP portion), postretirement benefits (FAS 106), FAS 112 long-term disability, and 
FAS 112 workers compensation] is based upon the difference between the original 
2011 budget and the 2011 test year amount from the 2011 Towers Watson estimated 
expenses. Please update this adjustment for the ND electric jurisdiction using the 
format in AS-2-RR-151 Attachment B based on the update to the actual 2011 actuarial 
costs from Towers Watson dated May 10, 2011. 

Response:  

Please see Attachment A to this response for the North Dakota electric jurisdiction 
benefit adjustment based on a comparison of the original 2011 budget and the update 
to the 2011 actuarial costs received from Towers Watson on May 10, 2011. 

Using the revised costs provided on May 10, 2011, the Company has calculated an 
adjustment from the original budget of -$12,005. In our filed case, we made an 
adjustment of $68,833 using the Towers Watson estimates from October 1, 2010. . 
We would therefore recommend a reduction in expense from our filed case of -
$80,838. 

Preparer: 	Todd M. Degrugillier 

Title: 	Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 

Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 

Telephone: 	612-330-6557 

Date: 	July 13, 2011 
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Data Request AS-RR-328 
Attachment A - Page 1 of 1 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

FAS 17 Qualified Pension FAS 106 Expense FAS 87 Nonqualified Pension FAS 112 LTD FAS 112 WC Total  

Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 
5/10/11 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 (decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 

11,850,000 	10,127,000 	1,723,000 	10,526,000 	11,633,000 	(1,107,000) 	441,000 	504,000 	(63,000) 	2,095,000 	1,128,000 	967,000 	543,000 578,000 	(35,000) 	25,455,000 	23,970,000 	1,485,000 

878,000 	1,125,000 	(247,000) 	(88,000) 	(94,000) 	28,000 	74,000 	118,000 	(44,000) 	 886,000 	1,149,000 	(283,000) 
19,515,000 	19,998,000 	(483,000) 	681,000 	793,000 	(112,000) 	4,113,000 	3,354,000 	759,000 	(74,000) 	57,000 	(131,000) 	- 	- 	 - 	24,235,000 	24,202,000 	33,000  

32,243,000 	31,250,000 	993,000 	11,141,000 	12,332,000 	(1,191,000) 	4,620,000 	3,976,000 	652,000 	2,021,000 	1,185,000 	836,000 	543,000 578,000 	(35,000) 	50,576,000 	49,321,000 	1,255,000  

NSPM
Entity  m 

 NSPM Nuclear 
XES 
Total Cost from Towers Watson 

Amount to NSPM O&M Electric 	 651,563 

Remove SERP 	 (875,018)  
Total NSPM O&M Electric Excluding SERP 	 (223,453) 

Total After Interchange Agreement 	 __oast 
Total Adjustment to NSPM O&M Electric ND 	 Updated Adjustment 	_12221L 

ua lfl 	ens on  FAS 106 Expense FAS 67 Nonqualified Pension PAS 112 LTD FAS 112 WC Tots) 

Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 
10/1/10 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	10/1/10 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	10/1/10 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 

Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 	Estimate Budget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 
10/1/10 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 	10/1/10 	5/13/2010 (decrease) 	10/1/10 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 

	

12,394,000 	10,127,000 	2,267,000 	11,561,000 	11,833,000 	(72,000) 	504,000 	504,000 	 1,578,000 	1,128,000 	450,000 	1,088,000 578,000 	510,000 	27,125,000 	23,970,000 	3,155,000 

	

977,000 	1,125,000 	(148,000) 	(98,000) 	(94,000) 	(4,000) 	122,000 	118,000 	4,000 	 1,001,000 	1,149,000 	(148,000) 

	

21,832,000 	19,998,000 	1,834,000 	824,000 	793,000 	31,000 	3,512,000 	3,354,000 	158,000 	87,000 	57,000 	30,000 	 26,055,000 	24,202,000 	1,853,000  

	

35,003,000 	31,250,000 	3,753,000 	12,287,000 	12,332,000 	(45,000) 	4,138,000 	3,976,000 	162,000 	1,665,000 	1,185,000 	480,000 	1,088,000 578,000 	510,000 	54,181,000 	49,321,000 	4,860,000  

Amount to NSPM O&M Electric 	 2,208,094 

Remove SERP 	 _masa 
Total NSPM O&M Electric Excluding SERP 	 1,281,167 

Total After Interchange Agreement 	 1,131,555 

Total Ad)uetment to NSPM O&M Electric ND 	 Previous Adjustment 	 68 833 

Change to Adjustment 

Legal Entity  
'NSPM 
NSPM Nuclear 
XES 
Total Coat from Towers Watson 



Backup Summary for Correction to Mercury Sorbent Expenses for Sherco 3 
Reflecting the Credit for SMMPA Sharing and Interchange Agreement Impact 
For 2011 

Starting 
Change to FERC 502 	 Account 	Totals 

Currently in Budget 	 230934.714080 	4,180,000 
SMMPA Credit in Budget 	 230934.714081.90 	(1,671,568)  
Net 	 2,508,432 

New Budget Amount 	 230934.714080 	2,400,000 
New SMMPA Credit 	 230934.714081.90 	(959,752)  
Net 	 1,440,248 

Adjustment with Interchange Agreement Impact 	 (895,946)  

36 mth Interchange Demand Allocator 	 83.8756% 
Jurisdicitonal Allocators 	 MN 	 ND 	 SD 	WhIsl 

Demand 	 88.4924% 	5.8107% 	5.5779% 	0.1190% 

Net Correction To Production O&M 
	

(792,844) 	(52,061) 	(49,975) 	(1,066) 

orno 
Ca 7 0 

C 

CD Er  7r 

Fcf:; 

go 

S .4\  6, 

Melcpsp01\shareddata\General-Offices-GO-011RATE\Revenue Analysis‘Annual‘11BudYr1-3\IMO&M\2011\Budget Review 
Changes12011 Sherco Mercury Sorbent Budget Update Backup.xls\Summary 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

[X] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-342 
Date Received: June 29, 2011 	 REVISED 

Question:  
Subject 	Mercury Sorbent 

Please provide the total NSPM company and ND jurisdictional costs for mercury 
sorbent by power plant for 2009, 2010, and included in the 2011 test year budget. 

Response:  
Please see Attachment A to this response for the mercury sorbent cost detail for 
Northern States Power Company-Minnesota and the North Dakota jurisdiction, 
electric utility, by plant, by year, including the 2011 budget adjustment discussed in 
the Direct Testimony of Mr. John Felling. 

Variations in year-to-year comparison of mercury sorbent usage reflect the testing 
and evaluation of the activated carbon injection systems at Sherco Unit 3 and the 
King plant discussed in Ms. Pamela Graika's Direct Testimony. Standards 
established by state and federal regulators will require usage of greater amounts of 
mercury sorbcnt than used during the testing/evaluation period. 

REVISED:  
We reviewed our response to this data request upon receiving Data Request No. AS-
RR-355. As a result, we have modified Attachment A to this response and also 
included the modified version in our response to AS-RR-355. 

Preparer: 	Mary Dupre 
Title: 	Senior Rate Analyst 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-5862 
Date: 	July 8, 2011 REVISED: July 15, 2011 



	

NSPM company 	ND jurisdictional 
Sherco 	King 	Sherco 	King 

	

2009 	$0 	$0 	$0 	$0 

	

2010 	$753,483 	$0 	$35,154 	$0 

	

2011  $2,508,432 $3,744,000 	$122,255 	$182,474 

	

2011 adj 	-$895,946 	$0 	-$52,061 	$0 
2011 total $1,612,486 $3,744,000 	$70,194 	$182,474  
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Northern.Statcs Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 & 11-55 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS-RR-342 - REVISED 

Attachment A - REVISED 

Mercury Sorbent Costs 

Note: This revised attachment is also included as Attachment A to AS-RR-355 
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IZ Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-167 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question: Subject: Qwest Pole Replacements 

Please respond to the following questions/requests concerning the calculation of the 
adjustment cost for the Qwest Pole Adjustment: 

a. Is the total adjustment of $625,000 for NSP(MN) based on 700 
replacements per year? 

b. Please provide the basis for the $892.86 per pole line reattachment 
($625,000 adjustment divided by 700 pole replacements). 

c. Please provide both the number of pole replacements and total cost of line 
reattachments actually realized for NSP(MN) total company in years 2007 
through 2010. 

d. Please provide both the number of pole replacements and total cost of line 
reattachments actually realized for the ND jurisdiction in years 2007 
through 2010. 

e. Please provide the amount in the 2011 budget that had been included for 
line reattachments based on Qwest pole replacements (prior to the 
adjustment). 

f. Is the adjustment based on total pole replacements anticipated or the 
increase of pole replacements over the base norm? 

Response:  

a. The $625,000 O&M adjustment is for the overall NSPM Company level, but is to 
be applied to the incremental number of pole transfers driven by Qwest's formal 
inspection program over and above the average annual "base" transfers the 
Company experienced prior to 2009 when our average number of Qwest 
transfers first started increasing. We have determined the "base" amount for 
Qwest transfers to be approximately $109,000 annually. So, it is the total "base" 



2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
O&M 	$106,127 $107,937 $189,970 $875,178 
Poles 	 111 	111 	163 	0 

Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
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plus "incremental", or $734,000, that is the basis for the 700 annual replacements 
(transfers), equating to approximately $1,049 O&M per pole transfer. 

b. As indicated in a. above, the Company has determined the average O&M cost 
per Qwest pole transfer to be $1,049. The basis for this amount is our actual 
average O&M cost per transfer experienced (as conducted by Xcel Energy 
internal line resources) for the years 2006 through 2009. 

c. Please note that we did not set-up a mechanism to specifically track the volume 
and spend associated with Qwest "pole transfers" prior to 2010. As a result, our 
method for capturing this information for the years prior to 2010 have had to 
rely on work orders "titles" and may not necessarily be comprehensive. The 
following table provides the total O&M spend and quantity of Qwest transfers 
for NSPM Company from 2007 through 2010: 

NSPM Company Qwest Transfer Actuals 

d. The following table provides the total O&M spend and quantity of Qwest 
transfers for the North Dakota Jurisdiction from 2007 through 2010: 

North Dakota Qwest Transfer Actuals 

2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
O&M 	$983 	$161 	$1,786 	$0 
Poles 	 1 	1 	2 	0 

e. Per our answer in part a. above, the original "base" budget (prior to adjustment) 
for Qwest pole transfers included in the 2011 test year for NSPM Company level 
is approximately $109,000. 

f. Yes. The adjustment of $625,000 for the NSPM Company level is based on the 
increase of pole replacements (transfers) over the base norm number of 
transfers. 

2 
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Preparer: 	Joseph P. Mansur 
Title: 	Manager, Planning & Operational Performance 
Department: Construction Ops Maintenance 

Telephone: 	(612) 229-2286 
Date: 	June 6, 2011 

3 
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• Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 

O Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-166 
Date Received: 	May 3, 2011 

Question:  Subject: Qwest Pole Replacements 

Please provide the source documentation informing NSP that the increase in Qwest 
pole replacements for 2011 will be normative in future years. 

Response:  

Please see Attachment A for a memo from Qwest, dated September 7, 2010, 
informing the Company of Qwest's formal pole inspections and replacement program 
being initiated in 2008 for their operations in Minnesota. Qwest also indicates their 
program will be an annual program conducted on a "10 year perpetual inventory and 
inspection cycle". The memo goes on to acknowledge that Qwest's pole replacement 
volume has increased the past two seasons (due to their new formal program) and that 
Qwest expects a similar pole replacement rate (requiring Xcel Energy transfer of 
facilities) in 2011 as was experienced in 2010. Additionally, representatives from the 
Company and Qwest meet on a routine basis throughout the year to review the 
progress of pole transfer activities requested by both companies. At these meetings, 
Qwest has communicated verbally as to the establishment of their 10 year 
inspection/replacement program as well as the approximate incremental volume of 
Qwest-owned pole replacements and associated transfer-requests to Xcel Energy that 
would result. 

Even though this memo is specific to Qwest's Minnesota Operations, we have been 
informed that this same type of program is being administered within Qwest service 
territory in the state of North Dakota as well. 

Preparer: 	Joseph P. Mansur 
Title: 	Manager, Planning & Operational Performance 
Department: Construction Ops Maintenance 
Telephone: 	(612) 229-2286 
Date: 	May 25, 2011 



September 7, 2010 
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Inca! Nshverk 
6244 Cedar Avenue South 
Rittield, MN 55423 

John Cesare 
Qwest Engineering Manager 
6244 Cedar Ave S 
Richfield, MN 55423 
612-861-8158 

Tom Breuckrnan 
Xcel Energy 
825 Rice St 
St. Paul, MN 55117 
651-229-2224 

Qwest. 
Spirit of Service' 

Tom, 

Thank you for your recent request for information regarding Qwest's projected pole 
replacement volumes for calendar year 2011. 

As you know, Qwcst is committed to providing the highest level of safety and security to 
those who work on or around our equipment. Given this, Qwest operations in Minnesota 
embarked on a 10 year perpetual inventory and inspection cycle in 2008. Pole 
replacement volumes continue to be driven by storm damages, common requirements to 
relocate for road projects and private right of way requests, and fair wear and tear found 
during inspection. 

Qwest's pole replacement volume had increased in the Metropolitan MN area the past 
two seasons; however we expect a consistent replacement rate from 2010 to 2011, based 
upon high level forecast of the items previously stated. 

As always, Qw t will continue to work with Xcel to create the most professional, safe 
and profici -• ork environment. If there are any questions please call me. 



2011 
Incremental 

Cost Estimate Allocators MN 
	

ND 
	

SD 
	

WhISI 
	

CK FERC Description  

Dist Mtc of Overhead Lines 

Total Incremental Estimate 

	

625,000 	 587,500 	18,125 	19,375 

	

625,000 	 587,500 	18,125 	19,375 

FERC Reg Bus Area Business Unit Hierarchy 
	

IS/BS Rpt Dosc 

593 	Utilities Group 	MN Utility President 	Distribution 

/ 
	

1 

94.00% 	2.90% 	3.10% 
Estimated split based upon poles in state to total Qwest poles. 
Per Joe Mansur e-mail 

-",:- 
2011 Qwest Pole Adjustment.xls 	9:_, 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Ej Public Document 

Xcel Energy 

Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 

Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 

Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-353 

Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question: 

Reference: AS-RR-155 - Based on information provided by the Company, 2010 
Actual for Uncollectibles (FERC Acct 904) is $11,575,400, while the Company budget 
for 2011 is $15,099,518. (see AS-RR-155 Att A to D.xls, spreadsheet tab "O&M 
Bud"). Please explain the rationale for increasing the 2011 Budget by 30% from the 
actual levels in 2010. 

Response: 

The Company did not produce the 2011 bad debt budget by increasing the 2010 
actual calendar year level of bad debt. Rather, the 2011 Bad Debt Budget was created 
during the Spring of 2010 and was primarily developed based on actual bad debt 
results experienced from April 2009 through March 2010. 

As noted in response to AS-RR-155, the budget values presented in that response for 
2011 do not include regulatory adjustments which were made to improve the accuracy 
of the 2011 test year. In preparing the revenue requirement for the 2011 Minnesota 
rate case, the Company reviewed the overall 2011 budget to assure its accuracy. As 
part of that review, the forecast of revenues and forecast fuel costs were lowered. In 
combination, those lower forecasts also resulted in a lower 2011 projected bad debt 
expense. The same adjusted 2011 budget was used in preparing the North Dakota 
2011 rate case. The bad debt expense reduction on an NSPM total Company basis 
was $822,000, of which the North Dakota jurisdictional portion of the reduction was 
$46,000. The adjusted 2011 bad debt expense budget amounts included in the North 
Dakota test year are $778,000 related to customer accounts plus $8,000 related to 
damage claim third party billings for a total bad debt adjusted budget of $786,000. 
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Preparcr: 	Charles E. Anderson / John M. Felling 
Tide: 	Director, TTC Business Area Finance / Rate Consultant 
Department: ITC Finance / Revenue Requirements North 

Telephone: 	(303) 294-2360 / 612-330-6539 
Date: 	July 26, 2011 

2 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
El Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-352 
Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question:  

Reference: AS-RR-155 - Based on information provided in Northern States Power 
Company (Minnesota)'s FERC Form 1 for 2010, Uncollectibles (Acct 904) for 
Company total — Electric is $11,575,400, while the Budget Amount for 2010 is 
$17,221,258 (see AS-RR-155 Att A to D.xls, spreadsheet tab "O&M Bud"). Please 
explain the cause(s) for this significant variance. 

Response:  

FERC 904 reflects actuals, while the 2010 Budget was based primarily on actual 
revenues and write-off expense. This approach was consistent with the Company's 
methodology, which used historic results in order to budget future bad debt expense. 
Based on that information, bad debt expense was budgeted at 0.54%. The 
reasonableness of that forecast was initially confirmed by the 2009 actuals, which were 
at 0.54 percent. 

Flowever, the 2010 year-end bad debt results were better than the historic period that 
was used to develop the budget. The lower actual bad debt expense in 2010 of $5.6 
million in FERC 904 is primarily due to three factors. These factors were less billed 
commodity revenues than budgeted, a favorable change to the bad debt reserve 
during the year, and less in write-offs than anticipated. For NSPM, the three factors 
primarily reflect: a) lower commodity prices as compared to recent prior periods, b) 
favorable changes in economic conditions, c) greater attention on collection related 
activities by Customer Care, and d) increased customer assistance payments. 

The information in Table 1 below reflects that $5.3 million of the variance in FERC 
904 is related to the activities of the Customer Care Business Organization for 
commodity and non-commodity bad debt expense. 



Total Bad Debt Expense 
NSP MN Electric Commodity Bad Debt Expense (1) 
NSP MN Electric Non Commodity Bad Debt Expense (I) 
NSP MN Electric Bad Debt Expense (2) 

Total NSP MN Bad Debt Expense FERC 904 

I 	2010 	1 	2010 
Actual 	Budget 	I Difference 

	

11,067.263 S 	16,280.016 S 	(5.212.753) 

	

44,328 	122,232 	(77.904) 

	

463,809 	819,009 	(355.200) 

	

11375,400 	17,221.257 $ 	(5.645,857) 

Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-24) 
Page 2 of 2 

Table I 

Billed Ekctric Commodity Revenue 
	

2,956,377,920 S 3,271,036,161 S (314.658,242) 

Variance Due to Revenue 
	

$ 	(1.566,061) 
Variance Due to Less Write Offs and Favorable Reserve Change 

	
(3,646,692)  

Total Commodity Bad Debt Expense variance supported by Customer Care 
	

S 	(5,212,753) 

(1) NSP MN electric bad debt expense relating to cusbmer accounts supported by Customer Cate. 
(2) Made up al bad debt expenses managed outside tie Customer Care organization (example: damage claim third party bgs). 

Preparer: 	Charles E. Anderson 
Title: 	 Director, "ITC Business Area Finance 
Department: 	TTC Finance 

Telephone: 	(303) 294-2360 
Date: 	July 26, 2011 

2 
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swoons equally between Rats Payers and Sharsnolders. Them donations are not awning in nature but ere made to ED orientated organs:swans. 

Utility 
at lass 	cows Des 

	
bar 	2011 = 	 MN 

	
WhIS1 
	

oat Account 	 Fin 	al sines 

3scine 	421.1 MN Way President NSPM Regulatory Donations NI. E 
8octroc 	428.1 MN Utility President NSPM Rev/story 	Donations NL E 
Dectric 	426.1 MN Utedy President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations Nt. E 
Oscine 	425,1 MN Wiry Arosident NSPM Regulatory 	Donations Nt. E 
30:titc 	426.1 MN Utility President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NI. E 
Beam 	426.1 MN May President NSPM Regiatory Dondeons 141 E 
3sca1C 	420.1 IAN UtMy Piesident NSPM Rep.tatory Donations NL E 

Dectric 	426.1 MN UliMy President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NL E 
Deane 	426.1 MN Utility Ptesider4 NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NL E 
%clic 	426,1 MN Wily President NSPM Regulatory Donations NL E 
Isom 	426.1 Wilfully President NSPM Regulatory Donations NL 0 

Minnesota 	Sion-LatMe 	2,297.00 	2,297.00 
Minnesota 	Non-Labor 	915.00 	915.00 
Minnesota 	Non-labor 	915.00 	915.00 
Minnesota 	Non-Labor 	494.00 	494.00 
Minnesota 	Non-Labor 	915 00 	915.00 
Minnesota 	Non-Labor 	3.11611 00 	306.00 
klemesota 	Non-Labor 	1.372.00 	1.372.00 

Minnesota 	Non-Labor 	65. 127.00 	65. 127 CO 

	

Not Dakota Non-Labor 	64.029.00 	 64.02100 

	

South Dakota Non-Labor 	97.87100 	 97.57100 

	

South Dakota Non.labor 		9.127.00 	 p.127.00 

	

Total Electric 		246.94100 	75.913.00 64.029.00 107,000,00  

723833 Crtarnabee Contoweons 	811203 Econ Deveiop•Common MN SA9122 
723134 Community Sponsorships 	611203 Scan Deveiop-Common MN SA9122 
723834 Community Sponsorships 	811203 Econ orielop•Common MN SA9122 
723834 Community Eiponsorshen 	611203 Law Develop•Common MN SA9122 
723834 Community Sponsorships 	611203 Emit Devoks•Canmon MN SA9122 
723834 Community Sponsorships 	811203 San DeveloP-Ccolfron MN SA9122  
723834 Comm* Sponsorships 	611203 Eton DevelaP-Cannion MN SA9122 

723837 Economic Davelopmenl-Contribut 611203 Econ Develop-CommOn MN SA9122 
723637 Economic Doveiopment-Congibut 1104103 Can Gov 8 Reg Rel Nt) AG921 
723837 Economic Develoortenl-Contribut 805002 Corn Gov Rag Relation SD AG921 
723837 Economic Developmenl-Contribut 805002 Corn Gov Reg Relation SD A0921 

	
Recalls from SO Gas 

Coat Sharing Cat 4ation: 

	

50% of Below The Uns Donations Ouslifying For Recovery State of Mn 	37.956.50 	37,966.50 

	

100% of Below The Una Donations Qualifying For Recovery Stets of ND 	64.029.00 	 64.029.00 

	

50% of hat 5100k at Below The Une Donations Ouniking For Recovery State of SO 	50.000 00 	 50.000.00 

	

Total EleCtric AdJusbnere 	151.1165.50 	37.9341 50 84.029.00 50.000.00 

ggitttl654. ti!-P.OP 

.:- 
•"".• 	 .• 	"4: 

Utility 
oral Class 
	

Account Desert Ion 
	

MN 
	

Whl 
	

In Ial Bust as n 

Us 	426.1 MN holly President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NI. E 
3as 	425.1 MN limy President MVP.. Rep4Mory Donations NL E 
Sas 	4281 MN Willy Presidant NSPM Regulatory 	Donsbons NI. E 
3as 	426.1 MN Utley Presidere NSPM RegUatory Donations NL E 
3es 	4211 MN Vary President NSPM Regulatory Donations NL E 
341s 	426.1 IAN Lary President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NI. E 
Sas 	4261 MN Utility President NSPM Regulatory Demeans NL E 

Minnesota 	Non-Labo►  
Minnesota Non-Leber 
Minnesota Nat-Labor 
Mammas Non-LabOt 
Mimosas Non-Labor 
Minnesota 	Non-Labor 
Minnesota 	Non-labor 

213_00 	213.00 
8100 	85.00 
65.02 	85.00 
46.00 	46.00 
85.00 	65.00 

362.00 	382.00 
129.00 	128.00 

723633 - Chwilablo ContraMens 	811203 Eton DerelaPCarsTal MN SAgin 
723834 Community Sponsorerilm 	611203 Eton DeveloKaNktnirt MN SA9122 
723834 Canmuntly Sponsceslatbi 	511203 Econ Devola•C0m61011  MN SA9122  
723834 Community Soonsorshen 	611203 Econ Develop-Gammon MN SA9122 
723634 Community Spcneorengs 	611203 Econ Develop-Commol MN SA91 22 
723834 Community Sponsorships 	811203 Econ Develop-German MN SA91 22 
723834 Community SponsorenipS 	811203 Econ Deve100-Common MN SA9122 

etas 	420.1 IAN Utility President NSPM Regulatory Do ations NL G 	 Mimosas 	Non-Labor 	6,073.00 	6.07300 	 723837 Economic Devekipmenl-Cairbut 811203 Eton Develop-Conmon MN SA9122 
3as 	426.1 MN Utility President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NL 13 	 North Dakota Non-Labor 	5,971.00 	 5,971.00 	 723837 Economic Developnent-Corenbut 804103 Com Gov 8 Reg Rai ND AG921 
3as 	420.1 MN Utility President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations NLG 	 South Dakota Non-Libor 	9,127.00 	 723637 Economic Development-Contribut 805002 Com Gov Reg Rotation SD AG921 
leans 	428.1 MN Utility President NSPM Regulatory 	Donations Nt. G 	 South Dakota. Non-Labor 	t9.127,001 	723837 Economic Development-Contribut 805002 Corn Gov Rag Rotation SD AG921 	Reclaimed to SD Electric 

