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I. INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND TITLE.
My name is Laura McCarten. I am Regional Vice President for Northern

States Power Company — Minnesota (NSPM or Company).

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?
Yes. I filed Direct Testimony providing an overview of our electric rate case

filing, including the key drivers of our request.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?
I summarize our response to the Direct Testimony filed by Advocacy Staff of
the North Dakota Public Service Commission and Staff Consultants, and

identify the Company witnesses sponsoring Rebuttal Testimony.

WHAT KEY ISSUES WERE RAISED IN RESPONSE TO THE COMPANY’S DIRECT
TESTIMONY?
Our review of testimony submitted by Advocacy Staff and Staff Consultants
indicates that there are several areas of general agreement, including the
system investments that drive the need for this case and our proposed class
cost of service and class allocation. The key areas of disagreement are:
* Application of appropriate ratemaking principles, including:
o 'The appropriate jurisdictional demand allocator;
© Use of a historical three-year average for determining 2013
operations and maintenance (O&M) expenses;

© Reliance on other jurisdictional determinations on single issues;

® Determination on issues outside of the test year;

1 Case No. PU-12-813
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e The Company’s management of its investments and expenditures; and

e Return on equity (ROE).

PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO THESE
ISSUES.

We appreciate the careful review and consideration of our case. While the
areas of disagreement may be relatively few, they are significant in terms of
both importance and magnitude. In particular, we are concerned by Staff
Consultant Dr. Karl R. Pavlovic’s recommended change to our long-standing
method of allocating the majority of production and transmission costs using
the 12-month coincident peak demand allocation method (12 CP). His
suggestion of using a 1 CP deviates from widely-accepted ratemaking
principles and 20 years of past Commission precedent, and significantly
undermines the Company’s ability to recover its costs of service and earn a

reasonable rate of return.

We believe Staff’s primary issues can be addressed by discussing the following

four topics:
e Potential rate mitigation measures;
e Appropriate application of ratemaking principles;
e Management of differences in state energy policy; and

e Management of system investments and costs.

In summary, we believe the Commission’s decisions in this proceeding should
be guided by long-standing ratemaking principles and past precedent. We
acknowledge the concerns with our rate increase request, but believe that

resolution of these concerns should uphold the regulatory compact and

2 Case No. PU-12-813
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preserve our ability to provide the kind of service our customers depend on
and expect. We have indicated areas in our Rebuttal Testimony where we
agree to Staff’s recommendations or propose an alternative that is based on

sound principles.

PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOUR TESTIMONY IS ORGANIZED.

First I provide an overview of our request, as modified by Rebuttal Testimony.
I then discuss the key areas of disagreement and the Company’s
recommendations. Finally, I introduce the Company’s Rebuttal witnesses and

outline their responsibilities in the proceeding.

II. SUMMARY OF REQUEST AND POTENTIAL RATE MITIGATION

2

= QO

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S INITIAL REQUEST IN THIS PROCEEDING.

We seek the rate relief needed to support the ongoing costs of providing
reliable, high-quality service to our customers. To accomplish this, on
December 18, 2012 we requested authority to increase our electric rates by
$16.9 million, or 9.25 percent. We based this request on a forecasted 2013
Test Year, using a 10.6 percent ROE and a 52.56 percent equity ratio. Under
our proposal, a residential customer using 850 kWh per month would see a

monthly bill increase of about $7 per month or nine percent.

HAVE YOU MODIFIED YOUR REQUEST SINCE THE FILING OF YOUR CASE?

Yes. Our Rebuttal Testimony incorporates various corrections and updates to
our Application, each offered with the intent of providing the Commission the
most current and accurate information. We now seek Commission approval

for a $14.9 million increase, based on corrected and updated financial

3 Case No. PU-12-813
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information and a 10.25 percent return on equity. The Rebuttal Testimony of
Company witness Ms. Anne E. Heuer provides detail on our proposed

corrections and updates and modified request.

HAS THE REQUESTED RETURN ON EQUITY BEEN MODIFIED?

Yes. As explained in the Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Ms. Ann E.
Bulkley, our updated analysis supports an ROE range of 10.00 percent to
10.50 percent. Within that range, the Company requests an ROE of 10.25
percent based on market conditions and the expectation of and risk associated
with rising interest rates. A 10.25 percent ROE is within the range of ROEs
approved by other state commissions and sends a signal to investors that the

Commission supports utility investment in North Dakota.

HAS THE COMPANY CONSIDERED ADVOCACY STAFF’S CONCERN ABOUT THE
IMPACT OF ITS RATE REQUEST ON ITS NORTH DAKOTA CUSTOMERS?

Yes. This Commission has recognized the importance of finding the proper
balance between ensuring utilities like the Company have the resources needed
to ensure continued safe, reliable and economic electric service and just and

reasonable rates for our customers. We share this goal.