	

Total Gas 	13.044.00. 	7.077,00 5.971.00 

Cost Sharing Calculation: 

	

50% ol Bebe The tin Donations Wearying For Ramon State c4 Mn 	1036.50 	3.538.50 

	

100% of Below The Line Donations Cluellfying For Recovery State of ND 	5.921,00 	 5.971,00  

	

Total Gas Adlustrnent 	1,007.50 	1030.50 1971.00 

exeicpsp31whereddataiGewai-Othces•G0-011RATEgimenue Anatysisiannuant iguirer1-3sSOILSAtEcont100.2011 Scan 00., MN Adiustmort MmEcon Dev Donations 



United Way 

Total United Way $ 	862,745 $ . 756,442 $ 	54,516 $ 51,785 $ 2 

Electric - PTD Adjustment 
Production 	Transmission Distribution 	check 

Allocated 	 1,149,457 	 237,008 	623,779  

$ 	1,149,457 $ 	237,008 	623,779 $ 2,010,244 

PTD Allocator 	 57.1800% 	11.7900% 	31.0300% 
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NORTHERN STATES POWER CO d/b/a XCEL ENERGY 
Charitable Contributions Donations 

YEAR ENDED 12-31-11 

FERC 426.1 

ELECTRIC 
	

Total Co 	 MN 	 ND 	SD 	WHLSL 

Corporate Contributions 

Total Corporate Contributions 	 $267,476 	$234,519 	$16,902 	$16,055 	 $1 

Focus Area Grants 

Total Focus Area Grants $ 	1,980,752 $ 	1,736,693 $ 125,162 $ 	118,893 $ 	4 

Matching Gifts Program 

Total Matching Grants 
	

$ 	224,673 $ 
	

196,990 $ 	14,197 $ 
	

13,486 $ 
	

0 

Other Donations 
	

$ 	910,095 $ 	832,619 $ 	52,440 $ 	25,035 $ 
	

1 

Total Electric 
	

$ 	4,021,067 $ 
	

3,757,263 $ 263,216 $ 	225,253 $ 
	

8 
,MN & ND - 50% Electric Inclusion 	$2,010,244 	$1,878,632 	$131,608 	 $0 	 $4 i 

GAS 
	

Total Co 
	

MN 
	

ND 

Corporate Contributions 

Total Corporate Contributions $24,943 
	

$22,509 
	

$2,434 

Focus Area Grants 

Total Focus Area Grants 

Matching Gifts Program 

Total Matching Grants $211,187 $ 196,990 $ 	14,197 

$184,714 $ 	166,688 $ 	18,026 

United Way 

Total United Way 
	

$80,455 $ 
	

72,603 $ 
	

7,852 

SEE Other Donations 	 $84,117 $ 
	

77,889 $ 
	

6,228 

Total Gas 
	

374,230 $ 	339,690 $ 	34,540 

IMN & ND 50%  Gas Inclusion $187,115 $169,845 	$17,270 

JAR SAGeneral-Offoces-GO-011RATEIRevenue AnalysigAnnua111 1 BudYr1 -311S108M1Donations120 t 112011 DONATION Summasy.x1s1Summary 2011 
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XcelEnergy 
RECEIVED 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING AND U.S. MAIL 	 DEC 2 9 2008 

December 22, 2008 
	 PUBLIC SERVICE r,OMMISSION 

Darrell Nitschke 
Executive Secretary and Director of Administration 
North Dakota Public Service Commission 
State Capital 
600 East Boulevard 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0480 

Re: IN THE MATTER OR THE APPLICATION OF NORTHERN STATES POWER 
COMPANY, A MINNESOTA CORPORATION, FOR AUTHORITY TO INCREASE 
RATES FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE IN NORTH DAKOTA 
Case No. PU-07-776 

Dear Mr. Nitschke: 

Attached is a Settlement Agreement dated December 22, 2008 between Northern 
States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation operating in North Dakota and the 
Advocacy Staff of the North Dakota Public Service Commission ("Commission") in 
the above referenced matter. It replaces entirely the Settlement Agreement dated 
December 17, 2008 and the Amendment to Settlement Agreement dated December 
19, 2008, which have been combined into this replacement Settlement Agreement. 

We have also included a legislative version of the Settlement Agreement so that the 
Commission can readily determine the changes made to the December 17 th  Settlement 
Agreement. To avoid confusion, we note that we have not provided legislative-format 
versions of the schedules, but rather are providing schedules that simply match the 
terms of this combined Agreement. 

The Parties respectfully request the Commission to approve the Settlement 
Agreement and are available to provide any additional information the Commission 
may require. 

Please contact us with any questions. 

110 PU-07-776 	Filed: 12/29/2008 Pages: 29 
Fully Executed Settlement Agreement 

Northern States Power Company 
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believe this approach is reasonable. Attachment D shows these costs. 

I. Renewable Development Fund 

For purposes of determining the overall revenue requirement, the Parties agree to 

remove the test year expenses related to Renewable Development Fund research and 

development grants and disbursements. The adjustment reduces the rate increase 

request by $170,000. 

J. Charitable Contributions 

For purposes of determining the overall revenue requirement, the Parties agree to 

remove the Company's costs associated with 50 percent of its charitable 

contributions. The adjustment reduces the rate increase request by $86,000. 

K. Incentive Compensation Cap 

For purposes of determining the overall revenue requirement, the Parties agree to a 

reduction in the cap on incentive compensation from the Company's proposed level 

of 25 percent to 15 percent of base salary. Accordingly, costs associated with the 

incentive compensation of the employee's total compensation is capped at 15 percent 

of an individual's base salary, and costs for incentive compensation in excess of 15 

percent of the employee's base salary will not be included in rates. The adjustment 

reduces the rate increase request by $35,000. 

14 
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El Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
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[S] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-350 
Date Received: July 12, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: 	Payroll Taxes 

Follow up to AS-RR-192 
a. Did the Company include payroll taxes for the 2011 budget? 
b. Are payroll taxes included in the test year for incentive compensation? 
c. How much are the payroll taxes for the $1,329,426 included in the test year for 

incentive compensation? 
d. Have the payroll taxes for the amount excluded for incentive compensation 

($512,569) been removed from the test year? 
e. How much are the payroll taxes for the $512,569 excluded incentive 

compensation in the test year? 
f. Please provide the workpaper calculating the payroll taxes for both the 

included and excluded amounts for incentive compensation. 

Response:  
a. Yes, estimated payroll taxes are included in the 2011 budget. The total amount 

of payroll taxes assigned to North Dakota is identified on 2011 Budget 
Workpaper 01-2. 

b. Incentive pay is one of the labor components included in the development of 
the payroll tax labor additive rate used to develop the payroll tax budgeted cost 
for the period. Payroll taxes are calculated as a labor additive percentage on 
budgeted productive labor and not on the individual labor components. 

c. There is not a specific calculation of payroll taxes directly associated with 
incentive pay amount. Therefore no specific calculation is made on the 
$1,329,426 incentive amount. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $1,329,426 incentive would be $19,277 ($1,329,426 x .0145 
[Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll taxes, an estimate of 
the maximum associated with the incentive amount would be $82,424 
($1,329,426 x .062 [Social Security Tax Ratel). This calculation assumes no 
Social Security maximum has occurred and does not include any state 
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unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social Security 
maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with incentive pay 
would be between zero and $82,424. 

d. The incentive adjustment did not include any adjustment for estimated payroll 
taxes. 

e. As discussed in the response to section d. above, no calculation was made in 
the adjustment calculation. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $512,569 excluded incentive would be $7,432 ($512,569 x 
.0145 [Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll taxes, an 
estimate of the maximum associated with the excluded incentive amount 
would be $31,779 ($512,569 x .062 [Social Security Tax Rate]). This calculation 
assumes no Social Security maximum has occurred and does not include any 
state unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social 
Security maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with 
excluded incentive would be between zero and $31,779. 

f. The calculation of the estimated stand alone payroll taxes for the amounts 
included in the test year and the amounts excluded from the test year are 
identified in the answers to subparts c and e to this Response. 

Preparer: 	Thomas F., Kramer 
Title: 	Principal Rate Analyst 
Department: Revenue Requirements - North 

Telephone: 	612-330-5866 
Date: 	July 13, 2011 

2 
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Case No. PU-10- 
Exhibit 	OHR-1), Schedule 2 

Page 1 of 1 

NSP Minnesota Company Base Incentive Compensation 
Amount Paid Compared to 100% of Target Amounts 

$ in 000 
100% of 	% Paid to 

Year 	 Amt. Paid 	Target 	Target 

2005 	 $5,046. 	$13,580 	37% 

2006 	 $16,334 	$12,773 	128% 

2007 	 $14,720 	$12,665 	116% 

2008 	 $0 	$13,655 	0% 

2009 	 $27,891 	$24,708 	113% 

4 Year Average Payout ( 2009 through 2006) 	89% 

4 Year Average Payout ( 2008 through 2005) 	70% 
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Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 

Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-140 

Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Annual Incentive Compensation 
Reference: Reed Direct, Exhibit a HR-1) Schedule 2 

Please provide the dollar amount of incentive compensation paid, 100% of Target, 
and % Paid to Target using the same format and basis used in Schedule 2 for 2010. 

Response:  
Please see Attachment A to this response, which is an updated Schedule 2 to Ms. 
Reed's Direct Testimony. 

The four year average payout including 2010 dropped to 83% from the 89% indicated 
in the originally-filed Exhibit 	OHR-1), Schedule 2, which is below the 85% 
requested in rates. The reason is because the 2006 program year had a 128% payout 
and it has been "replaced" in the 4 year average with the 2010 program year which 
had a 103% payout. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Carol Mikita / Kris Lindemann 
Title: 	Principal Consultant / Key Financial Consultant 
Department: Executive Compensation / Payroll and Benefits Accounting 

Telephone: 	612-330-2911 / 612-330-5508 
Date: 	June 8, 2011 
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Data Request No. AS-2-RR-140 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 1 

NSP Minnesota Company Base Incentive Compensation 
Amount Paid Compared to 100% of Target Amounts 

$ in 000 

	

100% of 	% Paid to 
Year 	 Amt. Paid 	Target 	Target 

2005 	 $5,046 	$13,580 	37% 

2006 	 $16,334 	$12,773 	128% 

2007 	 $14,720 	$12,665 	116% 

2008 	 $0 	$13,655 	0% 

2009 	 $27,891 	$24,708 	113% 

2010 	 $28,218 	$27,283 	103% 

4 Year Average Payout ( 2010 through 2007) 	83% 

	

4 Year Average Payout ( 2009 through 2006) 	89% 

	

4 Year Average Payout ( 2008 through 2005) 	70% 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-31) 
Page 1 of 3 

❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
El Public Document 

Xcel I:inergy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 

Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-351 

Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: 	Payroll Taxes 

Follow up to AS-RR-191, please provide the 2011 Corporate and business area 
performance goals. 

Response:  
The 2011 corporate and business area Key Performance Indicators ("KPIs") arc 
included as Attachment A to this response. 

Preparer: 	Vicki NIcCarl 
Title: 	Strategy and Planning Consultant 
Department: EM Business Planning 
Telephone: 	303-294-2308 
Date: 	July 18, 2011 
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2011 Key Performance Indicators 
Corporate 

2011 	 Weight 

Empl 
Threshold 	 Target 	 Maximum 
50% Level 	100% Level 	150% Level 

Definition KPI Name 

Demand Side Management 661 GWh 	 760 GWh 	 859 GWh 	16.66% 

Achieve targeted GWh reduction through DSM and CIP programs in Minnesota, Colorado, and New 
Mexico. 
Achievement of 662 through 759 GWh will be prorated between 50% and 100%. Achievement of 761 
through 858 GWh will be prorated between 100% and 150%. There will be no payout greater than 150%. 
The threshold is set at the total of the regulatory goals in Minnesota, Colorado and New Mexico. 
Achieving no more than the regulatory goal results in a 50% incentive payout. 

Efficiency & Technology 
Projects 

Achieve 7 of 12 	Achieve 9 of 12 	Achieve 12 of 12 
Projects 	 Projects 	 Projects 

This KPI encompasses completing a number of efficiency and technology projects.The 12 projects are 
listed on the Efficiency Technology Projects tab and are equally weighted. Threshold (50%) Payout: 

16.67% Complete 7 of the 12 projects. Target (100%) Payout: Complete 9 of the 12 projects. Maximum (150%) 
payout: Complete all 12 projects. If 8 projects are completed, payout will be 75%. If 10 or 11 projects are 
completed, payout will be prorated between 100% and 150%. There will be no payout greater than 150% 

OSHA 1.91 	 1.74 1.48 	16.67% 

The number of on-the-job OSHA recordable injuries for all company employees related to a common 
exposure base of 100 full-time workers. (Calculation ■ Number of OSHA Recordable Cases x (100 x 
2000) / Annual Hours Worked). 
Threshold is set with a 10% spread between target and threshold. Even though the threshold is 0.01 
worse than 2010 performance, the number of injuries is 220 compared to 221 injuries in 2010. 

The number of on-the-job Days Away and Restricted Time recordable injuries for all company employees 
related to a common exposure base of 100 full-time workers. (Calculation = Number of Days Away and 

1.08 	 0.98 	 0.83 	16.66% Restricted Time Recordable Cases x (100 x 2000) / Annual Hours Worked). 
Threshold is set with a 10% spread between target and threshold. Even though the threshold is 0.01 
worse than 2010 performance, the number of injuries is 124 compared to 125 injuries in 2010. 

DART 

Earnings per Share 

Continuing Operations diluted earnings per share. Payout level will be at CEO discretion. 
EPS target on corporate scorecard published for employees is the earnings guidance range. When the 
company changes its earnings guidance, management will decide whether to change the incentive 
compensation payout levels. 

$1.65 	 $1.70 

■ 

$1.75 	33.34% 

100.0% 

N M 
x 

co 	 0 
CD a: 7r 
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Z 
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2011 Key Performance Indicators 
NSPM Distribution 

2011 	 Weight 

KPI Name Definition Threshold 	 Target 	 Maximum 
SO% Level 	100% Level 	150• Level 

Range Calculation Empl 

Safety 
(OSHA Recordable 

Incident Rate) 
Distribution Employees 

3.25 
Threshold • 2009 	 The number of on-the-job OSHA recordable injuries related to a common exposure base of 100 full-time workers. 

2.87 	 1.80 	 results 	 15% 	(Calculation ■ Number of OSHA Recordable Cases x (100 x 2000) / Actual Exposure Hours). Includes employees in 
Maximum ■ 2015 goal 	 organizations reporting directly to the NSPM OpCo CEO. 

Safety 
(DART Days Away, 

Restrk tea or 
Transferred Rate) 

Distribution Employees 

1.88 
Threshold ■ 2009 	 The number of on-the-job injuries resulting in restricted duty or lost work days, related to a common exposure base of 

1.80 	 0.93 	 results 	 10% 	100 full-time workers. (Calculation = Number of Lost Work Day (LWD) Cases • Restricted Work Day Cases x 200.000 1 
Maximum ■ 2015 goal 	 Actual Exposure Hours). Includes employees in organizations reporting directly to the NSPM OpCo CEO. 

System Reliability 
(Distribution SAIDI) 
D-Line 6112 0-Sub 

92.95 65.75 	 71.35 

Threshold x •1/2 
standard deviation 

Maximum • -1 
standard deviation 

System reliability measured by the Distribution System Average Interruption Duration index (D-SAID). which is designed 
to provide infixmation abase the average time annually the customers' electric service is interrupted. The caksistion 

25% includes attribution Fine outages plus 1/2 of the distribution substation outages; calaAetion based on sustained. Mom-
normalized system outages greater than five minutes in length and determined by multiplying the average frequency of 
customer outages by the average customer interruption duration for NSPM. 

Customer Satisfaction 
(percent positive) 	 91% 	 94% 

AN Customers 

Maximum payout Is 
100% 

Threshold at 1% below 
the survey sampling 

margin of error, 	15% 
maximum payout 
capped at 100% 

The Voice of the Customer (VOC) measures Alt Customers satisfaction moss Xoel Energy via an ongoing survey. 
Respondents rale their satisfaction using • 0 to 10 scale ( 0 • very dissatisfied and 10 = very satisfied.) Results reflect 
the percent responding favorably. defined as those that are 6 or higher on this scale. Customers may or may not have 
had an actual contact with the company during the survey period, thus recent media representations concerning the 
company, recent rate increases or other events may impact the customers' •overall satisfaction' with Xcel Energy. 
Target is equal to last year's performance due to expected rate case impacts in 2011. 

210.0 
See Threshold and 

Maximum cells 
10% 

Electric Energy 
Efficiency 

(Managed Accounts 
IG W11)) 

Achieve targeted G1Ati reduction through DSM programs in Minnesota. The reduction xi be the total reduction achieved 
for Managed Accounts. 

240.0 	 270.0 

Gas Distribution 
Compliance Plan 
(Milestones Met) 

Complete 6 of 7 
Milestones with gas 
emergency response 

time of 49 minutes 

Distribution Capital 
IS In millions) 

Manage distribution 
capital spend 

between (+/-) 2% of 
the approved target 

of $172.11M 

Distribution O&M 
(5 in millions) 

Complete 5 of 7 
Milestones with gas 

emergency response 
time of 56 minutes 

Manage distribution 
capital spend between 
(.1-) 2.01% - 5% of the 

approved budget 

Complete 7 of 7 
Milestones with gas 

emergency response 
time at or better than 

46.5 minutes 

Maximum payout is 	See Threshold and 
100% 	 Maximum cells 

The achievement of the gas distribution compliance plan will increase regulatory compliance, improve public and 

25% 	employee safety and give us a better understanding of the risks associated with our gas distribution system. See the 
gas compliance index lab for a detailed definition for each milestone. 

0% 	The total amount of approved NSPM distribution capital expenditures in 2011 (es adjusted). 

See Threshold and 
Maximum cells 

Threshold at 102% of 
$149.7 	 $146.7 	 $143.8 	target; Max. at 98% of 	0% 	The total amount of approved NSPM distribution O&M eiglebdilureS in 2011 (as wrested). 

Una 

-0 M C) 
Co X o 

co 
CDQ xr 
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Total 

1,654,923 	1,460,302 	98,772 	94,489 	1,359 

(827,462) 	(730,151) 	(49,386) 	(47,245)_ 	(680) 

Electric 

Amount Budgeted * 

Adjustment Amount at 50% 

MN 	 ND 	SD 	WhIsl 

2011 Corporate Aviation Adjustment 
Adjustment To A&G - Includes Payroll Taxes 
Adjustment to remove 50% of Budgeted Amount 

Allocated to Jurisdiction Using 2Factor Allocator 

P 	57.18% 	 (473,142) 	(417,500) 	(28,239) 	(27,014) 	(389) 

T 	11.79% 	 (97,558) 	(86,085) 	(5,823) 	(5,570) 	(80) 
D 	31.03% 	(256,761) 	(226,566) 	(15,324) 	(14,660) 	(211) 

	

(827,462) 	(730,151) 	(49,386) 	(47,245) 	(680) 

" This adjustment does not include any of the payroll taxes associated with Aviation Costs 

go 
o 

PSS Melcpsp011shareddatalGeneral-Offices-G0-01\RATE1Revenue AnalysiskAnnual\11BudYr1-311S108,M12011 Electric Aviation Adjustment.xls\ Electric 
Aviation Adjustment 
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Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-299 
Date Received: 	May 27, 2011 

Question: 

Subject: Aviation 
Please provide the detailed reasoning behind eliminating 50% of aviation costs, 
including (1) which costs were deemed not justified, (2) which costs were deemed 
justified, (3) why 50 % and not 40% or 60%, and (4) any further detail to assist in 
understanding why and the actual amount of costs not deemed justified for inclusion 
in test year. 

Response:  

(1& 2) The aviation adjustment was not based upon the examination of specific costs. 

(3) The 50% adjustment represents the approximate cost for one of the two 
corporate aircrafts leased by the Company. 

(4) As explained in Mr. John M. Felling's Direct Testimony, we adjusted our 2011 
test year budget for Corporate Aviation Expense by removing $49,000. This 
$49,000 adjustment represents one-half of the corporate aviation budget 
allocated to the State of North Dakota electric jurisdiction. 

Witness: 	John M. Felling 
Preparer: 	Tim Searle 
Tide: 	Director, Special Projects 
Department: Data Coordination/Quality 
Telephone: 	(612) 330-6881 
Date: 	June 23, 2011 
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UNITED STATES 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20549 

FORM 10-K 
(Mark One) 

El 	ANNUAL REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2010 
Or 

❑ 	 TRANSITION REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Commission File Number: 1-3034 

Xcel Energy Inc. 
(Exact name of registrant as specified in its charter) 

Minnesota 	 41-0448030 
(State or other jurisdiction of incorporation or organization) 	 (I.R.S. Employer Identification No.) 

414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

(Address of principal executive offices) 
Registrant's telephone number, including area code: 612-330-5500 

Securities registered pursuant to Section 12(b) of the Act: 
Title of each class 	Name of each exchange on which registered  

Common Stock, $2.50 par value per share 	 New York 
Rights to Purchase Common Stock, $2.50 par value per share 	 New York 
Cumulative Preferred Stock, $100 par value: 
Preferred Stock $3.60 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.08 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.10 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.11 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.16 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.56 Cumulative 	 New York 
$7.60 Junior Subordinated Notes, Series due 2068 	 New York 
Securities registered pursuant to section 12(g) of the Act: None 

Indicate by check mark if the registrant is a well-known seasoned issuer, as defined in Rule 405 of the Securities Act. ID Yes ❑ No 
Indicate by check mark if the registrant is not required to file reports pursuant to Section 13 or Section 15(d) of the Act. ❑ Yes CR3 No 
Indicate by check mark whether the registrant (1) has filed all reports required to be filed by Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act 

of 1934 during the preceding 12 months (or for such shorter period that the registrant was required to file such reports), and (2) has been subject to 
such filing requirements for the past 90 days. El Yes ❑ No 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant has submitted electronically and posted on its corporate Website, if any, every Interactive Data 
File required to be submitted and posted pursuant to Rule 405 and Regulation S-T (§232.405 of this chapter) during the preceding 12 months (or for 
such shorter period that the registrant was required to submit and post such files). ID Yes ❑ No 

Indicate by check mark if disclosure of delinquent filers pursuant to Item 405 of Regulations S-K (§229.405 of this chapter) is not contained 
herein, and will not be contained, to the best of the registrant's knowledge, in definitive proxy or information statements incorporated by reference in 
Part III of this Form 10-K or any amendment to this Form 10-K. ❑ 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a large accelerated filer, an accelerated filer, a non-accelerated filer, or a smaller reporting 
company. See the definitions of "large accelerated filer," "accelerated filer" and "smaller reporting company" in Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act. 
CI Large accelerated filer ❑ Accelerated filer ❑ Non-accelerated filer (Do not check if a smaller reporting company) ❑ Smaller Reporting 
Company 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a shell company (as defined in Rule 12b-2 of the Act). ❑ Yes El No 
As of June 30, 2010, the aggregate market value of the voting common stock held by non-affiliates of the Registrants was $9,472,921,126 and 

there were 459,627,420 shares of common stock outstanding. 
As of Feb. 17, 2011, there were 482,686,603 shares of common stock outstanding, $2.50 par value. 

DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 
The Registrant's Definitive Proxy Statement for its 2011 Annual Meeting of Shareholders is incorporated by reference into Part III of this 

Form 10-K. 
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Legal Contingencies 

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigation — In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the U.S. Court of Federal Claims against the 
United States requesting breach of contract damages for the DOE failure to begin accepting spent nuclear fuel by Jan. 31, 1998, as 
required by the contract between the DOE and NSP-Minnesota. At trial, NSP-Minnesota claimed damages in excess of $100 million 
through Dcc. 31, 2004. In September 2007, the court awarded NSP-Minncsota $116.5 million in damages. In February 2008, the 
DOE filed an appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, and NSP-Minnesota cross-appealed on the cost of capital 
issue. It is uncertain when the Court will issue a decision. Results of the judgment will not be recorded in earnings until the appeal. 
regulatory treatment and amounts to be shared with ratepayers have been resolved. Given the uncertainties, it is unclear as to how 
much, if any, of this judgment will ultimately have an effect on Xcel Energy's consolidated results of operations, cash flows or 
financial position. 

In August 2007, NSP-Minnesota filed a second complaint against the DOE in the U.S. Court of Federal Claims (NSP H), again 
claiming breach of contract damages for the DOE's continuing failure to abide by the terms of the contract. This lawsuit will claim 
damages for the period Jan. 1, 2005 through Dec. 31, 2008, which includes costs associated with the storage of spent nuclear fuel at 
Prairie Island and Monticello, as well as the costs of complying with state regulation relating to the storage of spent nuclear fuel. Per 
the court's scheduling order, NSP-Minnesota believes that it has suffered damages in excess of $250 million. The DOE claims 
NSP-Minnesota is entitled to at most approximately S55 million. Trial is expected to take place in 2011. 

Additional Information 

See Note 14 to the consolidated financial statements for further discussion of legal claims and environmental proceedings. See Item 1, 
Item 7 and Note 13 to the consolidated financial statements for a discussion of proceedings involving utility rates and other regulatory 
matters. 

Item 4 — Reserved 
PART II 

Item 5 — Market for Registrant's Common Equity, Related Stockholder Matters and Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities 

Quarterly Stock Data 

Xcel Energy's common stock is listed on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE). The trading symbol is XEL. The following arc the 
reported high and low sales prices based on the NYSE Composite Transactions for the quarters of 2010 and 2009 and the dividends 
declared per share during those quarters. 

2010 	high 	Low 	Dividends 

First quarter 	21.76 $ 	19.82 $ 0.2450 
Second quarter 	22.14 	19.81 	0.2525 
Third quarter 	23.28 	20.47 	0.2525 
Fourth quarter....  	 24.36 	23.02 	0.2525 

2009 	High 	Low 	Dividends  

First quarter.  	19.13 	$ 	16.01 	1 0.2375 
Second quarter 	18.98 	16.83 	0.2450 
Third quarter 	20.29 	17.44 	0.2450 
Fourth quarter 	21.94 	18.53 	0.2450 

Book value per share at Dec. 31, 2010, was $16.76. The number of common shareholders of record as of Dec. 31, 2010 was 
approximately 79,461. The Articles of Incorporation of Xccl Energy place restrictions on the amount of common stock dividends it 
can pay when preferred stock is outstanding. Under the provisions, dividend payments may be restricted if Xcel Energy's 
capitalization ratio (on a holding company basis only, not on a consolidated basis) is less than 25 percent. For these purposes, the 
capitalization ratio is equal to (i) common stock plus surplus divided by (ii) the sum of common stock plus surplus plus long-term 
debt. Based on this definition, Xcel Energy's holding company capitalization ratio at Dec. 31, 2010 and 2009 was 84 percent and 
85 percent, respectively. Therefore, the restrictions do not place any effective limit on Xccl Energy's ability to pay dividends. Sec 
Item 7 and Note 7 to the consolidated financial statements for further discussion of Xccl Energy's dividend policy. 

45 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
E Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-238 
Date Received: May 3, 2011 	 SUPPLEMENT 

Question:  Subject: Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage 

Reference company witness Koehl's direct testimony page 30, lines 20-24 
a. How much has been spent by the company to sue the DOE and 

either charged or allocated to ND Electric Jurisdiction? In which 
FERC accounts are the expenses recorded? 

b. Are any of those costs included in the 2011 test year or 2012 step-in 
adjustment? I f so how much? 

Response:  

The first suit against the DOE is under appeal in the United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit and the second suit is pending in the Court of Federal 
Claims. Total litigation expenditures related to a pending matter are highly 
confidential and subject to the attorney-client privilege. In addition, disclosing the 
exact amounts included for this matter in the 2011 test year could give other parties 
insight into our litigation strategy and are therefore also highly confidential and subject 
to the attorney-client privilege. Our anticipated costs for this matter are included in 
the total legal department budget. Once the matter is resolved, either through 
settlement or litigation, the Company will update this response. 

SUPPLEMENT: 

The Company is still compiling the total litigation costs. Based upon our review so 
far, the Company has, to date, spent $6,876,000 on the DOE litigation starting in the 
year 2000. These costs are still being finalized and costs incurred from 1997-2000 are 
still being compiled. The Total Company budget for 2011 is $225,000 in FERC 
Account 921 (Legal-Other), and $275,000 in FERC Account 923 (Consulting-
Professional Services-Legal). The amount of the total $500,000 included in the North 
Dakota 2011 test year is $29,000. 
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By letter dated July 8, 2011, provided as Attachment A, the Company advised the 
North Dakota Commission that a settlement has been reached with the Department 
of Energy that resolves the referenced litigation through 2013. 

Witness: 	Dennis L. Koehl 
Preparer: 	Deborah R. Meuwissen 
Title: 	Manager 
Department: 	Legal Administration 

Telephone: 	612-215-4545 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 	SUPPLEMENT: July 13, 2011 

2 



Xcel Energy 
Laura McCarten 
Regional Vice President 
NSP•Minnasore 
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July 8, 2011 

Mr. Darrell Nitschke 
Director of Administration and Executive Secretary 
North Dakota Public Service Commission 
State Capitol Building, Dept. 408 
600 East Boulevard 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0480 

Re: Notice of Settlement with U.S. Government on Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage Costs 

Dear Mr. Nitschke: 

In 1998, Northern States Power Company ("NSPM") filed the first of two suits against 
the United States Department of Energy ("DOE") seeking to recover damages associated 
with storage of spent nuclear fuel at our Prairie Island and Monticello nuclear generating 
plants. 'The Company's claims were for partial breach of the Standard Contracts for 
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel ("Standard Contracts") for failing to take title to, 
transport, and dispose of spent nuclear fuel beginning no later than January 31, 1998. 1  • 
The first lawsuit sought damages through 2004; the second sought damages through 
2008. Our lawsuits were among 74 filed by utilities alleging a partial breach by the DOE. 
The Company has recently reached a settlement with the U.S. Government on these suits 
and we received a copy of the signed Settlement Agreement on July 7, 2011. 

The settlement resolves over a decade of on-going litigation that continues to have no 
clearly foreseeable resolution in the courts. Under the terms of the settlement, the DOE 
will make an initial payment of just under $100 million (total Company) to cover spent 
nuclear fuel storage costs incurred through December 31, 2008. 

The settlement also provides a mechanism for the Company to recover its spent nuclear 
fuel storage damages through December 31, 2013. We believe that the additional damage 
payments through 2013 will total roughly an additional $100 million on a total Company 
basis. The first supplemental payment, covering 2009 and 2010, is expected to be 
received in the first quarter of 2012. Payments covering the costs incurred by the 
Company in 2011, 2012 and 2013 are expected to be received by year end of 2012, 2013 

1  Sec 10 C.F.R. 961.11 (1983) for a description of the Standard Contracts' provisions. 
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Mr. Darrell Nitschke 
July 8, 2011 
Page 2 

and 2014 respectively (assuming the claim amounts are resolved 'without the need for 
binding arbitration and the attendant delay). The settlement does not address potential 
claims beyond 2013. 

Under the settlement, the DOE has agreed to pay for costs associated with their failure 
to begin taking spent fuel in 1998 including: a) any additional pool storage costs and 
other plant modifications; b) dry casks storage and costs directly related to such storage 
(e.g. internal labor, and overhead, operation and maintenance, training and security); and 
c) additional property taxes resulting from the on-site dry cask storage or other plant 
modifications. 

While the Company prevailed on a portion of our claim in the first lawsuit at the Court 
of Federal Claims, Northern States Power Co. v. United States, 78 Fed. Cl. 449 (Fed. Cl. 2007), 
the United States appealed the decision to the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. 
See Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit Docket Nos. 2008-5037, 2008-5041. Recent 
decisions in other cases from the Federal Circuit raised issues concerning some of the 
factors in NSP's case, and, based on those new developments, we proceeded to take 
actions that resulted in the settlement identified here. 

The Company will deposit the settlement proceeds into a segregated bank account 
established specifically and solely for the settlement proceeds as the NSPM and NSPW 
operating companies prepare filings for their state commissions to consider how the 
funds can appropriately be returned to customers. Our filing with the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission will further describe the nature of the litigation, the resulting 
settlement amount applicable to the North Dakota retail jurisdiction, and will address any 
interest earned on the account and costs incurred in obtaining the settlement proceeds. 
We will be contacting you to discuss the filing in the near future. 

Very truly yours, 

Laura McCarten 
Regional Vice President 
NSP-Minnesota 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
111 Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McG arty 	 AS-RR-238 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question: Subject: Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage 

Reference company witness Koehl's direct testimony page 30, lines 20-24 
a. How much has been spent by the company to sue the DOE and 

either charged or allocated to ND Electric Jurisdiction? In which 
FERC accounts are the expenses recorded? 

b. Are any of those costs included in the 2011 test year or 2012 step-in 
adjustment? If so how much? 

Response:  

The first suit against the DOE is under appeal in the United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit and the second suit is pending in the Court of Federal 
Claims. Total litigation expenditures related to a pending matter are highly 
confidential and subject to the attorney-client privilege. In addition, disclosing the 
exact amounts included for this matter in the 2011 test year could give other parties 
insight into our litigation strategy and are therefore also highly confidential and subject 
to the attorney-client privilege. Our anticipated costs for this matter are included in 
the total legal department budget. Once the matter is resolved, either through 
settlement or litigation, the Company will update this response. 

Witness: 	Dennis L. Kochi 
Preparer: 	Deborah R. Meuwissen 
Title: 	Manager 
Department: 	Legal Administration 
Telephone: 	612-215-4545 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 
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[X] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-205 
Date Received: 	May 3, 2011 

Questiu:  

Subject: 	Insurance and Security Costs 

Please provide a list of insurance policies in which costs have been allocated to the 
ND Electric Jurisdiction in 2009 and 2010. Include type insurance, a brief description 
of the insurance, carrier, policy period, policy year premium, why the insurance is 
necessary, and the costs included within the test year. 

Response: 

Attachments A through D to this response provide the requested information 
pertaining to insurance that encompass the specified years. 

Please see Attachments A, B and C for insurance policy information as of January 1, 
2009, January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010 respectively for Xcel Energy Inc. 
(Premium amounts are for total corporate coverage across all operating companies.) 

See Attachment D, arranged by FERC object account number, for a summary of 2009 
and 2010 actual insurance costs and 2011 budgeted amounts for Northern States 
Power Company-Minnesota ("NSPM") and for insurance costs included in the 2011 
test year for the North Dakota jurisdiction. 

Preparer: 	John T. Hernick 
Title: 	Administrator, Insurance 
Department: 	Hazard Insurance 
Telephone: 	612-215-5349 
Date: 	July 8, 2011 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 and 11-55 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS-RR-205 

Attachment D - Page 1 of 1 

924 A&G Property Insurance 

Object Account Allocated 

2009 NSPM 	2010 NSPM 	2011 NSPM 	2011 ND 
Total Company Total Company Total Company Test Year 

Actuals 	Actuals 	Budget  

723510 Property Insurance 	 $ 3,478,760 $ 3,624,105 $ 3,995,569 $ 238,472 
723535 Auto Liab/Physical Damage 	$ 	464,711 $ 	438,693 $ 	374,582 $ 	22,357 
723572 Nuclear Property Insurance 	$ 3,084,484 $ 3,238,090 $ 3,378,375 $ 196,307 
723574 Nuclear Interupt Insurance 	$ 	1,516,407 $ 1,532,946 $ 1,779,012 $ 103,373 
723576 Nuclear Liability Insurance 	$ 	1,820,794 $ 2,470,257 $ 2,475,552 $ 147,751 
723577 Nuclear Liability ICRP 	$ 	(508,450) $ 	(438,009) $ 	(371,064) $ 	(22,147) 
723578 NEIL Surplus Insurance 	2,259 $ (2,609,819) $ 	 - $  

$ 9,858,965 $ 8,256,262 $ 11,632,026 $ 686,113 

925 A&G Injuries & Damages 

2009 NSPM 	2010 NSPM 	2011 NSPM 	2011 ND 
Total Company Total Company Total Company Test Year 

Actuals 	Actuals 	Budget 

Workers Compensation 	 $2,728,035 	$2,953,994 	$3,011,562 $ 183,086 
723520 General Liability Insurance 	$3,490,380 	$4,743,432 	$3,543,695 $ 211,502 
723530 Excess Liability Insurance 	 $2,640,303 	$3,132,009 	$3,674,135 $ 219,287 
723540 Directors and Officers Insuran 	$1,425,203 	$1,527,819 	$1,527,752 $ 	91,182 
723545 Fiduciary insurance 	 $485,020 	$473,196 	$494,566 $ 	29,518 
723550 Other Insurance 	 $59,064 	$51,332 	$171,316 $ 	10,225 

$10,828,005 	$12,881,782 	$12,423,026 	$744,800 
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STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Northern States Power Company 
	

Case No. PU-07-776 
Electric Rate Increase 
Application 

ORDER ADOPTING SETTLEMENT 

December 31, 2008 

Appearances 

Commissioners Susan E. Wefald, Kevin Cramer, and Tony Clark. 

Megan J. Hertzler, Assistant General Counsel, Xcel Energy, 414 Nicollet Mall, 
Fifth Floor, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402, and Michael J. Bradley, Attorney at Law, 
Moss & Barnett, 4800 Wells Fargo Center, 90 South Seventh Street, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 55402, attorneys for Northern States Power Company. 

Douglas A. Bahr, Solicitor General, Office of the Attorney General, 500 North 
Ninth Street, Bismarck, North Dakota 58501, attorney for the Advocacy Staff. 

!Ilona A. Jeffcoat-Sacco, General Counsel, Public Service Commission, 600 E. 
Boulevard Avenue, Department 408, Bismarck, North Dakota 59505-0480, attorney for 
the Public Service Commission. 

Al Wahl, Administrative Law Judge, Office of Administrative Hearings, 1701 
North Ninth Street, Bismarck, North Dakota 58501-1882, appearing as hearing officer. 

Preliminary Statement 

On December 7, 2007, Northern States Power Company (NSP) filed its 
application and direct testimony seeking a general revenue increase of $17,950,000 or 
12.15 percent of total revenues with the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
(Commission). 

On December 21, 2007, the Commission suspended NSP's general rate 
increase application. 

On January 16, 2008, the Commission issued a Notice of Public Input Session 
and Intervention Deadline. 

On January 30, 2008, the Commission issued its Order on Interim Rates 
authorizing the Company to collect interim rates. 

113 PU-07-776 	Filed: 12/31/2008 Pages: 32 

Order Adopting Settlement 

Public Samos Commission 
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On March 23, 2008, the Commission issued its Notice of Hearing setting the 
dates for hearing and specifying the issues to be considered: 

1. What is the value of NSP's property, used and useful, for the service and 
convenience of the public in North Dakota? 

2. What is NSP's rate of return on its property, used and useful, for the 
service and convenience of the public in North Dakota? 

3. What is a just and reasonable rate of return on NSP's property, used and 
useful, for the service and convenience of the public in North Dakota? 

4. What rates and charges are necessary to provide a just and reasonable 
rate of return on NSP's property, used and useful, for the service and 
convenience of the public in North Dakota? 

5. Are NSP's proposed rate schedules designed in such a manner that they 
result in a basis of charge to its customers that is just and reasonable without 
discrimination? 

6. Other relevant information or proposals concerning the proceeding. 

The Notice of Public Input Session and Intervention Deadline provided that any 
person wishing to intervene as a party in this proceeding must file a petition for 
intervention by March 28, 2008. No one petitioned to intervene as a party in the 
proceeding. 

On May 14, 2008, a public input session was held via interactive television in 
Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot, and Bismarck, North Dakota. 

On May 21, 2008, the Commission Advocacy Staff filed direct testimony. 

On June 13, 2008, NSP filed rebuttal testimony. 

On June 23 through June 25, 2008, the hearing was held in the Commission 
Hearing Room at the State Capitol in Bismarck, North Dakota. 

On December 17, 2008, NSP filed a partially executed settlement agreement. 
On December 19, 2008, NSP filed a partially executed amendment to the settlement 
agreement filed on December 17 th . On December 29, 2008, NSP filed a fully executed 
Settlement Agreement providing among other things for: 

(a) a rate increase to provide additional annual revenue of approximately 
$10,855,000 or 7.4% effective for service rendered on or after March 1, 2009; 

Case No. PU-07-776 
Order Adopting Settlement 
Page 2 
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(b) a moratorium prohibiting further electric rate increases from becoming 
effective prior to January 1, 2011; 

(c) an earnings sharing mechanism if net income exceeds 10.75% return on 
equity; and 

(d) accounting treatment for Midwest ISO Day-2 Energy Market costs. 

Having considered this matter, the Commission finds the December 29, 
2008Settlement Agreement is reasonable and should be approved. Therefore, the 
Commission issues the following: 

Order 

1. The Settlement Agreement filed December 29, 2008, a copy of which is attached 
to this Order and made a part of this Order, is APPROVED. 

2. NSP shall file compliance tariffs consistent with this Order and Settlement 
Agreement to implement final rates for service rendered on or after March 1, 2009, to 
yield an annual revenue increase of not more than $12,785,000, which is expected to 
yield a net annual revenue increase of approximately $10,855,000 when combined with 
projected fuel cost adjustment decreases resulting from off-system sales margin 
sharing. 

3. Interim rates approved by the Commission will remain in effect for all customer 
classes thru February 28, 2009. Refunds, in the form of one-time bill credits, must be 
issued to customers within 90 days of the implementation of final rates for the difference 
between the interim revenue level and the approved March 1, 2009 revenue 
requirement. NSP shall file a final refund report with the Commission upon completion 
of the refunding. 

4. This Order supersedes the interim accounting treatment ordered in Case No. PU-
05-147 for Midwest ISO Day 2 Energy Market costs and Case No. PU-05-147 shall be 
closed. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Case No. PU-07-776 
Order Adopting Settlement 
Page 3 
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From: Larry Gauper [mailto:larryggicableone.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 9:05 AM 
To: Diller, Michael R. 
Subject: More Fargo power outages 

Dear Mike, 

You and I talked about the poor service record of Xcel energy in the Fargo area 
and eastern North Dakota a few months ago. I can understand problems when 70 mph 
winds blow through town, but, again today, gorgeous outside...probably the nicest 
day of the year and yet the radio is reporting "thousands without power from 
Sabin, MN to West Fargo and surrounding area plus most of downtown Fargo. 
Fortunately for me we have power at this moment. But with Xcel, it's gotten so 
bad one worries about the power going out constantly; totally with expectation or 
reason. 

I do not understand this. Before and after "the storm" - during nice weather 
- Xcel goes down, literally out of the blue. During the storm clean-up, of 
course, I understand those temporary outages as crews work to get power restored. 
But that encompassed a few weeks at most. We are well beyond that period and, 
when I first talked with you about this issue, we were well ahead of that time 
period and we had reasonably good seasonal weather. 

I would like the Commission, led by Commissioner Cramer or somebody out there to 
start collecting reports on Xcel outages and outages from all power companies 
serving the Commission's jurisdiction. Make it mandatory that these power 
companies, particularly Xcel, official report when they go down. 

The Commission should look at the record as an ongoing duty and find out if it's 
true that Xcel A) does not know what they're doing in Fargo, eastern ND, and 
western MN....I'm mostly concerned about Fargo....and B) the Commission should 
have a truly independent electrical grid consultant look at Xcel operations and 
infrastructure and provide a report. I think there are serious deficiencies Xcel 
will not admit. 

I see now Xcel is trying to spin the proposed rate increase as "helping" the 
reliability situation in Fargo. What a crock. I don't believe that and if 
"reliability" was as important as they say it is - more important than their 
bird-watching website (unbelievable but true!) - then they should have been 
working on reliability a long, long time ago. It should be their #1 concern and 
the #1 concern of the North Dakota Public Service Commission. 

Please send my concerns to Commissioner Cramer and anyone else in the dept. 
that you deem appropriate. 

Thank you, 
Larry L. Gauper 

621 Hackberry Drive S. 
Fargo, ND 58104-6222 
Verizon cell: 701-361-7733 
Home land line: 701-237-5079 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
[S] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 

Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-333 
Date Received: June 27, 2011 

Question: 

Subject: 	Reliability 

Regarding the Annual Report of Northern States Power Company (North Dakota 
Jurisdiction) to the North Dakota Public Service Commission for year ending 2010 
(filed as PU-11-147): 

a. Regarding the CAIDI and SAIFI indexes on page E-5, please confirm that the 
CAIDI/SAIFI averages incorporate North Dakota jurisdiction data only. 

b. Please provide the Reliability information (i.e., sections V, VI, and VII of the 
report on pages E-5, E-6, and E-7 respectively) for the years 2007, 2008, and 
2009, including all charts and data provisions in the manner included in the 
2010 report. 

Response: 

a. . The reliability results that we have reported since 2008 in the Annual Report to 
the North Dakota Public Service Commission ("Commission") include a very 
small portion of our system in Minnesota that is maintained and serviced out of 
our Fargo Service Center. In fact, based on customers, approximately 96 
percent of the system reliability data is for customers located in North Dakota. 
For internal management purposes, trend comparisons, and administrative 
efficiency, we have maintained this reporting structure for over two decades. 

b. 	Reliability information included in the 2010 report is identical to what was 
provided in the 2008 and 2009 Annual Reports on file with the Commission. 
Even though reliability information was not required in 2007, the information 
provided each year from 2008 to 2010 included five years' of history, so 2007 
reliability results is provided in those reports. 
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Preparer: 	David Sederquist 
Title: 	Senior Regulatory & Financial Consultant 
Department: ND Jurisdictional Mgmt 

Telephone: 	701-241-8632 
Date: 	July 1, 2011 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

❑ Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-343 
Date Received: 	July 6, 2011 

Question: 

Subject: 	Reliability 

Regarding the Annual Report of Northern States Power Company to the North 
Dakota Public Service Commission for year ending 2010 (filed as PU-11-147): 

a. 	Concerning, the SAIFI table on page E-5 (Reliability Performance — Overall 
ND System), please explain in detail the causes for the significant index 
increase (76.5%) from 2009 to 2010 (0.68 to 1.20). Also, has the Company 
addressed the cause of this increase? Specifically, what programs and/or other 
corrective actions have been put in place to address the cause of this increase? 

b. 	Concerning the SAIFI table on page E-6 (Reliability Performance - 5 Largest 
Substations), please explain in detail the causes for the significant index 
increases from 2009 to 2010 for the following: 

i. Red River — 0.96 to 1.68 (75% increase) 
ii. Gateway — 0.19 to 0.68 (257.9% increase) 
iii. Nordic — 0.55 to 2.27 (312.7% increase) 

c. 	Concerning the SAIFI table on page E-6 (Reliability Performance - 5 Largest 
Substations), please explain in detail the cause for the significant index increase 
from 2008 to 2009 for Cass County — 0.34 to 0.72 (111.8% increase). Also, has 
the Company addressed the cause of this increase? Specifically, what programs 
and/or other corrective actions have been put in place to address the cause of 
this increase? 

d. 	Concerning the SAIFI table on page E-6 (Reliability Performance - 5 Largest 
Substations), please explain in detail the cause for the significant index increase 
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from 2007 to 2008 for Nordic — 0.25 to 0.57 (128% increase). Also, has the 
Company addressed the cause of this increase? Specifically, what programs 
and/or other corrective actions have been put in place to address the cause of 
this increase? 

Response: 

a. The Company experienced good reliability in 2009 largely due to an extremely 
mild weather year. 2010 was a much more active weather year and along with 
other types of outage events, resulted in poorer reliability performance (it 
should be noted that not all outages caused by weather-related factors (such as 
lightning, wind, etc.) are removed as part of the "normalization" 
process).Attachment A shows a list of the most significant outages in 2010 
which contributed to the increased 2010 SAIFI result. Further information on 
the causes and corrective actions take for these outage events is discussed in 
items b. to d. of this response. 

Overall, the North Dakota system has performed well in recent years — the 
five year average for SAIFI of 0.81 is among the best among the states we 
serve. Xcel Energy has a set of programs focused on improving reliability. 
Our response to AS-RR-334 includes a list of these activities and their 
funding levels. In addition, the Annual Report filed in Case No. PU-11-147 
contains a summary of the Company's 2011 Reliability Plan. 

b. As noted in item a, 2010 was an active weather year which impacted reliability 
performance compared to more mild weather years. 

i. 	Attachment B, Table 1 shows a list of the most significant outages in 
2010 for the portion of our system served by the Red River substation. The 
causes for the most significant outages in 2010 are varied. The substation 
equipment has been inspected and surveyed with an infra-red camera to 
identify heating components and nothing was identified. The Transmission line 
has been inspected and no additional items of concern have been identified. 
Xcel Energy has an extensive program to notify customers and private tree 
contractors to stay away from overhead lines. 