As T discussed in my Direct Testimony, the Company is in the midst of a
significant investment cycle. We find it encouraging that Staff Consultants
have generally agreed with the prudence of our investments and
reasonableness of the costs driving our rate increase. However, we recognize
Advocacy Staff’s concern with the cost of our continued system investments
and the corresponding impact on customers. We are willing to work with the

Commission and Staff to find appropriate opportunities to help mitigate this
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impact while still allowing the Company to recover its cost of service and earn

a reasonable rate of return.

PLEASE PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF A POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITY TO LESSEN THE
RATE IMPACT OF THE COMPANY’S REQUEST.

One option we could explore is a “smoothing” mechanism to address our
pension costs. In my Direct Testimony, I noted that the Company is
experiencing higher pension costs in 2013 as a result of amortizing market
losses in our pension fund incurred during the 2008 economic downturn,
which we call the “2008 market loss.” T also noted that the Company is open
to considering additional smoothing mechanisms that would reduce the 2013
impact of these pension costs while still allowing the Company to recover this

cost of service over time.

A smoothing mechanism would essentially extend the amortization period for
2008 market loss and/or cap the expense per year and defer the amount above
the cap. The end result is an ability to mitigate the total impact of this cost in

the current test year by spreading it out over a number of years.

HAS THE COMPANY IDENTIFIED OTHER OPPORTUNITIES TO ADDRESS
CONCERNS WITH ITS RATE REQUEST?

Yes. Advocacy Staff has expressed some concern with the rate impacts of our
investment cycle. One way to mitigate the rate impacts is to provide

predictability to our customers of the rates they pay for electric service.

Our rigorous planning processes, which I describe further below, allow us to

predict with some certainty our major future capital investments that can drive
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future rate requests. Our currently-forecasted future capital investments are
largely (but not totally) driven by transmission and nuclear projects, some of
which the Commission has already found to be prudent. When such capital
investments are generally known and measurable, the “capital step” is an
available ratemaking tool that can alleviate the need for future general rate

request proceedings.

The capital step tool identifies known and measurable capital projects and
provides for a “step” increase in rates each year for a specified amount of
years beyond the current test year. The step process would include
Commission review and evaluation of these projects, without additional
general rate request proceedings. By addressing these future costs, our
customers would have greater certainty about their electric rates in the years
covered by a step. The Company requested and the Commission approved a
capital step in our last rate case to account for the 2012 capital costs of our

nuclear program.

We believe that an appropriately crafted capital step or steps can help with the
predictability of our electric rates and mitigate the Company’s need to make
future general rate requests. The Company is interested in working with the

Commission and Staff to identify an appropriate step mechanism to achieve

this goal.

III. UPHOLDING RATEMAKING PRINCIPLES

WHAT IS THE OVERALL OBJECTIVE OF THE RATEMAKING PROCESS FOR

REGULATED UTILITIES?

6 Case No. PU-12-813
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A regulated utlity has both the right and obligation to serve all customers that
live or do business in its established service tetritory. In order to reliably serve
customers, the utility must invest in and maintain its infrastructure and operate
its business to deliver on this obligation. The overall purpose of the
ratemaking process is to set rates that allow the utlity to recover the
reasonable costs it incurs to satisfy that obligation, including the opportunity
to earn a return that is sufficient to attract the capital needed to support
continued investment. This is often referred to as the “regulatory compact.”
Decades of regulatory proceedings and rulings have established extensive
precedent, principles, and standards that promote a fair, constructive, and

stable regulatory environment.

HOW DO CUSTOMERS BENEFIT FROM A CONSTRUCTIVE AND STABLE
REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT?

We share with our North Dakota customers the goal of having reliable, safe,
and economical energy available 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Meeting this
goal requires significant ongoing investment that far exceeds what the
Company can finance on its own. As a result, we must turn to the capital
markets to raise the funds necessary to make improvements to our system.
The cost at which we can raise capital depends in large part on investors’
perceived risk of investing with us and the expected return, which is a function
of the regulatory environment. With a constructive and stable regulatory
environment that allows us to keep our balance sheet strong and consistently
meet investor expectations, we have been able to achieve record-low
borrowing costs that lower the overall cost of service to our customers and
will benefit customers for decades to come. Thus, customers have an

important interest in keeping the Company financially healthy.

7 Case No. PU-12-813
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HAVE STAFF CONSULTANTS MADE RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS PROCEEDING
THAT WOULD CHALLENGE THE STABILITY OF THE REGULATORY COMPACT?

Yes. The Staff Consultants have proposed methodological changes that are
inconsistent with long-standing ratemaking principles in North Dakota. We
believe it is important to maintain a principled approach to ratemaking that
preserves the stability of the regulatory compact, and ultimately supports
continued safe and reliable electric service to our customers in North Dakota.
As I discussed above, we are interested in addressing the Staff’s stated
concerns with the magnitude and frequency of the Company’s proposed rate
increases; however, we believe that we can resolve these issues while

upholding sound ratemaking principles.