Vegetation Management in North Dakota is on a four-year cycle. From time to 
time, favorable conditions can result in a faster growing tree to come into 
conflict before the four-year cycle is complete. Xcel Energy has instituted a 
mid-cycle inspection program aimed at identifying these quick growing trees. It 
should also be noted that some tree contacts come from trees outside the 

2 
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maintenance corridor, where the Company does not have the rights to 
maintain. 

ii. Attachment B, Table 2 shows a list of the most significant outages in 2010 
for the portion of our system served by the Gateway substation. Xcel Energy 
installs lightning arresters to mitigate the impacts of lightning; however 
arresters do fail on occasion resulting in customer outages. The arrester 
involved in the August 20, 2010 outage has been replaced. Regarding the July 
31, 2010 outage, the "unknown outage" designation means that after 
investigation, no definite cause for the outage could be determined. Some of 
the items that could have caused this are an animal contact, a tree contact, or 
other outside influences contacting the line. 

iii. Attachment B, Table 3 shows a list of the most significant outages in 
2010 for the portion of our system served by the Nordic substation. The 
August 18, 2010 outage was due to a lightning strike. As noted above, even 
with the installation of lightning arrestors, lightning may still result in customer 
outages. Regarding the June 29, 2010 outage, the Company installs and 
maintains wildlife protection to keep animals out of its substations. The animal 
protection at Gateway has been surveyed and any required repairs have been 
completed. The remaining large outages were due to cable failure. Xcel Energy 
has a program aimed at identifying and replacing cables that are at end of life. 
Generally, when we see two failures within a two- year period, we flag a cable 
for replacement. The cable involved in the May 24 th  and October 15 outage 
event events has been scheduled for replacement with the estimated 
completion mid-August 2011. 

c. Overall, the portion of our system served by the Cass County substation has 
had good reliability, with a five-year average SAIFI of 0.43. There were several 
major events causing the increase from 2008 to 2009. Attachment A, Table 4 
lists the largest events for 2009. The March 30th outage event was due to a 
cable splice failure and the August 30 th  outages event was caused by a general 
cable failure and because the causes were not directly related this segment cable 
did not meet our guidelines for replacement. Public damage to an overhead 
line caused the July 6 th  outage event.. As previously mentioned, Xcel Energy 
has an extensive program to notify customers and private tree contractors to 
stay away from overhead lines. In 2010 the SAIFI for Cass County was 0.46, 
indicating that our corrective actions were appropriate. 

d. Attachment B, Table 5 shows a list of the 2008 largest events for the portion of 
our system served by the Nordic substation. The cable on the feeder for the 
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January 7 th  and January 30th  outages events was replaced with the project 
complete on May 19th , 2008. The cable involved with the July 29 th  and 
September 25th  outages did not meet our guidelines for replacement. 

A portion of Attachments A & B include information Xcel Energy considers to be 
"security data." The Company believes the information could be used to reveal the 
location and size of certain facilities. The public disclosure or use of this information 
creates an unacceptable risk that those who want to disrupt the electrical grid for 
political or other reasons may learn which facilities to target to create the greatest 
disruption. For this reason, we have excised this data from the public version of 
response. 

Preparer: 	David A. Clark / Joel H. Limoges 
Title: 	Corporate Reliability Analyst / Mgr, Elec. Area Engineering 
Department: Elec. Distribution Systems Performance / MN Area Engineering 
Telephone: 	612-330-4078 / 651-229-2316 
Date: 	July 26, 2011 
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Case No PU-10-657 / 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-343 

Attachment A - Page 1 of 1 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Large Outage Events Contributing to an Increase in SAIFI 

Dur: duration of outage in minutes 
SCI: number of sustained customer interruptions (greater than 5 minutes) 
CMO: customer minutes out 

North Dakota: 2010 Largest Outages by SAIFI Impact 
2009 SAIFI: 0.68 
2010 SAIFI: 1.20 

SAIFI 	SAIDI YE Cust 

Date 
	

Cause 
	

Level 
	

Feeder 	Dur 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served  
[NON- 
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

10/8/10 3:42 PM Pole/Crossarm Broken 	 Transmission Line/System 	 11 	10,235 	112,585 	0.18 	1.99 	56,532 
8/18/10 6:08 AM Lightning Strike 	 Dist Substation Bus/Transformer 	 26 	5,397 	140,322 	0.10 	2.48 	56,532 
6/29/10 11:22 AM Animal Contact Other 	 Dist Substation Bus/Transformer 	 8 	4,596 	36,768 	0.08 	0.65 	56,532 
4/25/10 12:52 AM Breaker Failure Oil Circuit Bkr 	Dist Substation Bus/Transformer 	 54 	3,648 	196,992 	0.06 	3.48 	56,532 
5/22/10 1:19 PM Veg Tree Inside Maint Corridor 	Feeder 	 126 	2,493 	314,118 	0.04 	5.56 	56,532 
8/9/10 9:00 AM 	Public Damage Non-Xcel Tree Trim Overhead Primary 	 40 	_ 2,434 	97,360 	0.04  _ 1.72 	56,532 

NON- 	 Sum 
	

0.51 
	

15.89 
PUBLIC 
ENDS) 



TABLE 1 
Substation: Red River 	 2009 SAIFI 096 

2010 SAIFI .  1.68 
Date 	 Cause 	 Level 

SAIFI 	SAIDI YE Cust 
Dur 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served Feeder 

Sum: 	1.16 	47.26 

Dist Substation 

	

4/25/10 12:52 AM 	Breaker Failure Oil Circuit Bkr Bus/Transformer 	 54 	2,318 	125,172 	0.12 	6.61 	18,945 

	

7/27/10 6:59 AM 	 Veg Tree Outside Main Corridor Feeder 	 61-79 	1,801 	130,309 	0.10 	6.88 	18,945 

	

1/25/10 9:12 AM 	 Veg Tree Outside Main Corridor Feeder 	 29-44 	1,547 	46,423 	0.08 	2.45 	18,945 

	

3/10/10 3:03 PM 	 Cable Failure Pri Unjacketed 	Feeder f 41-59 ' 1,229 	69,290 	0.06 	3.66 	18,945 
NON-
PUBLIC 
ENDS] 

TABLE 2 
Substation: Gateway 

Date 

2009 SAIFI. 0.19 
2010 SAIFI . 

Level 

SAIFI 	SAIDI YE Cust 

Feeder 	Dur 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served Cause 

[NON-
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

Transmission 

	

10/8/10 3:42 PM 	 Pole/Crossarm Broken 	Line/System 	 11 	10,235 112,585 	0.54 	5.94 	18,945 

	

5/22/10 1:19 PM 	 Veg Tree inside Maint Corridor Feeder 	 126 	2,493 	314,118 	0.13 	16.58 	18,945 

	

8/9/10 9:00 AM 	 Public Damage Non-Xcel Tree Ti Overhead Primary 	 40 	2,434 _ 	 _ 

	

97,360 	0.13 	5.14 	18,945 

[NON-
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

	

8/20/10 5:10 PM 	 Lightning Arrester PorcelainFeeder 	 t 40 	1,096 	43,840 	0.26 1 10.28 	4.266 

	

7/31/10 8:55 PM 	 Unknown Cause Not DetermlnelFeeder 	 I 	10 t 1,089 	10,890 	0.26 I 2.55 	4,266 
NON- 	 Sum: 	0.51 	12.83 
PUBLIC 
ENDS]  

PUBLIC DOCUMENT: NON -PUBLIC INFORMATION, SECURITY DATA EXCISED 

Case No PU-10457 I 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-343 

Attachment B - Page 1 of 3 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Large Outage Events Contributing to an increase in SAIFI 

Dur: duration of outage in minutes 
SCI: number of sustained customer interruptions (greater than 5 minutes) 
CMO: customer minutes out 



Cause Date 

TABLE 3 
Substation: Nordic 	 2009 SAIFI: 0 55 

2010 SAIFI: 2.27 
Date 	 Cause 	 Level 

SAIFI 	SAIDI YE Cust 
Dur 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served Feeder 

[NON-
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

Dist Substation 
8/18/10 6:08 AM 	 Lightning Strike 	 Bus/Transformer 	 26 	5,397 	140,322 	0.61 	15.97 	8,789 

Dist Substation 

	

6/29/10 11:22 AM 	Animal Contact Other 	Bus/Transformer 	 8 	4,596 	36,768 	0.52 	4.18 	8,789 

	

10/7/10 7:04 PM 	 Cable Failure Pri Unjacketed 	Feeder 	 65 	1,485 	96,525 	0.17 	10.98 	8,789 
10/15/10 10:46 PM 	Cable Failure Pri Unjacketed 	Feeder 70 	1,146 	80,220 	0.13 	9.13 	8,789 
9/20/10 8:07 AM 
5/6/10 6:37 AM 

Cable Failure Pri Jacketed 	Feeder 
Cable Failure Pri Jacketed 	Feeder 

39-45 	1,066 	41,694 	0.12 	4.74 	8,789 
63-75 	942 	59,622 	0.11 	6.78 	8,789 

5/24/10 5:40 PM 	 Cable Failure Pri Unjacketed 	Feeder 100 	803 	80,300 	0.09 	9.14 	8,789 
NON-
PUBLIC 
ENDS] 

Sum: 	1.76 	60.92 

TABLE 4 
Substation: Cass County 2008 SAIFI. 0.34 

2009 SAIFI. 0.72 
Level 

SAIFI 	SAIDI YE Cust 
Feeder 	Our 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served 
(NON-
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

Splice UG Primary Premolded Overhead Primary 	 54-179 	1,706 	96,078 	0.22 	12.44 	7,722 

	

67-101 	1,699 	115,005 	0.22 	14.89 _ 7,722 
35-102 	1,107 	104,137 	0.14 	13.49 	7,722 

	

8/30/09 7:11 PM 	Cable Failure Primary P&L 	Overhead Primary 

	

7/6/09 12:25 PM 	 Public Damage OH Line Contact Overhead Primary 

3/30/09 12:41 PM 

NON-
PUBLIC 
ENDS] 

Sum: 	0.58 	40.82 

PUBLIC DOCUMENT: NON -PUBLIC INFORMATION, SECURITY DATA EXCISED 

Case No PU-10-657 / 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-343 

Attachment B - Page 2 of 3 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Large Outage Events Contributing to an Increase in SAIFI 

Dur: duration of outage in minutes 
SCI: number of sustained customer interruptions (greater than 5 minutes) 
CMO: customer minutes out 



PUBLIC DOCUMENT: NON -PUBLIC INFORMATION, SECURITY DATA EXCISED 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Large Outage Events Contributing to an increase in SAIFI 

Dur: duration of outage in minutes 
SCI: number of sustained customer interruptions (greater than 5 minutes) 
CMO: customer minutes out 

Case No PU-10-657 I 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-343 

Attachment B - Page 3 of 3 

Cause 

STABLE 5 
Substation: Nordic 

Date 

2007 SAIFI: 0.25 
2008 SAIFI. 0.57 	 SAIFI 	SAID! YE Cust 

Level 	 Feeder 	Dur 	SCI 	CMO 	Impact Impact Served 
"NON-
PUBLIC 
BEGINS 

1,104 
1,103 
881 

0.13 
0.13 
0.10 
0.05 

 0.41 

8,711 
8.711 
8,711 
8,711 

1/30/08 12:00 AM 
1/7/08 12:00 AM 
7/29/08 12:00 AM 
9/25/08 12:00 AM 

Cable Failure Pri Unjacketed 
Cable Failure Pri Jacketed 
Slice UG Prima Cold Shrink 
Cable Failure Primary LC 

Feeder 
Feeder 
Feeder 
Feeder 

NON-
PUBLIC 
ENDS] 

54 
56 

78-93 
35-77 449 

59,616 
61,768 
70,023 
26.854 

 Sum: 

6.84 
7.09 
8.04 
3.08 

 25.06 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-334 
Date Received: 	June 27, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: 	Reliability 

Please provide the major reliability projects in the North Dakota jurisdiction by major 
geographic sub-region (i.e., Bismarck, Fargo, Minot, etc.) for the years 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, and the budget test year. Please include descriptions and dollars spent. 

Note: Blue Ridge Consulting revised the above inquiry on June 29, 2011 as follows: 

REVISED: Please provide a prioritized  list of the major reliability projects in the 
North Dakota jurisdiction by major geographic sub-region (i.e., Bismarck, Fargo, 
Minot, etc.) for the years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and the budget test year. Please 
include descriptions and dollars spent and the basis for the project's position on 
the prioritized list. 

Response:  

Following is the 2007 thru 2010 reliability program spend in the North Dakota 
jurisdiction by major geographic sub-region: 
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Fargo 

Program 	 2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
Mainline Cable Replacements 	$ 	- 	$ 364,678 $ 37,420 $ 	(913) 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 12,498 $ 168,163 $ 89,937 $ 160,960 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 29,685 $ 	- 	$ 7,878 $ 	- 

Pole Replacements 	 $ 4,814 $ 77,693 $ 10,355 $ 20,847 
Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 31,888 $ 	- 	$ 5,656 $ 
REMS 
	

$ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 	1,368  

TOTAL $ 78,885 $ 610,534 $ 151,246 $ 182,262 

Grand Forks 

Program 	 2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
Mainline Cable Replacements 	$ 68,357 $ 232,241 $ 83,107 $ 371,774 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 	- 	$ 28,128 $ 7,360 $ 261,644 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 28,651 $ 	37,020 
Pole Replacements 	 $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 75,821 
Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 75,317 $ 	852 $ 	- 	$ 	- 
REMS 	 $ 	- 	$ 	5,031 $ 3,701 $ 21,995  

TOTAL $ 143,674 $ 266,252 $ 122,819 $ 768,255 

Minot 

Program 	 2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
Mainline Cable Replacements 	$ 97,334 $ 95,956 $ 	89 $ 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 	- 	$ 67,503 $ 37,366 $ 129,256 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 36,864 $ 49,074 
Pole Replacements 	 $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 26,693 $ 97,554 
Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 	- 
REMS 	 $ 	- 	$ 	- 	$ 1,235 $ 	7,556  

TOTAL $ 97,334 $ 163,459 $ 102,246 $ 283,440 

Total North Dakota Jurisdiction 

Program 	 2007 	.2111 	2222 	ato 
Mainline Cable Replacements 	$ 165,691 $ 692,876 $ 120,616 $ 370,862 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 12,498 $ 263,794 $ 134,663 $ 551,860 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 29,685 $ 	- 	$ 73,393 $ 	86,094 
Pole Replacements 	 $ 4,814 $ 77,693 $ 37,048 $ 194,222 
Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 107,205 $ 	852 $ 5,656 $ 
REMS 	 $ 	- 	$ 	5,031 $ 4,936 $ 30,920  

TOTAL $ 319,893 $ 1,040,246 $ 376,312 $ 1,233,957 

The test year budget for these same programs in 2011, listed in prioritized order 
(highest to lowest), is as follows: 

2 
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North Dakota Reliability Programs Test Year Budget 

Program 	 2011B 
Pole Inspections 	 $ 	72,654 
Pole Replacements 	 $ 238,000 
Feeder Improvement Program (FPIP) $ 	54,000 
Tap Improvement Program (TPIP) 	$ 	9,000 
Install Remote Fault Indicators 	$ 	63,000 
Tap Cable Replacements 	 $ 107,000 
Mainline Cable Replacements 	$ 504,784 * 
REMS 	 $ 	6,000 

TOTAL $ 1,054,438 

*Note Mainline Cable Program Budgeted at NSPM Company Level. Funding is then allocated to each 

jurisdiction based on need and number of cables meeting replacement criteria. $504,784 value listed 

for ND Mainline Cable Replacements based on 4-year historical percentage spend in ND for this program 

which is 13.9% of total NSPM Mainline Cable Repa'cement expenditures. 

Please note that the test year budget cannot be supplied by major geographic sub-
region, because capital programs for North Dakota are budgeted at the overall state 
level, and actual expenditures are then allocated to the three main geographic sub-
regions based on need. 

When prioritizing funding for Reliability activities, the basis for each program's 
position on the above prioritized listing includes, but is not necessarily limited to, the 
following criteria: 

• Public and employee safety; 
• Ability to keep equipment reliably in-service; 
• Number of customers impacted; 
• Amount of load (MVA) at risk; 
• Historical outages caused by equipment; 
• Speed of service restoration. 

Preparer: 	Joel H. Limoges 
Title: 	Mgr. Elec. Area Engineering 
Department: MN Area Engineering 
Telephone: 	651-299-2316 
Date: 	July 8, 2011 

3 
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] Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

[S] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-53 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  

Reference: Life Extension of the Monticello and Prairie Island Nuclear Power Plants 

Please provide the amount spent to obtain a new operating license and the accounting 
for those costs in the test year and the step in adjustment in 2012? 

Response:  

The amount to obtain a new operating license for the Monticello Power Plant is 
$32,257,984.19 and it is being amortized over 19.8 years as of the beginning of 2011. 
The amount for the Prairie Island Power Plant is $46,362,759.60 with $27,742,337.65 
of it being placed in-service in 2011 and this amount will be amortized over 23.3 years 
as of the beginning of 2011. 

Regarding the 2012 step in adjustment, the life extension operating license is not part 
of the 2012 step increase request of $4.2 million. 

Witness: 	John M. Felling 
Preparer: 	Jake W. Miller 
Tide: 	Senior Accounting/Financial Analyst 
Department: 	Capital Asset Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-1959 
Date: 	May 23, 2011 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-94 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  

Reference: Asset Retirement Obligations (ARO) 

Are any ARO's or Nuclear Decommissioning funds overfunded as of December 31, 
2010? If so please provide the following: 

a) The name of the Plant that is overfunded. 
b) The amount of the overfunding. 
c) Will the company return to the rate payer the over funded ARO's and 

Decommissioning funds? If not why not and if so how and when will that be 
done? 

Response: 

a-c) At this time, the Nuclear Decommissioning Trust Fund is not overfunded for 
any of the three nuclear units. 

Previously, when the Monticello nuclear plant received approval for license 
extension, we conducted a full decommissioning review and concluded that the 
decommissioning trust fund was overfunded for the foreseeable future, and 
that amounts paid into escrow were appropriately eligible for refund. 

As we near the triggering event of Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC") 
approval, in regard to the Prairie Island escrow and the possibility for amounts 
in escrow to be refunded, we are evaluating key component assumptions. Our 
stress test of Monticello focused primarily on the risk of a depletion of the 
decommissioning fund from the potential of a disruptive market loss. Based 
on today's circumstances, we are now evaluating how certain other key 
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components, such as the potential of a lower real growth rate and a lengthened 
period for full removal from the site, may impact the fund. We are in the very 
early stages of preparing this additional information; thus it would be premature 
to draw conclusions regarding a potential refund at this time. We are 
continuing to refine our analysis in preparation for our full triennial nuclear 
decommissioning review, which will be filed with the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission ("MPUC") and the North Dakota Public Service Commission 
("NDPSC") in October of 2011. 

All Asset Retirement Obligations recorded for Northern States Power 
Company-Minnesota are income-statement and balance-sheet neutral and do 
not require funding. By their nature, they cannot be overfunded or 
underfunded. The remaining lives of production plant are evaluated and filed 
annually with the MPUC and the NDPSC to avoid over funding or 
underfunding. 

Preparer: 	Brandon Kirschner 
Title: 	Senior Accounting Analyst 
Department: 	Capital Asset Accounting 

Telephone: 	612-215-5361 
Date: 	May 20, 2011 

2 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
El Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-280 
Date Received: 	May 27, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: Depreciation 
Reference company response to Data Request AS-2-RR-92 a-c. The company 
indicates that they are near the triggering event for NRC approval regarding the 
Prairie Island escrow and the possibility for amounts in escrow to be refunded and are 
evaluating key component assumptions. The company states they are in the very early 
stages of the evaluation. 

a. Would the company agree that based on the overfunding of the 
Monticello Decommissioning Trust fund that it is likely that Prairie 
Island will also be overfunded even though the amount is now as yet 
known? 

b. Assuming that the Prairie Island Nuclear Plant license extension is 
approved by all the regulatory bodies in 2011, when will the 
company know what the amount of any potential over funding will 
be? 

c. If the potential refund is known in 2011, prior to implementation of 
new rates, how will the company return the refund to the ratepayer? 

Response:  

A — C. 

We cannot at this time speculate as to whether the Prairie Island Decommissioning 
Trust Fund (also referred to as "escrow fund") will be overfunded. However, the 
NRC license approval does not in and of itself mean that the escrow fund will be over 
funded 
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In order to make that determination, it will first be necessary to submit a triennial 
review of nuclear decommissioning, the primary objective of which is to arrive at a 
reasonable estimate of the cost to decontaminate and remove nuclear facilities at the 
end of the operating lives of nuclear plants including the operation of the dry cask 
storage, and to attempt to calculate the proper amount of expense to accrue annually 
to accumulate a fund sufficient to pay the decommissioning costs when incurred. 
The triennial filing was required by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
("MPUC"). Since 1979, the MPUC has examined the costs of decommissioning the 
Company's three nuclear power plants and established decommissioning cost recovery 
procedures, from which the triennial plan filing requirements resulted. 

The next triennial filing is due to the MPUC in October 2011 with likely resolution in 
2012. If it is determined that the escrow fund for Prairie Island is over funded and 
the refund is approved, then the next step will be to propose a refund process for 
each jurisdiction. Until the MPUC makes its decision whether there will be any 
refund, assuming an overfunded status is determined to exist, it is too early to know 
how any potential refund to ratepayers will be provided. 

Preparer: 	Lisa H. Perkett 
Title: 	Director 
Department: 	Capital Asset Accounting 
Telephone: 	(612) 330-6950 
Date: 	June 14, 2011 
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UNITED STATES 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20549 

FORM 10-K 
(Mark One) 

IK1 	ANNUAL REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2010 

or 
❑ 	TRANSITION REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

Commission File Number: 1-3034 

Xcel Energy Inc. 
(Exact name of registrant as specified in its charter) 

Minnesota 	 41-0448030 
(State or other jurisdiction of incorporation or organization) 	 (I.R.S. Employer Identification No.) 

414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 

(Address of principal executive offices) 
Registrant's telephone number, including area code: 612-330-5500 

Securities registered pursuant to Section 12(b) of the Act: 
Title of each class 	Name of each exchange on which registered  

Common Stock, $2.50 par value per share 	 New York 
Rights to Purchase Common Stock, $2.50 par value per share 	 New York 
Cumulative Preferred Stock, $100 par value: 
Preferred Stock $3.60 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.08 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.10 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.11 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.16 Cumulative 	 New York 
Preferred Stock $4.56 Cumulative 	 New York 
$7.60 Junior Subordinated Notes, Series due 2068 	 New York 
Securities registered pursuant to section 12(g) of the Act: None 

Indicate by check mark if the registrant is a well-known seasoned issuer, as defined in Rule 405 of the Securities Act. 0 Yes ❑ No 
Indicate by check mark if the registrant is not required to file reports pursuant to Section 13 or Section 15(d) of the Act. ❑ Yes 0 No 
Indicate by check mark whether the registrant (1) has filed all reports required to be filed by Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act 

of 1934 during the preceding 12 months (or for such shorter period that the registrant was required to file such reports), and (2) has been subject to 
such filing requirements for the past 90 days. 1:71 Yes ❑ No 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant has submitted electronically and posted on its corporate Website, if any, every Interactive Data 
File required to be submitted and posted pursuant to Rule 405 and Regulation S-T (§232.405 of this chapter) during the preceding 12 months (or for 
such shorter period that the registrant was required to submit and post such files). Yes ❑ No 

Indicate by check mark if disclosure of delinquent filers pursuant to Item 405 of Regulations S-K (§229.405 of this chapter) is not contained 
herein, and will not be contained, to the best of the registrant's knowledge, in definitive proxy or information statements incorporated by reference in 
Part III of this Form 10-K or any amendment to this Form 10-K. ❑ 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a large accelerated filer, an accelerated filer, a non-accelerated filer, or a smaller reporting 
company. See the definitions of "large accelerated filer," "accelerated filer" and "smaller reporting company" in Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act. 
C3 Large accelerated filer ❑ Accelerated filer ❑ Non-accelerated filer (Do not check if a smaller reporting company) ❑ Smaller Reporting 
Company 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a shell company (as defined in Rule 12b-2 of the Act). ❑ Yes 0 No 
As of June 30, 2010, the aggregate market value of the voting common stock held by non-affiliates of the Registrants was $9,472,921,126 and 

there were 459,627,420 shares of common stock outstanding. 
As of Feb. 17, 2011, there were 482,686,603 shares of common stock outstanding, $2.50 par value. 

DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 
The Registrant's Definitive Proxy Statement for its 2011 Annual Meeting of Shareholders is incorporated by reference into Part III of this 

Form 10-K. 
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Consistent with cost-recovery in utility customer rates, NSP-Minnesota previously recorded annual decommissioning accruals based 
on periodic site-specific cost studies and a presumed level of dedicated funding. Cost studies quantify decommissioning costs in 
current dollars. The most recent study, which resulted in an authorization of no funding, presumes that costs will escalate in the future 
at a rate of 2.89 percent per year. The total estimated decommissioning costs that will ultimately be paid, net of income earned by the 
external decommissioning trust fund, is currently being accrued using an annuity approach over the approved plant-recovery period. 
This annuity approach uses an assumed rate of return on funding, which is currently 6.30 percent, net of tax, for external funding. The 
net unrealized loss on nuclear decommissioning investments is deferred as a regulatory liability based on the assumed offsetting 
against decommissioning costs in current ratemaking treatment. 

The external funds are held in trust and in escrow. The portion in escrow is subject to refund if approved by the various commissions. 
The MPUC authorized the return of $23.5 million of funds associated with the Monticello plant for the Minnesota retail jurisdictions. 
This amount was withdrawn in December 2009 and was refunded on customers' bills in February 2010. An amount of approximately 
$5.9 million was also withdrawn from the Monticello plant portion of the escrow fund in March of 2010 in preparation for a refund to 
Wisconsin and Michigan retail customers. The funds have not yet been refunded as of Dec. 31, 2010, and the timing of the refunds 
will be determined in future rate cases in each jurisdiction. 

At Dec. 31, 2010, NSP-Minnesota recorded and recovered in rates cumulative decommissioning expense of $1.4 billion. The 
following table summarizes the funded status of NSP-Minnesota's decommissioning obligation based on approved regulatory 
recovery parameters from the most recently approved decommissioning study. Xcel Energy believes future decommissioning cost 
expense, if necessary, will continue to be recovered in customer rates. These amounts arc not those recorded in the financial 
statements for the ARO. 

(Thousands of Dollars) 
	

2010 	 2009 

Estimated decommissioning cost obligation (2008 dollars) 	2,308,196 	2,308,196 
Effect of escalating costs (to 2010 and 2009 dollars, respectively, 

at 2.89 percent per year) 	 135,342 	66,707  
Estimated decommissioning cost obligation (in current dollars)  	2,443,538 	2,374,903 
Effect of escalating costs to payment date (2.89 percent per year) 	 2,672,825 	2,741,460  
Estimated future decommissioning costs (undiscounted) 	5,116,363 	5,116,363 
Effect of discounting obligation (using risk-free interest rate) 	 (3,856,516) 	(3,973,493)  
Discounted decommissioning cost obligation 	1,259,847 	1,142,870 
Assets held in external decommissioning trust 	 1,350,630 	1,248,739  
Excess assets in external trust compared to discounted 

decommissioning obligation 	 $ 	(90,783) 	$ 	(105,869)  

Decommissioning expenses recognized include the following components: 

(Thousands of Dollars) 
	

2010 	 2009 	 2008 

Annual decommissioning cost expense reported 
as depreciation expense: 

Externally funded   $ 	934 $ 	2,849 $ 	43,239 
Internally funded (including interest costs) 	 (777) 	 (819)  

Net decommissioning expense recorded 	  $ 	157 ,$ 	1,965  $ 	42,420  

Reductions to expense for internally-funded portions in 2010, 2009 and 2008 arc a direct result of the 2008 decommissioning study 
jurisdictional allocation and 100 percent external funding approval, effectively unwinding the remaining internal fund over the 
remaining operating life of the unit. The 2008 nuclear decommissioning filing approved in 2009 has been used for the regulatory 
presentation. The change in estimated decommissioning obligations was calculated using a cost estimate for Monticello assuming a 
60-year operating life. 

Nuclear Decommissioning Fund — The NRC requires NSP-Minnesota to maintain a portfolio of investments to fund the costs of 
decommissioning its nuclear generating plants. Together with all accumulated earnings or losses, the assets of the nuclear 
decommissioning fund are legally restricted for the purpose of decommissioning the Monticello and Prairie Island nuclear generating 
plants. The fund contains cash equivalents, debt securities, equity securities, and other funds - all classified as available-for-sale 
securities under the applicable accounting guidance. NSP-Minnesota plans to reinvest matured securities until decommissioning 
begins. 

145 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-47) 
Page 1 of 65 

BEFORE THE NORTH DAKOTA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 

For Authority to increase Rates for 
Electric Service in North Dakota 

Case Nos. PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 

WORKPAPERS SUPPORTING THE REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
CALCULATIONS INCLUDED 

IN THE DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF 

MICHAEL J. MCGARRY, SR. 



Xcei Energy 
Annual Revenue Requirement 
Mercury Removal 
2011 Test Year North Dakota Electric Rate Case Interim 
(000's) 

Rate Analysis 	 Total Company 	ND Jurisdiction  

Plant investment 	 (5,691) 	(331) 
Depreciation Reserve 	 (400) 	(23) 
CWIP 	 - 	 - 
Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	 (946) 	(55)  

	

(4.345) 	(253) 1  

Average Rate Base 
	

(4,345) 	(253) 

Debt Return 	 (123) 	 (7) 
Equity Return 	 (267) 	 (15) 
Current income Tax Requirement 	 (180) 	(10) 

Book Depredation 	 (249) 	(14) 
Annual Deferred Tax 	 10 	 1 
ETC Flow Thru 	 - 
Tax Depreciation & Removal Expense 	 (217) 	(13) 
AFUDC Expenditure 	 - 	 - 
Avoided Tax Interest 	 - 	 - 
O&M Production Expense 	 (4,493) 	(261)  

/Total Revenue Requirements 	 (5,292) 	(306)  

Case No.PU-10- 
Page 1 of 1 

Weighted 
Capital Structure 	Rate 	AO) 	Coet 

Long Term Debt 	6.0700% 46.3000% 	2.8100% 
Short. Term Debt 	2.0600% 	1.1400% 	0.0200% 
Preferred Stock 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 
Common Equity 	11.2500% 52.5600% 	5.9100%  
Required Rate of Return 	 8.7400% 

Tax Rate (ND) 	39.2300% 
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Northern States Power, a Minnesota corporation 
2011 Test•Year Budget 
Mercury Interim Rate Adjustment 

Case No. PU-10• 

Demand Prod ND Jur % 
Demand MN Co % (1) 
Demand After Interchange % 

CWIP 

6.8107% 
83.8756% 
4.8738% 

1 1 1 

331 I 328 	 333 j - 

23 I 16 	 301 

65 I 55 	 55 f 

oil L 	 

Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Plant 

Total Company 
BOY 	 EOY 

11.199.61 	 0.00 

11 

Total Company after IA 
BOY 	 EOY 

9,393.74 	 0,00 

ND Jurisdiction 	 '(1) Adjustment Included in Interchange Calculation 
BOY 	 EOY 

545.84 	 0.00 

Total Company 
BOY 	 EOY 

1,134,292.81 	1,121,981.19 

1,134 	 1,122  

Total Company atter IA 
BOY 	 EOY 
951,39413 	941,051.88 

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 

55,282.69 	54,881.69 

5.180.50 

Book Depreciation 
Total Company 

Annual 
296,822.99 

297 I 

Total Company 
Annual 

(12,331.42) 

12 

Total Company 
Annual 

258,290.89 

258 1 

Total Company after IA 
Annual 

248,794.31 

249 I 

Total Company after IA 
Annual 

(10,343.05) 

Total Company after IA 
Annual 

216,643.03 

217 1 

NO Jurisdiction 
Annual 

14,456.69 

14I 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

(801.00) 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

12,588.48 

13 I 

12/1712010 smc 41974 SAGerwiral-OfIless.C.0.011RATE1Revenue Anstysts1Artnusl%119‘41Yr14NND eft Rots Cas*Vnterim%lortury Rainbowsids(2011 Summary I 

9 
Excluded for ND Ratemaking 

Total Company 
BOY 	 EOY 

8131185 01 	6,839,022.03 

6,732 	 6,839 I 

Total Company after IA 
BOY 	 EOY 

5,646,325.07 	5,738,270.76 

NO Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 
328,091.01 	333,317.49 Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Reserve 
Total Company 

BOY 	 EOY 
328,801.34 	825,224.33 

Total Company after IA 
BOY 	 EOY 
275,818.34 	524,410.66 

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 

18,015.24 	30,471.93 Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Accumulated Deterred 

Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 951 	 941 1 

Production 

COSS AO (0001) 

.}.• 	Annual Deterred 

4, 
•9 	Production 

COSS Adj (0001) 

Tax Depreciation 

Production 

COSS Adj (000'S) 

5,646 	 5,736  

329 	 625,]  276 	 524 I 



Northern States Power, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10- 
2011 Test-Year Budget 
Mercury Interim Rate Adjustment 

Demand Prod ND Jur % 
	

5.8107% 
Demand MN CO % ( 1 ) 

	
83.8756% 

Demand After Interchange % 
	

4.8738% 

AFUDC 
Total Company 
	

Total Company after IA 
	

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 
	

Annual 
	

Annual 

Production 
	

37.41 
	

31.38 
	

1.82 

COSS Ad) (000's) 
	

Excluded for ND Ratemaking 

Avoided Tax 

Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

O&M Production Expense 

Production 

Total Company 
Annual 

12.88 

Total Company 
Annual 
5,358,488.29 

Total Company after IA 
Annual 

10.80 

Total Company after IA 
Annual 
4,492,785.02 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

0.63 

NO Jurisdiction 
Annual 

281,082.28 

COSS Ad) (000's) 5,356 I 4,493 261  

1:1 m 0 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
1,:<1  Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-22 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Plant Investment 
Reference Company witness Benson Exhibit IRB-1, schedule 4 page 1 of 3. 

The expected in-service date of the Pleasant Valley — Byron project has changed from 
2011 to 2012. Has this project been excluded from ratebase in 2011? If not why not? 

Response:  
No, this project was not excluded from rate base in the 2011 test year. Including the 
project in the test year rate base was an oversight and the Company proposes to 
remove the project in its Rebuttal Testimony. 

Excluding the Pleasant Valley — Byron project from the test year reduces test year 
revenue requirements by $28,000. Please sec Attachment A to this response for the 
revenue requirement calculation of excluding the project from the test year. 

Witness: 	John M. Felling 
Preparer: 	John M. Felling 
Title: 	Consultant 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-6539 
Date: 	May 26, 2011 

Sal 	Nch. 	I 



Weighted 

Capital Striicturq 	Rate 	Ratio 	Cost  

Long Term Debt 	6.0700% 46.3000% 	2.8100% 

Short Term Debt 	2.0600% 	1.1400% 	0.0200% 

Preferred Stock 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 

Common Equity 	11.2500% 52.5600% 	5.9100% 

Required Rate of Return 	 8.7400% 

Tax Rate (ND) 	39.2300% 

Case No. PU-10-657 & 11-55 

Data Request No. AS-2-RR-22 

Attachment A 

Page 1 of 1 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 

Annual Revenue Requirement 

Remove Transmission - Pleasant Valley-Byron 

2011 Test Year North Dakota Electric Rate Case 

(000's) 

Rate Analysis 	 Total Company ND Jurisdiction 

Plant Investment 	 (4,004) 	(195) 

Depreciation Reserve 	 (17) 	 (1) 

CW1P 	 - 

Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	 (1,616) 	 (79) 

	

(2,372) 	(116) 

Average Rate Base 
	

(2,372) 	(116) 

Debt Return 	 (67) 	 (3) 
Equity Return 	 (140) 	 (7) 

Current Income Tax Requirement 	 2,901 	 141 

Book Depreciation 
	

(33) 	 (2) 

Annual Deferred Tax 
	

(3,231) 	(157) 

ITC Flow Thru 

Tax Depreciation & Removal Expense 
	

(7,969) 	(388) 

AFUDC Expenditure 

Avoided Tax Interest 
	

(71) 
	

(3) 
Property Taxes 

I total Nevenue Kequirements 	 (570) 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
El Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-13 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  

Reference: Plant Investment 

Please provide a breakdown of all properties sold or transferred from the company 
books in 2011. For each transaction provide the following: 

a) Date property was sold or transferred 
b) the Sales price 
c) the book value at the time of sale 
d) the gain/loss recorded on the company books 
e) whether the property sold was included in a rate case filing 
f) whether the sale or transfer was made to an affiliated company. If sold to an 

affiliate please provide the fair market value at the time of sale or transfer 
and provide the workpapers in support of the calculation of the fair market 
value. 

Response; 

In 2011, there was one transaction involving a property that was sold or transferred 
from the Company books, the sale of the Lakefield Junction-Fox Lake transmission 
line. Details of the transaction are as follows: 

a) Sold on January 7, 2011 
b) Sales Price: $17,308,946.93 
c) Net Book Value: $17,308,946.93 
d) No gain or loss recognized 
e) Fox Lake was included in the rate case filing as the sale was not final at the 

time we filed the case. Please see AS-2-RR-013 Attachment A for the 
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revenue requirement impact of removing the data that was in the test year 
which is slightly different at the time of the sale. This will reduce revenue 
requirements by approximately $122,000. 

f) The sale was not made to an affiliate. 

Witness: 	John belling 

Preparer: 	Amber Zobeck / John Stinson/Shari Cardillo 
Tide: 	Accounting Analyst/Senior Accounting Analyst/Principal Rate 

Department: Capital Asset Accounting/Capital Asset Accounting/Revenue 
Requirements 

Telephone: 	612-330-5758 / 806-378-2476 / 612-330-1974 
Date: 	May 19, 2011 

2 
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Weighted 
Capital Structure 	BO_ptio 	Cost  

Long Term Debt 	 6.0700% 46.3000% 2.8100% 
Short Term Debt 	 2.0600% 1.1400% 0.0200% 
Preferred Stock 	 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 
Common Equity 	 11.2500% 52.5600% 5.9100% 
Required Rate of Return 	 87740 ir 

Tax Rate (ND) 

• 	  

39.2300% 

Case No PU-10-657 and 11-55 

Data Request AS-2-RR-013 
Attachment A - Page 1 of 1 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
Lakefield Junction - Fox Lake 161 kV Transmission Line 

(5) 	 (5) 

Rate Analysis 	 Total Company ND Jurisdiction  

Average Rate Base 
Plus Plant Investment 	 19,646,089 	957,503 
Less Depreciation Reserve 	 2,627,505 	128,058  
Net Plant 	 17,018,584 	829,445 
Plus CWIP  
Less Accumulated Deferred Taxes 	2,474,827 	120,617  

	

14,543.757 	708,828 

Average 2011 Rate Base 
	

14,543,757 	708,828 

Revenue Requirements 	 2011 

Debt Return 	 411,600 	20,100 	Demand ND Jur % 
	

5.8107% 
Equity Return 	 859.500 	41,900 	IA Demand MN Co % 

	
83.8756% 

Current Income Tax Requirement 	 333,900 	16,300 	Composite ND Jur Allocati • MAW 

Book Depreciation 	 476,078 	23,203 
Annual Deferred Tax 	 230,401 	11,229 
ITC Flow Thru 
Tax Depreciation 8 Removal Expense 	1,048,725 	51,112 
AFUDC Expenditure 	 - 
Book Depreciation Cleared to Operatinc 
Avoided Tax Interest 	 - 
Property Tax 	 195,126 	 9,510 

en o ev 	errUnr-"Irrrie qt=emer=7garlffe- 1,  

Ca) X CI 
0 

CD a: 
o f Z  

C 

4*. 9 
-4 CD 

go 



Xcel Energy° 414 Nicollet Mail 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 

Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-47) 
Page 10 of 65 

April 10, 2009 

—VIA ELECTRONIC FILING— 

Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 Th  Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

RE: IN THE MATTER OF THE PETMON OF NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, A 
MINNESOTA CORPORATION, REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY OF Tr IE 
WIND2BATTERY PROJECT FOR RECOVERY UNDER THE RENEWABLE ENERGY 
STANDARD RIDER AND APPROVAL AS AN AFFILIATED INVEREST ARRANGEMENT 
DOCKET No. E002/M-09- 	/E002/A1-09- 

Dear Dr. Haar: 

Attached for filing, please find Northern States Power Company's, a Minnesota 
corporation ("Xcel Energy" or the "Company"), petition for approval of our 
\Vind2Battery project as eligible for recovery in our Renewable Energy Standard 
("RES") Rider and as an affiliated interest arrangement. 

The Wind2Battety project is a 1 MW sodium sulfur battery storage facility that is 
operating in conjunction with the 11 MW Minwind wind project in Luveme, 
Minnesota. By storing energy for Minwind, we arc able to manage some of the 
variable production associated with wind power from this project to the benefit of our 
customers. In addition, the Wind2Battety project will give us valuable experience and 
information that will allow us to assess and improve the viability of scaling up battery 
storage on our system as more and more wind power is added to meet the renewable 
policies in the states we serve. 

While the battery itself is proven technology, the application of the battery as support 
for wind energy has not been tested on a large scale. The integration equipment and 

SfafF Adj. - t 
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Xcel Energy 
	 Schedule 3 

Renewable Energy Standard Rider 	 Page 1 of 1 
Revenue Requirement - 5 Year Summary 

	

2009 	2010 	2011 	 2013 

Wind To Battery 
Rate Base  

Plus CWII' Ending Balance 	 4,572,979 (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000) 
Plus Plant In-Service 	 (537,554) 4,785,157 	4,785,157 	4.785,157 	4,785,157 
Less Book Depreciation Reserve 	 0 	12,184 	364,239 	716,295 	1,068,350 
Len Accum Deferred Taxes 	 (39,548) 	246,447 	761,351 	1,015,572 	1,112,318 

End Of Month Rate Base 	 4,074,973 	3,526,526 	2,659,566 	2,053,290 	1,604,488 
Average Rate Base (AOM/EONS) 	 1,850,058 	3,901,501 	3,093,052 	2,356,428 	1,828,889 

Lab:Iition_ofAcium 
Plus Debt Return 
	

62,162 	131,090 	103,927 	79,176 	61,451 
Plus Equity Return 
	

100,828 	212,632 	168,571 	128,425 	99,674 
Total Return 
	

162,990 	343,722 	272,498 	207,601 	161,125 

Income Staternentitems 
Plus Operating Expense 	 51,390 	52,356 	53,340 	54,343 	55,365 

Pius Accrued Costs / Benefits 	 0 	0 	 0 	0 	0 
Plus Avoided Property Taxes 	 0 	0 	 0 	0 	0 
Plus Property Taxes 
Plus Book Depreciation 
Plus Deferred Taxes 
Plus Gross Up for Income Tax 
Less AFUDC 
Less AFUDC Gross Up for Income Tax 

Less Wind Production Tax Credit 
Less Wmd PTC Gross up for Income Tax (Fed only) 

Total Income Statement Expense 

	

0 	(6,080) 	54,120 	54,120 	54,120 

	

0 	12,184 	352,055 	352,055 	352,055 

	

(30,468) 	285,994 	514,904 	254,221 	96,746 

	

152,791 	(142,270) 	(400,441) 	(162,102) 	(21,298) 

	

188,936 	0 	 0 	0 	0 

	

133,315 	0 	 0 	0 	0 

	

0 	0 	 0 	0 	0 

	

0 	0 	0 	0 	0 

	

(148,538) 	202,185 	573,979 	552,638 	536,988 

Total Revenue Requirements 
MNIurisclictional Revenue Requirement 

	

14,452 	545,907 	846,477 	760,240 	698,113 

	

0 	399,904 	620,087 	556,913 	511,403  

sktkf 	- 2_ 
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Xcel Energy 
Electric Demand & Energy Allocations 
D-10 & E-10 Allocator 
2011 Budget 

	

2011 Bud 	Juris 
Demand 	(1) 	 Retail 	Split  
D10-12 CP 	MN 	62,587,113 	88.4924% 
after TLM 	ND 	4,109,688 	5.8107% 
Includes Contrac SD 	3,945,062 	5.5779% 

Wholesale 	84,164 	0.1190%  

	

70 , 726 , 027 	100.0000% 

Total 	70,726,027 

Demand 	 2011 Bud 	Juris 

W/o Contract Services 	Retail 	Split  

MN 	62,587,113 	88.4924% 
ND 	4,109,688 	5.6107% 
SD 	3,945,062 	5.5779% 
Wholesale 	84,164 	0.1190% 

Total 	70,726,027 	100.0000%  

	

2011 Bud 	Juris 
Energy 	(2) 	 Retail 	Split  
El 0-Sales 	MN 	32,597,728 	87.9087% 

ND 	2,322,121 	6.2622% 
SD 	 2,119,188 	5.7150% 
WHSL 	42,302 	0.1141% 

37,081,339 100.0000% 

Demand 

Allocator 

MN 88.4924% 
ND 	5.8107% 
SD 	5.5779% 
WHI  0.1190% 

100.0000% 

Energy 

Allocator 

MN 87.9087% 
ND 6.2622% 
SD 5.7150% 
WHI 0.1141% 

100.0000% 

Total 	37,081,339 

Source 

1) Load Research - F. Brown 
2) Rate Design - L. Pavlovic 

SAGeneral-Offices-G0-011RATE1Revenue AnalysisAnnual111BudYr1-31,Allocators1Demand12011 Bud D-
10.xls1Demand-Energy 
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(134) 	(170)1 I 
	

(7) 	 (8)1 

Northern States Power, a Minnesota corporation 
2011 Test-Year Budget 
Wind to Battery ITC 

Demand Prod ND Jur % 5.8107% 
Demand MN Co % 	83.8756% 

4.8738% 
CWIP 

Total Company 
	

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 
	

BOY 	 EOY 
Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Plant 
Total Company 
	

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 
	

BOY 	 EOY 
Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Reserve 
Total Company 
	

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 
	

BOY 	 EOY 
Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Accumulated Deferred 

Production 

IN 	COSS Adj (000's) 
.X.  

SI. 
L—.. 

Total Company 
BOY 	 EOY 

(133,781.62) 	(169,993.37) 

ND Jurisdiction 
BOY 	 EOY 
(6,520.19) 	(8,285.07) 

11/1 8/2010 smc x1974 SAGenerat-0ffices-GO-01\RATE1Revenue Analysis‘Annuah11BudYr1-3NRIAPIant1NO RainbowskNSPMN Wind to Battery rainbow file 2010 - 2015.xls(Wind to Battery - ND] 



COSS Adj (000's) 

Annual Deferred 

Production 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

(6,836.61) 

Total Company 
Annual 
(140,273.75) 

	 1  

(140)1  

Total Company 
Annual 
(140,691.46) 

(7 )1 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

(6,856.96) 

Total Company 
Annual 

Total Company 
Annual 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 

Northern States Power, a Minnesota corporation 
2011 Test-Year Budget 
Wind to Battery ITC 

Demand Prod ND Jur % 5.8107% 
Demand MN Co % 	83.8756% 

4.8738% 
Book Depreciation 

Total Company 
	

ND Jurisdiction 
Annual 
	

Annual 
Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

Tax Depreciation 

Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

AFUDC 

Production 

COSS Adj (000's) 

4a• 
	Avoided Tax 

Production 

tt.r\ 	COSS Adj (000's) 

11119/2010 smc x1974 SAGeneral-Offices-G0-011RATSRevenue AnalysiMAnnuahl 1BudYr1-31RIAPlant1ND RatnbowsWSPMN Wind  to Battery rainbow file 2010 - 2015.xistWind to Battery - NO) 



Updated 9.2010 
12 11 ,  

Allocation 	Electric 	Gas 13 Month JOE 	JOE 

Cust Deposits 	12.791,182j) (2,075,795) (715,341) Customers (Utility 	**► 	 
74.3703%)25.629T% 100,00% 	 • 

(124,598) 	(4) 	(645,554) (69,813) 
5.0024% 0.0002% 90.2410% 9.7590% 

0 	 0 

Object 
FERC 	FERCOescription 	Acct Subsidiary _ AcctOescriptIon 	 Exclude include 	Method 

C235 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 371450 (1,820,026) (131 1 
87.6785% 

Electric 	Gas 

CK 	Amount _ Amount 

2 
Electric 	Electric 	Electric 	Wholesale 	Gas 	Gas 

CK 	MN 	NO SO 	 MN 	NO 

Electric 	Electric 	Electric 	Wholesale 	Gas 	Gas 

MN 	ND 	SD 
	

IAN 	ND CK 

Electric 	Gas 

Amount Amount CK 

C431 Other Intent Expose 862300 10,348 	 Customers (Utility Split) 
74.3703% 25.8297% 100.00% 

10,880 	768 
87.6785% 6.3189% 

730 	 0 	3,781 	409 
6.0024% 0.0002% 90.2410% 9.7590% 

0 	 0 

Cust Deposits 12,158 
	

4,190 

LA 

Northam States Power Company (A) 
Customer Deposits 

13 Month Average Juno 2009 thru June 2010 

12 Month July 2009 through June 2010 

JOE 	JDE 
	

Allocation 	Electric - Gas 
12 Month 

Object 	 Actual. 