PLEASE PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF RECOMMENDATIONS THAT MAY DEVIATE
FROM LONG-STANDING RATEMAKING PRINCIPLES IN NORTH DAKOTA.

The most significant deviation is the Staff Consultants’ recommendation that
the Company change its demand allocator from the 12 CP methodology to the
one (annual) coincident peak (1 CP) methodology. Other examples include:
using historic data from 2010 to 2012 to set selected future 2013 test-year
costs; reliance on the determination of regulatory commissions in other states
for certain, single issues; and the recommendation to disallow costs outside of

the test year for which the Company has not yet sought recovery.

A. Determination of Demand Allocator
WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S METHOD AND DR. PAVLOVIC’S RECOMMENDATION
FOR ALLOCATING THE MAJORITY OF PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION COSTS

TO NORTH DAKOTA CUSTOMERS?

8 Case No. PU-12-813
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The Company currenty utilizes a 12 CP demand-based allocation. Dir.
Pavlovic is recommending that the Company now shift to a 1 CP

methodology.

DOES THE COMPANY AGREE WITH DR. PAVLOVIC’S RECOMMENDATION?

No. We do not believe there is any need or justification for the Commission
to modify the long-standing demand allocation methodology. The Company
has used the 12 CP demand allocation methodology in all of our jurisdictions
for almost 20 years, as it reasonably reflects the costs caused by each
jurisdiction, is used by the Midcontinent Independent System Operator
(MISO) and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and promotes
more stable jurisdictional cost responsibility over time. The Staff Consultants
have not identified any changes to the NSP System that warrant a change in
our allocation methodology and are proposing a more volatile allocation
methodology.  Further, their recommendation does not comport with the
Commission’s precedent on this issue. Company witness Mr. Scott B.

Brockett further explains our position and recommendation.

B. Use of Future Test Year

WHAT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE STAFF CONSULTANTS WITH RESPECT
TO USING HISTORIC DATA TO DETERMINE CERTAIN TEST-YEAR AMOUNTS?
Although the Staff Consultants generally support the prudence of the costs
that are driving our rate request, they selectively apply a three-year historical
average methodology to determine some of our revenue and expenses in our

test year.

DOES THE COMPANY AGREE WITH THIS RECOMMENDATION?

9 Case No. PU-12-813
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No. Utlizing a three-year historic average fails to match 12 months of
expenses with 12 months of revenue and also fails to accurately reflect the
revenues and costs the Company will have during the period rates are in effect.
Our future test-year methodology is consistent with North Dakota statutes
and established practice of the Company and the Commission, and it properly
reflects changes in our operations from past years. Utlizing this historic
methodology could result in larger future revenue deficiencies, which would
cause the Company to seek more, not fewer, rate increases. We believe using
this methodology 1s contrary to stated concerns with the Company’s frequency
of rate requests. Company witness Ms. Heuer further discusses our concerns

with this methodology.

C. Reliance on Other Commission Orders for Single Issues

DID A STAFF CONSULTANT RELY ON ANOTHER JURISDICTION’S COMMISSION
DECISION TO SUPPORT THIS RECOMMENDATION?

YES. Staff Consultant, Mr. Dante Mugrace, recommends that all incentive
compensation be disallowed in part because the Wisconsin Public Service

Commission decided not to allow incentive compensation in rates.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO THIS RECOMMENDATION?

We do not believe it is appropriate to disallow this cost based on ratemaking
practices in one state. The Wisconsin Commission decision is inconsistent
with all of the other commissions in jurisdictions we serve. Mr. Mugrace also
isolated this one issue without considering the other outcomes of the

Wisconsin Commission decision.

10 Case No. PU-12-813
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Though Mr. Mugrace looked to our Wisconsin proceeding for guidance
related to incentive compensation, his recommendation does not reflect the
totality of the outcome of our Wisconsin rate case. In its decision, the
Wisconsin Commission approved approximately 90 percent of the Company’s
rate request, a 10.4 percent ROL, and allowed the use of a 12 CP demand
allocator. A complete copy of the order is included as Exhibit___(ILM-2),
Schedule 1.

Fundamental to the purpose of ratemaking is the establishment of an overall
revenue requirement that considers individual issues as part of the larger
whole. Selective application of one commission’s policy decision on one issue
deviates from the application of principled ratemaking methodologies in

keeping with the regulatory compact.

DID MR. MUGRACE RAISE OTHER CONCERNS RELATED TO INCENTIVE
COMPENSATION?
Yes.  Mr. Mugrace stated that the Company’s application contained

insufficient documentation to support its incentive compensation request.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO THIS CONCERN?