FERC 	FERCOirscriPtIon 	Acct Subsidiary AcctDescription 	Total L  Exclude Include 	Method 

(1) JOE Object Account 371450 (FERC 235) 

(2) 2011 Budger Veer Master AMocators 

JAR 51Genwii.Offees -00-0MATEIRevonw 0.0,0islAn3ual11 I lkdvit.mitsoa exixwf es, w, cuu 00000 012011W0 2011 IN7CusJOER skIND 201. MT CuaDE• 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
[1  Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-231 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question:  Subject: Prepayments & Other Working Capital 

Reference Company witness Felling direct testimony, page 38, line 4-6. Please provide 
the actual 13 month balances for the period December 2009 through December 2010 
related to Prepayments, customer advances, deposits and any other components 
included in Other Working Capital. 

Response:  

Please see Attachment A for the actual 13-month balances for the period December 
2009 through December 2010 related to prepayments, customer advances, and 
customer deposits. 

Preparer: 	Shari CardiIle 
Title: 	Principal Rate Analyst 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-1974 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 



Case No PU-10-657 and 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-231 

Attachment A — Page 1 of 2 
File: AS-RR-231 Att A; Tab: AS-RR-231 Att A 

10 Cust Deposits FERC 235 All detail Year End 

Bus 	 Stant 	 AC20 AC20 AC21 
Unit 	 d 	 UM Ow- Util Ow- FERC 	 Beg Bat Jan Act 	Feb Act Mar Act 	Apr Act 	May Act Jun Act 

Company Desc 	 Cd Bus Unit Dose 	 Ob( Acct Acct Posting Acct Dese 	Rd Cd Rd 	Cd 	AC21 FERC Desc Act 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 
Northam States Power - MN 	10 Northern States Power - MN 	371450 	Cust Deposits-Peace Energy 	 23500 Customer Deposits 	12,280 611) 12 253.231) 12,205622) (2,224 274) 13,872,052) (4.021.364) (3,887.169) 

Sum: 	 (2.280611) 12.253,231) (2,206.622) (2,224.274) (3.872.562) (4 021.364) (3.887,169) 

' 13 m 0 
rQ • = 0 
cD 	 7r" 

Z 
0 0 

cr) -R. -0 
cri 	C 

.1& 
9 
o) 

go 

c!ri 



Case No PU-10-657 and 11-55 
Data Request AS-RR-231 

Attachment A — Page 2 of 2 
File: AS-RR-231 Att A: Tab: AS-RR-231 Att A 

Jul Act 	Aug Act Sep Act Oct Act 	Nov Act Doe Act 
LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 	LTD 
(3.820.383) (4.062,184) (4,194.641) (4.102.841) (4,340,804) (4.473.789) 
(31120.383) (4062,164) (4.194.641) (4,102.841) (4.340,604) (4,473,789) 

M 
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co 	o 

:rt  
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
(l Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
PI  Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Request= 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-331 
Date Received: June 24, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: Wages & Salaries 

Follow up to Data Request AS-RR-130: The Company stated that it will make a 
downward adjustment to reflect the 2.5% increase in base salary in 2011 (instead of 
the 3.0% estimate used) for bargaining employees based upon the new labor 
agreement. Please provide the workpapers for this adjustment and the impact the 
adjustment will have on the ND electric jurisdiction. 

Response:  
Please see Attachment A to this response for the workpapers showing the North 
Dakota electric jurisdiction first-year annual base pay savings of an estimated $38,311 
from a 2.5% bargaining base salary increase instead of a 3.0% bargaining base salary 
increase. 

Preparer: 	Todd M. Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 

Department: Payroll and Benefits Accounting 

Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	July 7, 2011 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

AP 	19 	Rate Base Impact Assuming 1/2 year in service 
20 	x Rate Base Revenue Requirement Factor (2) 

•r, 	21 
11  22 
t 23 
1... 	24 

r. (1) Average Allocation Factor is determined by taking ND O&M labor as a percent of total Company O&M Labor 

12011 Budget Base Pay 
	

$122,490,198 
	

6.06% 	 $7,425,250' 

!Estimated 2011 Actual Base Pay 
	

$121,895,585 
	

6.06% 	 $7,389,206 I 

!Estimated Total Revenue Requirement Adjustment 	 ($631,993) 	 6.06% 	1 	($38,311)1 

less: 2011 Budget Merit @ 3.0% 

Estimated Base Pay Before 2011 Budget Merit Increase 

2011 Actual % Merit Increase 

Estimated 2011 Actual Merit Increase 

Estimated total Income Statement Adjustment 

Estimated O&M % of Labor Cost 

Estimated Incremental Capital Merit Spend 

Estimated Total Rate Base Adjustment 

118,922,522 

(3,567,676) 

2,973,063 

(594,613) 

70.30% 

(251,209) 	 6.06% 	 (15,228) 

(125,605) 
14.88% 

(37,380) 

2.50% 

6.06% 

6.06% 

6.06% 

6.06% 

6.06% 

6.06% 

7,208,981 

(216,269) 

180,225 

(36,045) 

(7,614) 

(2,266) 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 /&11-55 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS-RR-331 

Attachment A - Page 1 of 2 

Xcel Energy and NSPM Company Labor allocated to NSPM Electric Utility 	Union Labor 

State of North 	Estimated 
Dakota Electric 	State of North 

Average Allocation 	Dakota 
Line No. Description 
	

NSPM 
	

Factor (1) 	Electric Jur. 



Cost of Capital 	 Weighted 
Rate 	Ratio 	,  Cost  

Long Term Debt 	 6.0700% 	46.3000% 	2.8100% 
Short Term Debt 	 2.0600% 	1.1400% 	0.0200% 
Preferred Stock 	 0.0000% 	0.0000% 	0.0000% 
Common Equity 	 11.2500% 	52.5600% 	5.9100% 
Required Rate of Return 8.7400% 

	

Tax Rate 	39.2300% 

	

Equity GrossUp 	3.8200% 
PreTax Return 2k-Paa5a  

Composite Book Life ($000s) 
Average Gross Plant 
	

$763,216 
Annual Book Depr 
	

$17,697 
,Average Composite Depr Rate 

	
g'2.3% 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 & 11-55 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS-RR-331 

Attachment A - Page 2 of 2 

Total Revenue Requirement Factor 14.88%1 

Pta ►  • C- - 3 
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PRODUCTION 	TRANSMISSION DISTRIBUTION TOTAL COMPANY 

NOTE A&G Total Company PTD 
	

123,671,467 	18,141,169 	63,458,148 	205.270,784 I 

Payrol Taxes 
	

Production 	Tranmisslon 	Distribution 	Total Company 

NOTE: Entry for Total Company PTO 
	

20,992,093 	1,713.438 	7,323,152 	30,028,683 

XM CJ 
o 

co 7C) 
x- 

c4  Z 
oo 
a) "R 
cr,  c_ c 

g 
4% (6), 

Northern States Power Co (MN) 
Mee O&M Bridge Report - NORTH DAKOTA 

BUDGET YEAR ENDED 12/31/2011 

Minnesota 	N. Dakota 	S. Dakota 	Wholesale Total Company  

Fuel & Purchased Energy 	1.151.713.079 	81,391,857 	74433,477 	1,484.088 	1,309,222.501 

Power Production Expense 	644,356,785 	42,844,022 	40,804,819 	862.017 	728,867,643 

Transmission Expense 	 173,901.901 	11.418.966 	10,961,477 	233.855 	196,516,199 

Distribution Expense 	 93,345,651 	6,292,509 	5,491,580 	133,071 	105,262,812 

Customer Accounting Expense 	52,768,058 	4,338,714 	4,264,900 	40,749 	61,412,422 

Cust Service & Info Expense 	85,371,333 	547,719 	1,275,077 	82,988 	87,277,118 

Sales Expense 	 151.202 	65.640 	51,546 	 33 	268,421 

Administrative & General 	 179,809,413 	13,321,419 	11,930,843 	209.109 	205,270,784 

Total Elec O&M 
	

2,381,417,422 	160.220,846 	149,413,720 	3,045.911 2,694,097,900 

Payroll Taxes 
	

26.495,709 	1,814,591 	1,696,130 	26,810 	30,033,241 

Total Elec O&M without COGS 
	

1,229,704,343 	78,828,990 	74,780,243 	1,561,823 1,384,875,399 

Xs of : 	12/9/2010 14:12 

JAR-S . 1General-Offices-G0-011RATE1Revenue Analysis1Annual111BudYr1-311S108.M120111ALS 2011 Electric Budget.xls12011 ND Elec Summary Bridge Rpt 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-47) 
Page 24 of 65 

❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Fq  Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-147 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Employee Health and Welfare Benefit Program 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 18, lines 5-6 

Please provide the total ND electric jurisdiction health care costs for 2006, 2007, 
2008, 2009, 2010, and the 2011 budget. Explain any significant variance from one 
year to the next. 

Response:  
2006 and 2007 were not included in our response  as per the Data Request modification notice 
received by the Company on May 20, 2011. 
The O&M costs for active health care from 2008 to 2010 and the 2011 test year for the 
NSPM North Dakota electric jurisdiction are shown below. In addition, a column has 
been added to show the 2011 budget test year amount updated to reflect the cost 
saving initiatives discussed in Data Request responses AS-2-RR-148 and AS-2-RR-149. 

2011 	2011 
2008 	2009 	2010 	Test Year Estimate as 

Actual 	Actual 	Actual 	Estimate • of 05/10/11 *  

$2,132,856 $2,732,624 $2,500,593 $2,516,761 	$2,339,010  

• The 2011 percent to North Dakota jurisdiction is net of the interchange Agreement. The 2008 to 2010 percents to the North 
Dakota jurisdiction do not factor in the Interchange Agreement. 

The primary reasons for the increase in 2009 active health care costs from 2008 was 
normal health care cost inflation, an unusually high amount of catastrophic claims 
and higher headcount. The decrease in 2010 active health care costs from 2009 -was 
primarily the result of cost savings initiatives that were implemented in 2010. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Todd Degrugillier 

Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 

Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 

"l'elephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	June 8, 2011 

s;-ac-c- 	- 
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Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Information Request No. 
Requcstor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-148 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Employee Health and Welfare Benefit Program 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 15, lines 20-24 

Was the 2011 budget test year adjusted to recognize the savings associated with the 
reductions in the High Deductible Heath Plan (HDHP) plan for non-bargaining and 
certain bargaining employees to be implemented in 2011? 

Response:  
The savings associated with the reductions in the HDHP plan were not reflected in 
the 2011 test year due to the timing of finalizing these plans and ongoing labor 
negotiations with our NSP unions. However, these HDHP design changes have since 
been implemented for 2011 for all non-bargaining and bargaining NSP employees. 
The impact to the 2011 test year for the ND electric jurisdiction resulting from this 
initiative is approximately a savings of $174,000. Offsetting this HDHP decrease is a 
cost increase of approximately $8,000 resulting from the NSPM bargaining dental cost 
share change of 60 percent employer and 40 percent employee to a cost share of 75 
percent employer and 25 percent employee. 

Please see Attachment A of this response for the derivation of these amounts. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Todd Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Taxes and Accounting 
Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 

S 	. 1 - 
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HDHP Savings 
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Case No: PU-10-657 11-55 
Data Request No. AS-2-RR-148 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 1 

(41,532) (81,717)  

HDHP changes: 10% HSA elimination on 
coinsurance after 	original contribution 

deductible with new out of 	amounts of 
pocket maximums 	$67041,340  

(1,183,234) 
64.7% 

(2,328,108) 
64.7% 

(766,129) 	(1,507,421) 
5.42% 	 5.42% 

Nonbarg 10% 
coinsurance, new out of 

pocket maximums 

(727,120) 
64.7% 

(470,801) 

(1,526,951) 
31.00% 

(473,355) 

(944,156) 
5.42% 

(51,183) 

Dental cost share change 
from 60140 to 75/25 

241,175 
64.7% 

156,158 
5.42% 

,.:.--a**-X444101 111101851'  

MN 
Total Cost Amount 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to NSPM electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

MN 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

XS 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

Total amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

Grand Total 

Dental Cost Increase 

MN 
Total Cost Amount 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

S kAC-C- 	• 1 .3 
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[X1  Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requcstor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-2-RR-149 
Date Received: 	April 28, 2011 

Question:  
Reference: Employee Health and Welfare Benefit Program 
Reference: Reed Direct, page 15, lines 24-27 

Was the 2011 budget test year adjusted to recognize the savings associated with the 
mandatory drug programs that will be added in 2011 that will reduce costs for 
prescription drug coverage. 

Response:  
The savings associated with the two mandatory drug programs were not reflected in 
the 2011 test year due to the timing of finalizing these program changes and ongoing 
labor negotiations with our NSP unions. However, these prescription drug plan 
design changes have since been implemented in 2011 for all non-bargaining and 
bargaining NSP employees. The impact to the 2011 test year for the ND electric 
jurisdiction resulting from this initiative is approximately a savings of $12,000. Please 
see Attachment A to this response for the derivation of this amount. 

Witness: 	Jill H. Reed 
Preparer: 	Todd Degrugillier 
Title: 	Manager, Employee Taxes and Accounting 
Department: Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	May 27, 2011 

sl-ctC-f Ac ki . - 



(120,776) 
64.7% 

(15,724) 
64.7% 

(15,299) 
64.7% 

(9,906) 	(10,181) (78,201) 
5.42% 	5.42% 5.42% 
1537) ,. 	 (552) (4,239) 

Member Pay the 	Selected 
Mandatory mail order 	Difference for 	prescription 

for pharmacy 	pharmacy 	drug elimination 

Member Pay the 
Difference & 

mandatory mail order 
for nonbargs 

(91,717) 
64.7% 

(59,386) 

(192,606) 
31.00% 

(59,708) 

(119,093) 
5.42% 

(6,456) 
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Pharmacy Savings 

MN 
Total Cost Amount 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

MN 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

XS 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

Total amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

Case No: PU-10-657 11-55 
Data Request No. AS-2-RR-149 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 1 

(11,784) 

.4-ctK 101.1 
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(15,724) 
64.7% 

(120,776) 
64.7% 

(15,299) 
64.7% 

5.42% 	5.42% 5.42% 
(4,239) (537) 	(552) 

Member Pay the 
Mandatory mail order Difference for 

for pharmacy 	pharmacy 

Selected 
prescription 

drug elimination  

(78,201) (9,906) 	(10,181) 

Member Pay the 
Difference & 

mandatory mail order 
for nonbargs 

(91,717) 
64.7% 

(59,386) 

(192,606) 
31.00% 

(59,708) 

(119,093) 
5.42% 

(6,456) 

Pharmacy Savings 

MN 
Total Cost Amount 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 

MN 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

XS 
Total Cost - Medical and Pharmacy 
Percent to NSPM electric O&M 
Amount to MN electric O&M 

Total amount to MN electric O&M 
Percent to North Dakota Jurisdiction 
Total NSPM Electric O&M for North Dakota Jurisdiction 
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Case No: PU-10-657 11-55 
Data Request No. AS-2-RR-149 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 1 

(11,784) 

Stctk- 	. 7 -4. 



Sum of Amount 

IA Alloc to Total After IA 
WS Co 	Allocation 	MN FERC ND 	SD 	Whls 
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Grand Total 
	

1,281,168 

(30,658) 	(27,032) (1,869) 	(1,730) 	(2 ■ 

,,iii
. -:•,. 	.,i,- ;,, ,,E'l 	,..r7,---, 	7,,,-, 	tp-",igivri  

232,715 	205,193 	14,188 	1 .3,:  ,1.74,,r,.4)4,7  20: 

1,-,73...,... 	. ' 	'' qrt , 4 , !. - 	. r.i 
,40)  

	

997,713 ,..613,L133 	64,050 	960 

Total  

(34,799) 
264,151 

FAS 106 Retiree Medical 

FAS 112 LTD 

(4,141) 
31,436 

149,613 
	

1,131,555 
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2011 Pension Adjustment 
	

Case No. PU-10-XXX 
Accounting Summary Report 

	 Page 1 of 1 

2011 Budget Adjustment to Pension & Benefits 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
(X) Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	1 3 U-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-328 
Date Received: June 24, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: Pensions 

Follow up to Data Request AS-2-RR-151: The Company's adjustment for pension and 
benefits of $68,833 !which includes qualified pension, non-qualified pension (less the 
SERP portion), postretirement benefits (FAS 106), PAS 112 long-term disability, and 
FAS 112 workers compensation] is based upon the difference between the original 
2011 budget and the 2011 test year amount from the 2011 Towers Watson estimated 
expenses. Please update this adjustment for the ND electric jurisdiction using the 
format in AS-2-RR-151 Attachment B based on the update to the actual 2011 actuarial 
costs from Towers Watson dated May 10, 2011. 

Response: 

Please see Attachment A to this response for the North Dakota electric jurisdiction 
benefit adjustment based on a comparison of the original 2011 budget and the update 
to the 2011 actuarial costs received from Towers Watson on May 10, 2011. 

Using the revised costs provided on May 10, 2011, the Company has calculated an 
adjustment from the original budget of -$12,005. In our filed case, we made an 
adjustment of $68,833 using the Towers Watson estimates from October 1, 2010. . 
We would therefore recommend a reduction in expense from our filed case of -
$80,838. 

Preparer: 	Todd M. Degrugillier 
Tide: 	Manager, Employee Tax and Accounting 
Department: 	Payroll and Benefits Accounting 
Telephone: 	612-330-6557 
Date: 	July 13, 2011 

staf-C 	a.2- 



FAS 106 Expense 	J FAS e7 Nonqualified Pension 

Q. 

Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10457 f PU•11•55 

Electric Utility • State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 
	

Data Request AS•R-328 
Attachment A • Page 1 of 1 

fApdatTCRisponii! to AS:d -Rtit151-8: 
FAS 67 Qualified Pension FM 112 LTD FAS 112 WC Total  

Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget 	increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 	Final 	Budget Increase 	Final 	Budget 	Increase 
5110111 	5113/2010 (decrease) 	5/10/11 	6/1312010 	(decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/1312010 (decrease) 	VICO 1 9113/2010 (decrease) 	5/10/11 	5/13/2010 (decrease) 

NSPM 	 11.150.000 10.127.000 	1,723.000 	10.526.000 11.633.000 	(1.107.000) 	441.000 	504,000 	(63,000) 	2.095.000 1.128.000 	967.000 	543.000 578,000 	(35.000) 	25.435.000 23.970.000 	1.485,000 ' 
WPM Nuclear 	 578,000 	1.125.000 	(247.000) 	(66.003) 	(94.000) 	21.000 	74.000 	118.000 	(44.000) 	 888.000 	1.149,000 	(263,000) 
XES 	 11,515,000 19,996,000 	(463,000) 	661.000 	793,000 	(112,000) 	4.113,003 	3,354,000 	759,000 	(74,000) 	57.000 	(131,000)  	 24235,000 24,202,000 	33,000  
Total Cost from Towers Watson 	 32.243,000 31,250,000 	093,000 	11,141,000 12,332,000 (1,191,000) 	4,621,000 	3,976,000 	652,000 	2.021,000 1,153,000 	836,000 	543,000 576.000 	(35.000) 	50,576,000  49.321,000 	1,255,000 

Level Entity 
Rnal 	Budget 	Increase 

5110111 	5/13/2010 	(decrease) 

Amount to NSPM O&M Electric 
	

051,563 
Remove SERP 
	

(871,116)  
Total NSPM O&M Electric Excluding SERP 

	
(223,4531 

Total Atter Inlerctumes Agreement 
	

(197,006)  
Total Adjustment to NSPM O&M Electric ND 

	
Updated Adjustment 	 112,005) ,  

PrOVIOUS1611pOnSti,A0fAS:i-liFt-1:5143 ."---  

I 	FM 57 Gualititd Pension 	I  I 	MS 106 Expense 	 I 1 	FAS 87 NonqualMid Pension 	I 1 	 FAS 112 LTD ( 	 FAS 112 WC 	 I I 	 Total 	 I 
EsUrnete 	Budget 	increase 	estimate 	Budge 	incites* 	traumataBudget 	Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	increase 

1 
 Estimate Budget Increase 	Estimate 	Budget 	Increase 

tagel Entity 	 1011110 	5113/2010 	(decrease) 	1011110 	5113/2010 	(decrease' 	10/1110 	511312010 	(decrease) 	10/1/10 	5/1312010 (decrease) 	10/1/10 5/13/2010 (decrease) 	1011/10 	5/1312010 (decrease) 

NSPM 	 12,394.000 10,127.000 	2.267,000 	' 11.561.000 11,633.000 	(72.000) 	504,000 	504,000 	• 	1.576.000 1.128.000 	450,000 	1,086,030 5711,000 	510.000 	27.125.000 23.970.000 	3.155.000 

NSPM Nuclear 	 977.000 	1.125,000 	(141,004 	(90.000 	(94.000) 	(4.000) 	122,000 	118,000 	4,000 	 1,001,000 	1,149,000 	(148,000 

XES 	 21.632.000 19,998,000 	1.834,000 	824,000 	793.000 	31.000 	3,512,003 	3.354.000 	158.000 	87,000 	57.000 	30.000 	 - 	• 	 • 	26.055.000 24202.000 	1253,000  

Total Coot teem Towels Watson 	 33o3,000 31,350,000 	3253,000 	12,207,000 12,352,000 	(05,000) 	4,100,000 	3,971,000 	112,000 	1.615,000 1,105,000 	410,000 	1,0311,000 570.000 	510,000 	54,1111,000 49,321,000 	4,1100.000  

Amount to NSPM O&M Electric 
Remove SERP 
Total NSPM O&M Electric Excluding SERP 
Total After Interchange Agreement 
Total Adjustment to NSPM 0401 Electric ND 

2,206,064 
(524527)  

1,211,167 
1,131,555 

Previous Adjustment 65 .133 

Change to Adjustment 	MAU)  

0.° 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
M Public Document 

Xccl Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-342 
Date Received: June 29, 2011 	 REVISED 

Question:  
Subject: 	Mercury Sorbent 

Please provide the total NSPM company and ND jurisdictional costs for mercury 
sorbent by power plant for 2009, 2010, and included in the 2011 test year budget. 

Response:  
Please see Attachment A to this response for the mercury sorbent cost detail for 
Northern States Power Company-Minnesota and the North Dakota jurisdiction, 
electric utility, by plant, by year, including the 2011 budget adjustment discussed in 
the Direct Testimony of Mr. John Felling. 

Variations in year-to-year comparison of mercury sorbent usage reflect the testing 
and evaluation of the activated carbon injection systems at Sherco Unit 3 and the 
King plant discussed in Ms. Pamela Graika's Direct Testimony. Standards 
established by state and federal regulators will require usage of greater amounts of 
mercury sorbent than used during the testing/evaluation period. 

REVISED:  

We reviewed our response to this data request upon receiving Data Request No. AS-
RR-355. As a result, we have modified Attachment A to this response and also 
included the modified version in our response to AS-RR-355. 

Preparer: 	Mary Dupre 
Title: 	Senior Rate Analyst 
Department: Revenue Requirements North 
Telephone: 	612-330-5862 
Date: 	July 8, 2011 	 REVISED: July 15, 2011 



	

NSPM company 	ND jurisdictional 

Sherco 	King 	Sherco 	King 

	

2009 	$0 	$0 	$0 	$0 

	

2010 	$753,483 	$0 	$35,154 	$0 

	

2011 $2,508,432 $3,744,000 	$122,255 	$182,474 

	

2011 adj 	-$895,946 	$0 	-$52,061 	$0 

2011 total $1,612,486 $3,744,000 	$70,194 	$182,474 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	 Case No. PU-10-657 & 11-55 

Electric Utility - State of North Dakota jurisdiction 
	 Data Request AS-RR-342 - REVISED 

Attachment A - REVISED 

Mercury Sorbent Costs 

4b 

Note: This revised attachment is also included as Attachment A to AS-RR-355 
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2011 
Incremental 

FERC Reg Bus Area Business  Unit Hierarchy 	IS/BS Rpt Desc 	FERC Description 	Cost Estimate Al locators 	MN 	ND 	SD 	WhlSl 	CK 

isommalwali 

593 	Utilities Group 	MN Utility President Distribution 	Dist Mtc of Overhead Lines 	625,000 

Total Incremental Estimate 	625,000  

587,500 	18,125 	19,375 

587,500 	18,125 	19,375 

94.00% 	2.90% 	3.10% 
Estimated split based upon poles in state to total Qwest poles. 
Per Joe Mansur e-mail 

2011 Qwest Pole Adjustment.xls 
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Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-167 
Date Received: 	April 29, 2011 

Question:  Subject: Qwest Pole Replacements 

Please respond to the following questions/requests concerning the calculation of the 
adjustment cost for the Qwest Pole Adjustment: 

a. Is the total adjustment of $625,000 for NSP(MN) based on 700 
replacements per year? 

b. Please provide the basis for the $892.86 per pole line reattachment 
($625,000 adjustment divided by 700 pole replacements). 

c. Please provide both the number of pole replacements and total cost of line 
reattachments actually realized for NSP(MN) total company in years 2007 
through 2010. 

d. Please provide both the number of pole replacements and total cost of line 
reattachments actually realized for the ND jurisdiction in years 2007 
through 2010. 

e. Please provide the amount in the 2011 budget that had been included for 
line reattachments based on Qwest pole replacements (prior to the 
adjustment). 

f. Is the adjustment based on total pole replacements anticipated or the 
increase of pole replacements over the base norm? 

Response:  

a. The $625,000 O&M adjustment is for the overall NSPM Company level, but is to 
be applied to the incremental number of pole transfers driven by Qwest's formal 
inspection program over and above the average annual "base" transfers the 
Company experienced prior to 2009 when our average number of Qwest 
transfers first started increasing. We have determined the "base" amount for 
Qwest transfers to be approximately $109,000 annually. So, it is the total "base" 

Ad• 10 
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plus "incremental", or $734,000, that is the basis for the 700 annual replacements 
(transfers), equating to approximately $1,049 O&M per pole transfer. 

b. As indicated in a. above, the Company has determined the average O&M cost 
per Qwest pole transfer to be $1,049. The basis for this amount is our actual 
average O&M cost per transfer experienced (as conducted by Xcel Energy 
internal line resources) for the years 2006 through 2009. 

c. Please note that we did not set-up a mechanism to specifically track the volume 
and spend associated with Qwest "pole transfers" prior to 2010. As a result, our 
method for capturing this information for the years prior to 2010 have had to 
rely on work orders "titles" and may not necessarily be comprehensive. The 
following table provides the total O&M spend and quantity of Qwest transfers 
for NSPM Company from 2007 through 2010: 

NSPM Company Qwest Transfer Act uals 

2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
O&M 	$106,127 $107,937 $189,970 $875,178 
Poles 	 111 	111 	163 	0 

d. The following table provides the total O&M spend and quantity of Qwest 
transfers for the North Dakota Jurisdiction from 2007 through 2010: 

North Dakota Qwest Transfer Actuals 

2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 
O&M 	$983 	$161 	$1,786 	$0 
Poles 	 1 	1 	2 	0 

e. Per our answer in part a. above, the original "base" budget (prior to adjustment) 
for Qwest pole transfers included in the 2011 test year for NSPM Company level 
is approximately $109,000. 

1 Yes. The adjustment of $625,000 for the NSPM Company level is based on the 
increase of pole replacements (transfers) over the base norm number of 
transfers. 

2 
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Preparer: 	Joseph P. Mansur 
Title: 	Manager, Planning & Operational Performance 
Department: Construction Ops Maintenance 
Telephone: 	(612) 229-2286 
Date: 	June 6, 2011 

3 
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Original Budget 
Level Difference 

3,406,318  

17,777,768 I 18,824,707 1 1  (1,046,939)1  

12,05,874)  
777,721  

416,504 

13,199,994 
823,521 
753,242 

441,032 
3,606,917 

(734,119) 
(45,800) 
(41,892) 

(24,528) 
(200,599) 

(821,811) Elec Distribution Total 
PTD 

(225,127) Gas Total 

Updated 
2011 

Revised Billed Cernmodity Revenue 
NSP Minnesota Co Consolidated 

	
3,709,386  

Grand total 
	

3,709,386 

Write-Offs/Revenue Percentages 	 %'s 
NSP Minnesota Co Consolidated 	 0.479% 

	
17,777.77 

Grand total 
	

17,777.77 
0.48% 

NSP Minnesota Co Consolidated 	 17,777,768 
Grand total 	 17,777,768 

JDE Acct # 
MN Elect 0.7 121 	432813.723055 
ND Elect 0.04375 	432815.723055 
SD Elect 	.04001 	435816.723055 

ND Gas 0.02343 432817.723055 
MN Gas 0.19161 	432819.723055 

NSP Minnesota Co Consolidated 

Grand total 

2011 Bad Debt Adjustment.xls 
der 



Docket No PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Exhibit 	(MJM-47) 
Page 41 of 65 

❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
E] Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-352 
Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question: 

Reference: AS-RR-155 - Based on information provided in Northern States Power 
Company (Minnesota)'s FERC Form 1 for 2010, Uncollectibles (Acct 904) for 
Company total — Electric is $11,575,400, while the Budget Amount for 2010 is 
$17,221,258 (sec AS-RR-155 Att A to D.xls, spreadsheet tab "O&M Bud"). Please 
explain the cause(s) for this significant variance. 

Response: 

FERC 904 reflects actuals, while the 2010 Budget was based primarily on actual 
revenues and write-off expense. This approach was consistent with the Company's 
methodology, which used historic results in order to budget future bad debt expense. 
Based on that information, bad debt expense was budgeted at 0.54%. The 
reasonableness of that forecast was initially confirmed by the 2009 actuals, which were 
at 0.54 percent. 

However, the 2010 year-end bad debt results were better than the historic period that 
was used to develop the budget. The lower actual bad debt expense in 2010 of $5.6 
million in FERC 904 is primarily due to three factors. These factors were less billed 
commodity revenues than budgeted, a favorable change to the bad debt reserve 
during the year, and less in write-offs than anticipated. For NSPM, the three factors 
primarily reflect: a) lower commodity prices as compared to recent prior periods, b) 
favorable changes in economic conditions, c) greater attention on collection related 
activities by Customer Care, and d) increased customer assistance payments. 

The information in Table 1 below reflects that $5.3 million of the variance in FERC 
904 is related to the activities of the Customer Care Business Organization for 
commodity and non-commodity bad debt expense. 



.31  :2010 	I 	2010 
ctit,  ' 	S Actual 	Budget Total Bad Debt Expense - Difference 

NSP MN Electric Commodity Bad Debt Expense (1) 
NSI' MN Electric Non Commodity Bud Debt Expense (1) 
NSP MN Electric Bad Debt Expense (2) 

Total NSP MN Bad Debt Expense FERC 904 

	

11.067.263 5 	16,280.016 $ 	(5,212,753) 

	

44,328 	122,232 	(77.904) 

	

463,809 	819,009 	(355.200) 

$ 	11.575.400 S 	17,221.257 $ 	(5,645.857) 
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Table 1 

Billed Electric Commodity Revenue 
	

S 2,956,377,920 S 3,271,036,161 S (314,658,242) 

Variance Due to Revenue 
	 S 	(1,566,061) 

Variance Due to Less Write Offs and Favorable Reserve Change 
	

(3,646,692)  
Total Commodity Bad Debt Expense variance supported by Customer Care 

	
S 	(5,212,753) 

(1) NSP MN electric bad debt expense relating to customer accounts supported by Customer Care. 

(2) Made up of bad debt expenses managed outside the Customer Care organization (example' damage claim third party billings). 

Prcparcr: 	Charles E. Anderson 
Title: 	Director, rrc Business Area Finance 
Department: 	'ITC Finance 

Telephone: 	(303) 294-2360 
Date: 	July 26, 2011 
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NSP Mn Economic Development 
Rate Case Adjustment 
Budget Year 2011 

Recap of Adjustment 	 Total Co 	MN 	ND 	SD  

O&M Reduction 	 (9,615) 	(9,615) 	 Removal of non allowed ED program costs included in O&M 

ED Donation Inclusion 	 151,986 	37,957 	64,029 	50,000 	Inclusion of allowable ED donations 

Net Adjustment to Econ Dev 	 142,371 	28,342 	64,029 	50,000 

Recap of Economic Development Costs in Test Year 

Total Budgeted ED O&M (Bu 811203) 

Less: Non Allowed Program Costs 

Subtotal O&M 

Plus: Allowable Program Donations 

Total ED Costs in Test Year 

129,705 

(9,615) 

120,091 

37,957 

158,047 



Corporate Contributions 

Total Corporate Contributions $267,476 $234,519 	$16,902 	$16,055 $1 

Focus Area Grants 

Total Focus Area Grants 1,980,752 $ 	1,736,693 $ 125,162 $ 	118,893 $ 4 

Matching Gifts Program 

Total Matching Grants 

United Way 

Total United Way 

224,673 $ 196,990 $ 	14,197 $ 	13,486 $ 

862,745 $ 	756,442 $ 	54,516 $ 	51,785 $ 

Other Donations 
	

910,095 $ 	832,619 $ 52,440 $ 	25,035 $ 

PTO Allocator 	 57.1800% 	11.7900% 	31.0300% 

1,149,457 

1,149,457 $ 

Production 	Transmission Distribution 	check 

237,008 

237,008 

623,779 

Electric - PTD Adjustment 

Allocated 
623,779 $ 2,010,244 
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NORTHERN STATES POWER CO d/b/a XCEL ENERGY 

Charitable Contributions / Donations 
YEAR ENDED 12-31-11 

FERC 426.1 

ELECTRIC 
	

Total Co 	 MN 	 ND 	 SD 	WHLSL 

Total Electric 
	

$ 	4,021,067 $ 
	

3,757,263 $ 263,216 $ 	225,253 $ 
	

8 

(MN & ND - 50% Electric Inclusion 	$2,010,244 	$1,878,632 	0131,69) 	. $0 	 $41 

GAS 
	

Total Co 
	

MN 
	

ND 

Corporate Contributions 

Total Corporate Contributions 
	

$24,943 
	

$22,509 
	

$2,434 

Focus Area Grants 

Total Focus Area Grants 
	

$184,714 $ 
	

166,688 $ 	18,026 

Matching Gifts Program 

Total Matching Grants $211,187 $ 	196,990 $ 	14,197 

United Way 

Total United Way 
	

$80,455 $ 
	

72,603 $ 
	

7,852 

SEE Other Donations 
	

$84,117 $ 
	

77,889 $ 
	

6,228 

Total Gas 
	

$ 	374,230 $ 
	

339,690 $ 	34,540 

MN & ND 50% Gas Inclusion 
	

$187,115 
	

$169,845 	$17,270 

.540S-P-M,i ,  



26,495,709 

Payroll /axes 

NOTE: Entry for Total Company PTO 

Production 	Tranntission 	Distribution 	Total Company 

20,992,093 	1,713,438 	7,323,152 	30,028,683 

PRODUCTION 	TRANSMISSION DISTRIBUTION TOTAL. COMPANY 

NOTE. MG Total Company PTD 
	

123.671,467 	18,141,169 	63,458,148 	205.270,784 I 
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Northern States Power Co (MN) 
Elec O&M Bridge Report • NORTH DAKOTA 

BUDGET YEAR ENDED 1213112011 

Minnesota 	N. Dakota 	S. Dakota 	Wholesale Total Company 

Fuel & Purchased Energy 	1.151 ,713,079 	81,391,857 	74.633,477 	I .404,088 	1,309.222.501 

Power Production Expense 	644 356.785 	42,844,022 	40.804,819 	862.017 	728,867.643 

Transmission Expense 	 173,901,901 	11,418.966 	10.961,477 	233,855 	196.516.199 

Distrtution Expense 	 93,345,651 	6.292,509 	5,491,580 	133 071 	105.262,812 

Customer Accounting Expense 	52,768,058 	4.338,714 	4,284,90n 	40,749 	61,412,422 

Gust Service & Into Expense 	85,371,333 	547,719 	1,275,077 	82,988 	87,277,118 

Sales Expense 	 151,202 	65,640 	51,546 	 33 	268,421 

Administrative & General 	 179,809,413 	13,321,419 	11,930.843 	209,109 	205,270,784 

Total Elec O&M 

Payroll Takes 

2,38 417,422 	100,220,840 149.413,720 	3.045,911 2,694,097,900 

	

1,096,130 	20,010 	30,033,241 

Total Elec. O&M without COGS 	1,229,704,343 	78,828.990 	74,780,243 	1,561,823 1,384,875,399 

0.0  

ks of 	121912010 14 12 
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Adjust total to 85% of Target Level 

V2..  Net Incentive Pay included in test year 22,918,650 	21,731,949 	19,137,687 	1,329,426 	1,250,463 
	

14,373 

2011 Budget of Base Incentive budgeted at 85% of Target 
Adjustment Worksheet for Electric Utility 

North 	South 
2011 Budget 	 Minnesota 	Dakota 	Dakota 	Wholesale 
Amounts for NSP Company 	Electric 	Electric 	Electric 	Electric 

NSP Company 	Electric 	Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Jurisdiction 

	

31,830,433 	30,097,720 	26,497,656 	1,843,402 	1,738,362 
	

18,300 

(418) 

	

(47,667) 	(43,601) 	(40,829) 	(1,407) 	(1,346) 	(19) 

	

(1,689,043) 	(1,546,833) 	(1,356,418) 	(97,632) 	(92,754) 	(29) 

	

(4,583,817) 	(4,302,403) 	(3,782,845) 	(265,269) 	(252,738) 	(1,550) 

	

(3,812) 	(3,812) 	(3,373) 	(222) 	(213) 	( 5 ) 

	

(907,655) 	(907,655) 	(798,667) 	(56,252) 	(51,694) 	(1,042) 

	

(1,679,371) 	(1,561,467) 	(1,377,837) 	(93,195) 	(89,154) 	(1,282)  

	

22,918,650 	21,731,949 	19,137,687 	1,329,426 	1,250,463 	14,373 

P 	 T 	 D 

57.18% 	11.79% 	31.03% 
(4,758,617) 	(981,184) (2,582,369) 

Total Identified in Base Data as Incentive 

Less Non-regulated Amount (FERC 417.1) 

Less Lobb in• Amount not includable (FERC 426) 

Less Long Term Plan 

Less Restricted Stock 

Less Cash Retention 

Less Other Bonuses/Incentives 

Less Over 15% Amount 

Adjusted Amount of Base Incentive at 85% of Target 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 

Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 

Rcquestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-350 

Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: 	Payroll Taxes 

Follow up to AS-RR-192 
a. Did the Company include payroll taxes for the 2011 budget? 
b. Are payroll taxes included in the test year for incentive compensation? 
c. How much are the payroll taxes for the $1,329,426 included in the test year for 

incentive compensation? 
d. Have the payroll taxes for the amount excluded for incentive compensation 

($512,569) been removed from the test year? 
e. How much are the payroll taxes for the $512,569 excluded incentive 

compensation in the test year? 
f. Please provide the workpaper calculating the payroll taxes for both the 

included and excluded amounts for incentive compensation. 

Response:  
a. Yes, estimated payroll taxes are included in the 2011 budget. The total amount 

of payroll taxes assigned to North Dakota is identified on 2011 Budget 
Workpaper 01-2. 

b. Incentive pay is one of the labor components included in the development of 
the payroll tax labor additive rate used to develop the payroll tax budgeted cost 
for the period. Payroll taxes are calculated as a labor additive percentage on 
budgeted productive labor and not on the individual labor components. 

c. There is not a specific calculation of payroll taxes directly associated with 
incentive pay amount. Therefore no specific calculation is made on the 
$1,329,426 incentive amount. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $1,329,426 incentive would be $19,277 ($1,329,426 x .0145 
'Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll taxes, an estimate of 
the maximum associated with the incentive amount would be $82,424 
($1,329,426 x .062 (Social Security Tax Rate]). This calculation assumes no 
Social Security maximum has occurred and does not include any state 

sA-a-C-C-  Adj vi -3 
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unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social Security 
maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with incentive pay 
would be between zero and $82,424. 

d. The incentive adjustment did not include any adjustment for estimated payroll 
taxes. 

e. As discussed in the response to section d. above, no calculation was made in 
the adjustment calculation. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $512,569 excluded incentive would be $7,432 ($512,569 x 
.0145 [Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll taxes, an 
estimate of the maximum associated with the excluded incentive amount 
would be $31,779 ($512,569 x .062 [Social Security Tax RateJ). This calculation 
assumes no Social Security maximum has occurred and docs not include any 
state unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social 
Security maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with 
excluded incentive would be between zero and $31,779. 

f. The calculation of the estimated stand alone payroll taxes for the amounts 
included in the test year and the amounts excluded from the test year are 
identified in the answers to subparts c and e to this Response. 

Preparer: 	Thomas E Kramer 
Title: 	Principal Rate Analyst 

Department: 	Revenue Requirements - North 

Telephone: 	612-330-5866 
Date: 	July 13, 2011 

2 



2011 Budget of Base Incentive budgeted at 85% of Target 
Adjustment Worksheet for Electric Utility 

I13 

North 	South 
2011 Budget 	 Minnesota 	Dakota 	Dakota 	Wholesale 
Amounts for NSP Company 	Electric 	Electric 	Electric 	Electric 

NSP Company 	_Electric 	Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Jurisdiction, 

Total identified in Base Data as incentive 

Less Non-regulated Amount (FERC 417,1) 

Less Lobb in • Amount not includable (FERC 426) 

Less Long Term Plan 

Less Restricted Stock 

Less Cash Retention 

Less Other Bonuses/Incentives 

Less Over 15% Amount 

Adjusted Amount of Base Incentive at 85% of Target 

Adjust total to 85% of Target Level 

Net Incentive Pay included in test ear 

	

31,830,433 	30,097,720 	26,497,656 	1,843,402 	1,738,362 
	

18,300 

(418) 

	

(47,667) 	(43,601) 	(40,829) 	(1,407) 	(1,346) 	(19) 

ii. or 	 1A7.,9 	84P4; 

	

(1,689,043) 	(1,546,833) 	(1,356.418) 	(97,632) 	(92,754) 	(29) 

	

(4,583,817) 	(4,302,403) 	(3,782,845) 	(265,269) 	(252,738) 	(1,550) 

	

(3,812) 	(3,812) 	(3,373) 	(222) 	(213) 	(5 ) 

	

(907,655) 	(907,655) 	(798,667) 	(56,252) 	(51,694) 	(1,042) 

	

(1,679,371) 	(1,561,467) 	(1,377,837) 	( (93,19;c) 	(89,154) 	(1,282)  

	

22,918,650 	21,731,949 	19,137,687 	1,329,426 	1,250,463 	14,373 

P 	T 	D 
5718% 	11.79%© 	31.03% 

(4,758,617) 	(981,184) (2,582,369) 

010 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
Z Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-350 
Date Received: 	July 12, 2011 

Question:  
Subject: 	Payroll Taxes 

Follow up to AS-RR-192 
a. Did the Company include payroll taxes for the 2011 budget? 
b. Are payroll taxes included in the test year for incentive compensation? 
c. How much are the payroll taxes for the $1,329,426 included in the test year for 

incentive compensation? 
d. Have the payroll taxes for the amount excluded for incentive compensation 

($512,569) been removed from the test year? 
e. How much are the payroll taxes for the $512,569 excluded incentive 

compensation in the test year? 
f. Please provide the workpaper calculating the payroll taxes for both the 

included and excluded amounts for incentive compensation. 

Response:  
a. Yes, estimated payroll taxes are included in the 2011 budget. The total amount 

of payroll taxes assigned to North Dakota is identified on 2011 Budget 
Workpaper 01-2. 

b. Incentive pay is one of the labor components included in the development of 
the payroll tax labor additive rate used to develop the payroll tax budgeted cost 
for the period. Payroll taxes are calculated as a labor additive percentage on 
budgeted productive labor and not on the individual labor components. 

c. There is not a specific calculation of payroll taxes directly associated with 
incentive pay amount. Therefore no specific calculation is made on the 
$1,329,426 incentive amount. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $1,329,426 incentive would be $19,277 ($1,329,426 x .0145 
[Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll Mixes, an estimate of 
the maximum associated with the incentive amount would be $82,424 
($1,329,426 x .062 [Social Security Tax Rate]). This calculation assumes no 
Social Security maximum has occurred and does not include any state 

Si-afc tkij 
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unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social Security 
maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with incentive pay 
would be between zero and $82,424. 

d. The incentive adjustment did not include any adjustment for estimated payroll 
taxes. 

e. As discussed in the response to section d. above, no calculation was made in 
the adjustment calculation. An estimate of the Medicare payroll taxes 
associated with the $512,569 excluded incentive would be 57,432 ($512,569 x 
.0145 [Medicare Tax Rate]). Regarding Social Security payroll taxes, an 
estimate of the maximum associated with the excluded incentive amount 
would be S31,779 ($512,569 x .062 [Social Security Tax Rate]). This calculation 
assumes no Social Security maximum has occurred and does not include any 
state unemployment rates. Due to employees potentially reaching Social 
Security maximums, the actual Social Security payroll tax associated with 
excluded incentive would be between zero and $31,779. 

f. The calculation of the estimated stand alone payroll taxes for the amounts 
included in the test year and the amounts excluded from the test year are 
identified in the answers to subparts c and e to this Response. 

Preparer: 	Thomas E Kramer 

Title: 	Principal Rate Analyst 

Department: Revenue Requirements - North 

Telephone: 	612-330-5866 
Date: 	July 13, 2011 

9 
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Total 

1,654,923 	1,460,302 	98,772 	94,489 	1,359 

(827,462) 	(730,151) 	(49,386) 	(47,245)_ 	(680) 

MN 	 ND 	SD 	WhIsl Electric 

Amount Budgeted * 

Adjustment Amount at 50% 

2011 Corporate Aviation Adjustment 
Adjustment To A&G - Includes Payroll Taxes 
Adjustment to remove 50% of Budgeted Amount 

Allocated to Jurisdiction Using 2Factor Allocator 

P 	57.18% 	 (473,142) 	(417,500) 	(28,239) 	(27,014) 	(389) 

T 	11.79% 	 (97,558) 	(86,085) 	(5,823) 	(5,570) 	(80) 

0 	31.03% 	(256,761) 	(226,566) 	15,324 	(14,660) 	(211) 

	

(827,462) 	(730,151) (49,386) 	(47,245) 	(680) 

• This adjustment does not include any of the payroll taxes associated with Aviation Costs 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 
E Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-238 
Date Received: May 3, 2011 	 SUPPLEMENT 

Question:  Subject: Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage 

Reference company witness Koehl's direct testimony page 30, lines 20-24 
a. How much has been spent by the company to sue the DOE and 

either charged or allocated to ND Electric Jurisdiction? In which 
FERC accounts are the expenses recorded? 

b. Are any of those costs included in the 2011 test year or 2012 step-in 
adjustment? If so how much? 

Response:  

The first suit against the DOE is under appeal in the United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit and the second suit is pending in the Court of Federal 
Claims. Total litigation expenditures related to a pending matter are highly 
confidential and subject to the attorney-client privilege. In addition, disclosing the 
exact amounts included for this matter in the 2011 test year could give other parties 
insight into our litigation strategy and are therefore also highly confidential and subject 
to the attorney-client privilege. Our anticipated costs for this matter are included in 
the total legal department budget. Once the matter is resolved, either through 
settlement or litigation, the Company will update this response. 

SUPPLEMENT:  

The Company is still compiling the total litigation costs. Based upon our review so 
far, the Company has, to date, spent $6,876,000 on the DOE litigation starting in the 
year 2000. These costs are still being finalized and costs incurred from 1997-2000 arc 
still being compiled. The Total Company budget for 2011 is S225,000 in FERC 
Account 921 (Legal-Other), and S275,000 in FERC Account 923 (Consulting-
Professional Services-Legal). The amount of the total S500,000 included in the North 
Dakota 2011 test year is $29,000. 

Si-c0 Acli. 11  - I 
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By letter dated July 8, 2011, provided as Attachment A, the Company advised the 
North Dakota Commission that a settlement has been reached with the Department 
of Energy that resolves the referenced litigation through 2013. 

Witness: 	Dennis L. Koehl 
Preparer: 	Deborah R. Meuwissen 
Title: 	Manager 
Department: 	Legal Administration 

Telephone: 	612-215-4545 
Date: 	May 31, 2011 	SUPPLEMENT: July 13, 2011 

9 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-205 
Date Received: 	May 3, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: 	Insurance and Security Costs 

Please provide a list of insurance policies in which costs have been allocated to the 
ND Electric Jurisdiction in 2009 and 2010. Include type insurance, a brief description 
of the insurance, carrier, policy period, policy year premium, why the insurance is 
necessary, and the costs included within the test year. 

Response: 

Attachments A through D to this response provide the requested information 
pertaining to insurance that encompass the specified years. 

Please see Attachments A, B and C for insurance policy information as of January 1, 
2009, January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010 respectively for Xcel Energy Inc. 
(Premium amounts are for total corporate coverage across all operating companies.) 

See Attachment D, arranged by FERC object account number, for a summary of 2009 
and 2010 actual insurance costs and 2011 budgeted amounts for Northern States 
Power Company-Minnesota ("NSPM") and for insurance costs included in the 2011 
test year for the North Dakota jurisdiction. 

Preparer: 	John T. Hernick 
Title: 	Administrator, Insurance 
Department: 	Hazard Insurance 
Telephone: 	612-215-5349 
Date: 	July 8, 2011 
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Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation 
	

Case No. PU-10-657 and 11-55 
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Jurisdiction 

	
Data Request AS-RR-205 

Attachment D - Page 1 of 1 

924 A&G Property Insurance 

Object Account Allocated 

2009 NSPM 	2010 NSPM 	2011 NSPM 	2011 ND 
Total Company Total Company Total Company Test Year 

Actuals 	Actuals 	Budget 

723510 Property Insurance 	 $ 3,478,760 $ 3,624,105 $ 3,995,569 $ 238,472 
723535 Auto Liab/Physical Damage 	$ 	464,711 $ 	438,693 $ 	374,582 $ 	22,357 
723572 Nuclear Property Insurance 	$ 3,084,484 $ 3,238,090 $ 3,378,375 $ 196,307 
723574 Nuclear Interupt Insurance 	$ 	1,516,407 $ 	1,532,946 $ 	1,779,012 $ 103,373 
723576 Nuclear Liability Insurance 	$ 	1,820,794 $ 2,470,257 $ 2,475,552 $ 147,751 
723577 Nuclear Liability ICRP 	$ 	(508,450) $ 	(438,009) $ 	(371.064) $ 	(22,147) 
723578 NEIL Surplus Insurance 	 2,259 $ (2,609,819) $ 	 - $ 

$ 9,858,965 $ 8,256,262 $ 11,632,026 $ 686,113 

925 A&G Injuries & Damages 

2009 NSPM 	2010 NSPM 	2011 NSPM 	2011 ND 
Total Company Total Company Total Company Test Year 

Actuals 	Actuals 	Budget  

Workers Compensation 	 $2,728,035 	$2,953,994 	$3,011,562 $ 183,086 
723520 General Liability Insurance 	$3,490,380 	$4,743,432 	$3,543,695 $ 211,502 
723530 Excess Liability Insurance 	 $2,640,303 	$3,132,009 	$3,674,135 $ 219 
723540 Directors and Officers Insuran 	$1,425,203 	$1,527,819 	$1,527,752 $ 
723545 Fiduciary Insurance 	 $485,020 	$473,196 	$494,566 $ 	2,518 
723550 Other Insurance 	 $59,064 	$51,332 	$171,316 $ 	10,225 

$10,828,005 	$12,881,782 	$12,423,026 	$744,800 
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Return On Equity 
Compensation Study 

1 
	

31,400 I 

	

6,000 	Ads and Inserts 

	

600 	Postage and Messenger Service 

	

16,800 	Employee Expenses 
8,000 

ut, 	et No-PU:10-657 & PU-11-55 

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY 
2011 Requested Expenses 
RATE CASE AMORTIZATION 

State of ND 
FERC 	Business Unit Description 	 Monthly 	Annual 

928 	NSPM E Regulatory Expense-ND 

Total Rate Case costs to amortize 
	

561,400 
24 month amortization 

	
23,392 	280,700 

Electric RATE CASE EXPENSES 
Year Ended 12/31/2011 

DESCRIPTION 

Consulting 
Itron & Christensen Assoc 
Robinson 
Concentric 
Towers Watson 

Outside Legal Fees 
Moss & Barnett 

State Agency Fees 

Administrative Costs 
Inserts/Notices 
Postage 
Rentals - Hearings 
Copies 

.s 4-ck-fcsu • IQ— 
2011 Amortizations Master.xls 
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2011 Minnesota Electric Rate Case 
ND EPA Emission Credit Auction Proceeds 

	
JDE Acct 
10.424490 

Date 	
Amortize over 24 Months 	 Balance 12/31/2010 	(260,197.29) 

Jan 11 	 10,841.55 	(249,355.74) 
Feb 11 	 10,841.55 	(238,514.18) 
Mar 11 	 10,841.55 	(227,672.63) 
Apr 11 	 10,841.55 	(216,831.08) 
May 11 	 ND Ernission 	10,841.55 	(205,989.52) 
Jun 11 	 130;098:65 	10,841.55 	(195,147.97) 
Jul 11 	 10,841.55 	(184,306.41) 
Aug 11 	 10,841.55 	(173,464.86) 
Sep 11 	 10,841.55 	(162,623.31) 
Oct 11 	 10,841.55 	(151,781.75) 
Nov 11 	 10,841.55 	(140,940.20) 
Dec 11 	 10,841.55 	(130,098.65) 
Jan 12 	 10,841.55 	(119,257.09) 
Feb 12 	 10,841.55 	(108,415.54) 
Mar 12 	 10,841.55 	(97,573.98) 
Apr 12 	 10,841.55 	(86,732.43) 
May 12 	 10,841.55 	(75,890.88) 
Jun 12 	 10,841.55 	(65,049.32) 
Jul 12 	 10,841.55 	(54,207.77) 
Aug 12 	 10,841.55 	(43,366.22) 
Sep 12 	 10,841.55 	(32,524.66) 
Oct 12 	 10,841.55 	(21,683.11) 
Nov 12 	 10,841.55 	(10,841.55) 
Dec 12 	 10,841.55 	 (0.00) 

S4-are Atki• 2-6 - 1 
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Summary of OSM Deferral for 2010 

Balance as of 10-31-2010 

No & Dec anticipated Spend 

Anticipated 12-31-2010 balance for NO DSM 

Proposed Amortizations over 2 Years 

339.060 

112.036 

225,548 

Originally filed as a rider request but the Company has asked the Commission to consider during as part of this rate Ming 

Arm Htqw. Pected 

FM 
Cc Mis4M. blelgot Wan" Pot 
ShOdt RC: 10 De. 

• 

lb a.. 

Pc at snowmen. Isu inquired Mout the annealed 	Regulatory Asset balance as *117313010 

Ow Reg Asset Oakum. as el 1(131.3010 	t391 
Ow ten and Dm. farecasted spend = 	unom 
aminpand balms* as ef 12 312:110 s 	$451 $X46 

his peas ng mood. APRA laded amigos. Dot 'retwery oursitAnism -  ...Mos a guaterly applicators peeese that 8rolijet (acetates, theieroie. I dem twee.* we shoutel factor n that Wan. fin Pm* mensal purposes. 

Tho Ne'. sad Dec. Masan deals' 

56.9731 	15=1 MOM  . 

ern 11w HARM 

• 
rv:3N 

Norenboy 2010 froc.151 	Moab Debits 	Wale 

	

. 	11073071 - ECPRO BusinassSavaes Sedcb 	 Lad 	 Oef. DWI ORM' 
Remake Zhu FMsCUI 	Hoek Deems 	ENcuie 	11073*. ECipt40 Electric Pals S.cigs 	 Lad 	 _Der Debit oelailo 
Ilinnmet2Dl0 iormas4 	Mole Deana 	Erectile 	1 irO2336• ECPNO Res Heim EnrgrAudes 	• RES 	 Oat OMMDeteds 
Heieraet3010 Forecast 	Nee Dalude 	Elecuic 	11077371 - ECONO Residint Sweet Switch 	 Lad 	 OM NM Deters 

0 
4.111 
	

1433: 
135 

0 
02133 	13,00 

The following is from docket PU-08-171 

Order 

The Commission Orders: 

1. NSP's proposed cost recovery tariff rider is denied. 

2. NSP is authorized to record expenditures to further promote its existing Savers 
Switch and Peak & Energy Control Service load management programs in a deferred 
account for amortization in NSP's next general rate case. The amount deferred may not 
exceed $266,904 per year. 

144ki - 2-) -1 
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Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

121 Public Document 

Xcel Energy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 & PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 
Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-304 
Date Received: 	May 27, 2011 

Question: 

Subject: 	DSM 

Reference: Felling Direct Page 71 and associated workpaper Adjustment A33 2011 
RC DSNI Referring to the document hand labeled A33-2, please provide the back up 
documentation to show that the "Balance as of 10-31-2010 $339,060" is related to 
Savers Switch and/or Peak & Energy Control as order by the Commission. 

Response: 

Please see Attachment A to this response for a spreadsheet supporting the $339,060 in 
deferred account spend referenced in workpaper A33-2. In its November 5, 2008 
Order, the North Dakota Public Service Commission approved a deferred account 
under Case No. PU-08-171 for up to $266,904 per year for our Business Saver's 
Switch, Residential Saver's Switch and Peak and Energy Control programs. The 
accumulated balance of $339,060 cited above spans 2008 thru October 31, 2010 and 
in no single year exceeds the approved load management amounts approved in Case 
No. PU-08-171. 

Attachment A is from the JD Edward details universe and is broken down into the 
various account program types, including the "Consumer Education" and "Home 
Energy Audits" programs that are included in the $339,060 total but are not directly 
related to the two Savers Switch or Peak and Energy Control programs. Of the 
$339,060 in deferred charges, $338,603 is for the Business and Residential Saver's 
Switch and Peak and Energy Control programs. The balance of $457.26 is for 
Consumer Education and Home Energy Audit charges from 2008 - 2010. 

The $457.28 that was charged to Consumer Education and Home Energy Audits 
appear to be in error and are the result of a mistake being made in the subledgers 
charged for these costs. The impact of removing these costs from the 2011 Test Year 
cost of service is likely zero, as all costs are rounded to the nearest thousand for test 
year purposes. 

Sk4C4  "3 . 
 2,1 -2_ 
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Witness: 	John M. Felling 
Preparer: 	Michael R. Hager 
Title: 	Consultant 
Department: ITC Finance 

Telephone: 	303-571-7472 
Date: 	July 5, 2011 

2 
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1 

2 	23) 2011 DSM 

3 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE 2011 DSM AMORTIZATION. 

4 A. In Case No. PU-08-171, Demand Side Management & Cost Recovery Rider 

	

5 	Tariff, the Commission order states 

	

6 	̀NSP is authork'ed to record expenditures to further promote its existing Savers Switch 

	

7 	and Peak er Energy Control Service load management programs in a deferred account for 

	

8 	amortization in NSP's next general rate case. The amount defer7ed may not exceed 

	

9 	$266,904 peryear". 

	

10 	ln the 2009 and 2010 calendar years, the Company has a projected deferred 

	

11 	balance related to DSM of $451,000. We are therefore proposing a two-year 

	

12 	amortization of $226,000 per year. 

13 

	

14 	The detailed jurisdictional operating income impacts of the adjustment arc 

	

15 	reflected on Exhibit 	(JMF-1), Schedule 5b, page 4, column 34. As shown 

	

16 	on Schedule 5b, page 4, column 34, row 31, this adjustment increases test-year 

	

17 	revenue requirements by $226,000. 

18 

	

19 	In addition to the amortization of the past years balance, the Company has 

	

20 	included $266,904 in its 2011 test-year O&M budget related to DSM. This 

	

21 	represents the anticipated ongoing annual expense for DSM. 

22 

	

23 	F. Other Ratemaking Adjustments 

	

24 	24) Change in the Cost of Capital 

	

25 	The revenue requirements associated with the above adjustments described in 

	

26 	sections X and XII of my testimony are calculated using the approved cost of 

	

27 	capital in Case No. PU-07-776. We calculate the revenue requirement impact 

71 
	

Case No. PU-10- 
Felling Direct 
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❑ Non Public Document — Contains Trade Secret Data 
❑ Public Document — Trade Secret Data Excised 

Public Document 

Xccl I :Allergy 
Docket No.: 	PU-10-657 and PU-11-55 
Response To: 	Blue Ridge Consulting 	 Data Request No. 

Requestor: 	Michael McGarry 	 AS-RR-303 

Date Received: 	May 27, 2011 

Question:  

Subject: 	Updated Filing Removing Merricourt 

Reference: Updated application dated May 10, 2011 removing the Merricourt Wind 
Project. Please supply electronic files in their native format with all formulas and links 
intact for the updated Exhibits JMF-1, Schedule 5A, 5b, 7, 8A, and 8B. 

Response: 

Attachments A through FA to this response are provided in live Excel spreadsheet 
format. These attachments are the above-noted schedules, respectively, that were 
included in pdf format with the Company's May 10, 2011 report to the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission updating the impact of the termination of the Merricourt 
Wind Project on Xccl Energy's pending electric rate case. (Case Nos. PU-10-657 and 
PU-11-55.) 

Preparer: 	John M. Felling 
Title: 	Rate Consultant 
Department: Revenue Requirements 

Telephone: 	612-330-6539 
Date: 	July 5, 2011 

• 	- 1 



	

01211are 	pollar x Dave 
	

Dollars 	potter x Wive 

	

164,504 	7,477,151 
	

2.870,349 	130,485,112 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 	 607 	 0 

	

355 	 0 	 5,135 	 0 

	

243 	10,413 	 2,018 	88,475 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 

	

255 	29,113 	 3,777 	431.220 

	

28.889 	1,027,429 	 419,768 	16,039,335 

	

9.166 	340,059 	 139,617 	5,179,791 

	

403 	14,951 	 6,033 	223.824 
775 	10,850 	 12,567 	175.938 

	

3,466 	128,589 	 56,185 	2,064,464 

	

507 	18,810 	 8.321 	308,709 

	

1,345 	49,900 	 21,803 	806,891 
O 0 	 1,872 	60,219 

	

(652) 	(27,940) 	 3,008 	128,899 

	

(307) 	(11,390) 	 (4.589) 	(170,252) 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

	

0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
O 0 	 0 	 0 

206,949 	9,067,935  

24.8441 

0.7772 

19,308 I 

	

3,546,471 	155,842,625  
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Northam States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation 

Electric Utility • North Dakota Retail Jurisdiction 

Cost Revised May 9, 2011 
2011 Test Year Ad) for MOITICOWt 

(Dolan In Thousands) 

Case No. PU-10-667 & PU-11-65 
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Data Request AS-RR-303 
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Total Comaanv Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
Laattsss 

SW Expenses 	 Lead Days 	 Mara 	poller x Dave 	 9)) 	pollar x Days 	 lama pollar x Dave 

Fuel smatti 
I 	Coal & Rai Transport 	 21.08 	 353,157 	7.444,550 	 22,115 	486,184 	 331,042 	6,978,365 
a 	Gas for Generation 	 38.45 	 180.884 	6.954.990 	 11,327 	435,523 	 189,557 	6,519,467 
3 	01 	 22.51 	 663 	15,374 	 43 	968 	 640 	14,408 
• Nuclear & EOL 	 0.00 	 111,499 	 0 	 6,982 	 0 	 104,517 	 0 
s 	Nuclear Disposal 	 76.00 	 11.1I• 	4L 	 01 	49.324 	 NMI 	ULM 

	

657.387 	15,263,378 	 41,116 	951,999 	 616,271 	14,311.378 

emaligg.  Pow  
7 	Purchases 
	

28.12 	 894,154 	25,143,610 	 54,286 	1,526,522 	 839,868 	23,817,088 
Interchange 
	

38.21 	 110.7.22 	4.272.221 	 7..21Z202200 	 112.740 	4.308.025 

	

1,013,947 	29,720,901 	 61,333 	1,795.788 	 952.814 	21,925,113 

LIOSICLE161100S41611 
a 	Regular Payroll 	 12.31 	 367,828 	4,527,963 	 22,236 	273,725 	 345,592 	4,254,238 

io 	Incentive Compensation 	 255.05 	 21,732 	5,542,747 	 1,329 	338,961 	 20,403 	5,203,785 

ii 	Pension & Benefits 	 19.20 	 79.160 	1.519.872 	 4.828 	92.010 	 74.332 	1.427.174 
12 	Subtotal Labor & Related 	 488,720 	11.590,581 	 28,393 	705,384 	 440,327 	10,885,197 
13 
14 Al Other Operating Expenses 	 35.01 	 552,802 	19,353,595 	 29,308 	1,026.073 	 523,494 	18,327,522 
is Property Tax 	 358.72 	 115,650 	41.254,688 	 5,653 	2,016,538 	 109,997 	39,238,130 

is Employer's Payroll Taxes 	 26.56 	 30,033 	797,876 	 1,815 	48.206 	 28,218 	749,470 

17 Gross Earnings Tax 	 41.48 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
is Federal Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (34,212) 	(1,291.498) 	 (5,853) 	(220,951) 	 (28,359) 	(1,070.547) 
is State Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (4,589) 	(172,484) 	 (924) 	(34,894) 	 (3,644) 	(137,570) 
20 State Sales Tax Customer Billings 	35.73 	 138,595 	4,951 , 999 	 0 	 0 	 138,595 	4,951,999  

21 Total Expenses 	 1 	41 341 	 2,938,353 	 121,468,837 	.111111 	160,841 	6,288,144 	 2,777.513 	115,180,893  

22 Net Annual Expense Amount 	 1 	332.791 	I 	 1 	17,228 1 	 I 	315,584 I 

NIKO 

Revenues 	 LLILD112 	 gb21111:1 	R2RIEJLOYI 

23 Computer Billing 	100.00% 	45.45 	 3,034.853 	137,942,263 
24 Hand Billed 	 0.00% 	43.07 	 0 	 0 
21 Retail Revenue Adjustments 	 0.00 	 0 	 0 
25 Interdepartmental 	 0.00 	 607 	 0 
27 Late Payment 	 0.00 	 5,490 	 0 

21 Connect and Trouble Charges 	 42.85 	 2.261 	98,888 
21 CIP Incentive 	 0.00 	 0 	 0 
3a Rentals 	 114.17 	 4,032 	460,333 
31 11110t0111121 Revenues 	 38.21 	 446,657 	17,066,764 
32 Sales for Resale 	 37.10 	 148,783 	5,519,849 

33 Production Associated Revenues 	37.10 	 6.436 	238,776 
34 MISO 	 14.00 	 13,342 	186,788 

35 Point to Point Firm 	 37.10 	 59,651 	2,213,052 
3• Services & Fealties 	 37,10 	 8,828 	327,519 

37 Amiga/ 	 37.10 	 23,148 	658,791 
kel  31 Distrbubon Associated Revenues 	 4285 	 1,872 	80219 

31 Other 	 42.85 	 2,356 	100,959  
as JOA - Rev trite PSC 	 37.10 	 (4,896) 	(181,642) 

p 41 (blank) 	 0.00 	 0 	 0 
42 (blank) 	 0.00 0 0 
43 (dank) 	 0.00 	 0 	 0 

4.11. 

 

as Total Revenues 	 3,753,420  164,910,560  

II°  &.,. • 46 Net Annual Amount 	 I 	451,810 1 

. 	as Expense I Revenue Factor 	 0.7828 

isj 47 Allocated Revenue Amount 

	43.941 

I 353.698 1 

18,826 I 41 Net Cash Working Capital 	Page t - lino 20,907 I 2,081 I 

13.• to sounillne. may not de meth to Maltase numb* 

Pap 1 CWC 

• 
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Cost of Service Study 
Final Proposed with 2012 Step Ad) for MerrIcourt 
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Total Company Electric 
	

ND Retail Electric 	 All Other 
tERIDMI 

klikti1219110211 	 Lead Pays 	 Pollan, 	Dollar x Days 	 Dollars 	pollar x Mrs 	 ora POiial JUNIV• 

Fuel LARILOSMI 
i 	Coal & Rail Transport 	 21.06 	 353,157 	7,444,550 	 22.115 	468,184 	 331,042 	8,978,385 
2 	Gas for Generation 	 38.45 	 180.884 	6.954,990 	 11,327 	435,523 	 189,557 	6,519,467 
3 	00 	 22.51 	 883 	15,374 	 43 	968 	 640 	14,406 
4 	Nuclear & EOL 	 0.00 	 111,499 	 0 	 6,982 	 0 	 104,517 	 0 
I 	Nuclear Disposal 	 76.00 	 11.104 	141.114 	 K2 	ant 	 10.515 	799.140 
$ 	 657,387 	15,263,378 	 41,116 	951,999 	 616.271 	14,311,378 

bliStintLe9111 
7 	Purchases 	 28.12 	 894,154 	25,143,610 	 54,286 	1,526,522 	 839.888 	23,617,068 
9 	Interchange 	 38.21 	 119.793 	4.577.291 	 7 047 	269.266 	 112.748 	4,306.025 

	

1,013,947 	29,720,901 	 61,333 	1,795,788 	 952,614 	27,925,113 

LeggallehltecgAd 
s 	Regular Payroll 	 12.31 	 387,828 	4,527,983 	 22.236 	273,725 	 345,592 	4,254,238 

to 	Incentive Compensation 	 255.05 	 21,732 	5,542,747 	 1,329 	338,961 	 20,403 	5,203,785 
Ii 	Pension & Benefits 	 19.20 	 79.160 	3.519 872 	 AM 	WM 	 742.12 	1.427.174  
12 	Subtotal Labor & Related 	 488,720 	11,590,581 	 28,393 	705,384 	 440,327 	10,885,197 
13 
14 AN Other Operating Expenses 	 35.01 	 552,802 	19,353,595 	 29,579 	1,035,561 	 523,223 	18,318,034 
is Property Tax 	 356.72 	 117,651 	41,988,465 	 5,911 	2,108,572 	 111,740 	39,859,893 
is Employer's Payrol Taxes 	 2656 	 30,033 	797,676 	 1,615 	48,206 	 28,218 	749,470 
17 Gross Earnings Tax 	 41.48 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 	 0 
is Federal Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (51,211) 	(1,933,219) 	 (5,778) 	(218,136) 	 (45,433) 	(1.715,083) 
19 State Income Tax 	 37.75 	 (9,387) 	(354,374) 	 (910) 	(34,335) 	 (8,478) 	(320,039) 
22 State Sales Tax Customer Billings 	35.73 	 138,595 	4,951,999 	 0 	 0 	 138,595 	4,951,999 
21 Total Expenses 	 1 	41.581 	 2,918,536 	121,359,002 	39 60 	181,459 	6.393.039 	WHO 	2,757,077 	114.965,963 

22 Net Annual Expense Amount 	 314,975 I 332,490 I 17,515  

SITS0161 
23 Computer Mang 	100.00% 
24 Hand 811Md 	 0.00% 
25 Retail Revenue Adjustments 
21 Interdepartmental 
27 Late Payment 
28 Connect and Trouble Charges 
21 	CIP Incentive 
se Rentals 
31 Interchange Revenues 
32 Sales to Resale 
33 P113duCti011 Associated Revenues 
34 MISO 
2$ Point to Pont Fern 
31 Services & Facilities 
37 	Ancillary 

Distrtartion Associated Revenues 
33 Other 
40 JOA - Rev into PSC 
41 	(blank) 

or, 42  • 

	

43 (
(blank) 
blank) 

44 Total Revenues r 48 Net Annual Amount 

4$ Expense / Revenue Factor 

• 47 Allocated Revenue Amount 

1%)  
• Net Cash Working Capital  

Lao Dave 
45.45 
43.07 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

42.85 
0,00 

114.17 
38.21 
37.10 
37.10 
14.00 
37.10 
37.10 
37.10 
42.95 
42.85 
37.10 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

43.94 

Paw 1 - Lino 

Dollars 	Dollar x Dave  
3,034,853 137,942,283 

O 0 

	

0 	 0 

	

607 	 0 

	

5,490 	 0 

	

2,261 	96,888 
O 0 

	

4,032 	460,333 

	

446,657 	17.066,764 

	

148,783 	5.519.849 

	

6,438 	238,776 

	

13,342 	198,788 

	

59,651 	2,213.052 

	

8,828 	327,519 

	

23,148 	858,791 

	

1,872 	80,219 

	

2,356 	100,959 

	

(4,996) 	(181,842) 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

3,753,420 	164,910,560  

451.610] 
0.7778 

I 351,312 1 
1 	18,822 I 

Dow Dour x Days 

	

164,504 	7,477,151 
O 0 
O 0 

	

0 	 0 

	

355 	 0 

	

243 	10,413 
O 0 

	

255 	29,113 

	

26,889 	1,027,429 

	

9.166 	340,059 

	

403 	14,951 

	

775 	10,850 

	

3,466 	128,589 

	

507 	18,810 

	

1,345 	49,900 
O 0 

	

(652) 	(27,940) 

	

(307) 	(11.390) 
O 0 
O 0 
O 0 

	

206,949 	9,067,935 

24.644 1 
0.7802 

19,383 I 

1,868 I 

itaint 	Dollar x Dave 

	

2,670,349 	130,465,112 
O 0 
O 0 

	

607 	 0 

	

5,135 	 0 

	

2.018 	86.475 
0 

	

3,777 	431,220 

	

419,768 	18,039,335 

	

139,617 	5,179,791 

	

6,033 	223.824 

	

12.567 	175,938 

	

56.185 	2.0134.464 

	

8,321 	308,709 

	

21,803 	808,691 

	

1,872 	80,219 

	

3,008 	128,899 

	

(4,589) 	(170,252) 
O 0 
O 0 
O o 

	

3,546,471 	155 642 625 

16,955 I 
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