The level of documentation we provided in our application is consistent with
our prior rate filings in North Dakota. Through the discovery process, we
were not made awate of the broader concern about lack of support for our

incentive compensation costs.

However, to supplement the record, we provide Rebuttal Testimony by

Company witness Ms. Sharon L. Koenig that provides additional discussion of

11 Case No. PU-12-813
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our incentive compensation request. As Ms. Koenig explains, our overall
compensation package impacts our ability to attract and retain the talent
necessary to operate our business. Having a market-competitive compensation
package i1s a fundamental requirement for attracting and retaining a skilled

workforce.

D. Consideration of Issues Outside the Test Year
PLEASE DESCRIBE RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING COSTS THAT THE
COMPANY HAS NOT YET SOUGHT TO RECOVER.

Advocacy Staff is recommending the Commission:
e Exclude the costs of the Odell Project from the Fuel Cost Rider (FCR);
e Exclude the costs of the Pleasant Valley Wind Project from rate base;

e Deny cost recovery of all solar projects that may be undertaken to
comply with Minnesota’s new solar mandate; and

e Reassess our proposal in Case No. PU-13-194 where we request an
advanced determination of prudence (ADP) for the construction of

new gas combustion turbines in Minnesota and North Dakota.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO THESE RECOMMENDATIONS?

We believe these recommendations are premature, because the Company has
not yet sought recovery of these costs in a rate application. Analyses of these
resource additions should be made on a complete record, so that the
Commission may assess all of the facts and make a reasoned and informed

decision.
WILL THE COMPANY SEEK COMMISSION REVIEW OF THE COSTS OF THESE
PROJECTS?

12 Case No. PU-12-813
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Yes. The Company has filed timely applications for an advance determination
of prudence for the Courtenay, Odell, and Pleasant Valley Projects (Case Nos.
PU-13-706, PU-13-707, PU-13-708), as well as for our natural gas turbine
proposal (Case No. PU-13-194). In those Cases, the Company is requesting
the Commission determine that our intent to procure these resources is
prudent. A full and complete record on these issues is necessary, and the
Company believes that the current ADP proceedings are the appropriate
forum for developing the record. The Company intends to seck recovery of

these costs based on the outcomes of those proceedings.

As T discuss further below, if and when the Company seeks to acquire
additional solar resources, we will ensure that there is a process in place for
Commission review and input on those resource acquisitions. Thus, we

recommend the Commission take no action on these issues in this rate case.

E. Review of Transmission Cost Rider

PLEASE  DESCRIBE THE  STAFF  CONSULTANT DR. PAVLOVIC
RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED
TRANSMISSION COST RIDER (T'CR).

Dr. Pavlovic recommends that the Commission not approve our proposed
TCR, stating our proposal is incomplete. He recommends that the Company
re-file its proposal when we have identified the initial set of transmission

projects we intend to incorporate into the TCR.

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THIS RECOMMENDATION?
We disagree with Dr. Pavlovic’s recommendation because it is inconsistent

with North Dakota statutes and contrary to Advocacy Staff’s stated intent that

13 Case No. PU-12-813
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the Company minimize its rate filings. A TCR mechanism, applied based on a
Commission approved tariff, provides a sensible and organized approach.
With an approved TCR mechanism in place, when qualifying transmission
projects are to be placed in service, the focus can be on the merits of the

project and not the details of the recovery mechanism. Further, the TCR is

- permitted by law, and the Commission has approved similar riders for other

utilities in North Dakota.

WHY IS DR. PAVLOVIC’'S RECOMMENDATION INCONSISTENT WITH NORTH
DAKOTA STATUTE?

I am not a lawyer, but I have been advised that North Dakota Century Code
Section 49-05-04.3 contemplates a two-step process in which the utlity first
files for its TCR Tariff and then, when it seeks to make a rate adjustment
under the approved TCR, the information Dr. Pavlovic identifies as missing
would be provided. I am further advised that the while the statute does not
prohibit a combined filing, as recommended by Dr. Pavlovic, it does not

require one either.

HOW COULD APPROVAL OF THE TCR HELP MINIMIZE FUTURE GENERAL RATE
REQUESTS?

In the next several years, the Company will be placing into service several
transmission investments, including the CapX2020 Group 1 Projects. By
utilizing the TCR mechanism, we can recover the costs of these types of
investments without a rate case. Our proposed TCR mechanism and North
Dakota law provide the Commission with oversight of any transmission
projects prior to our inclusion of these projects into the TCR to ensure such

costs are prudent. Consequently, the TCR facilitates efficient review and cost

14 Case No. PU-12-813
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recovery of approved transmission investments outside the context of a

general rate request.

F. Economic Development Expenses and Charitable Contributions
PLEASE DESCRIBE MR. MUGRACE’S RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE COMPANY’S
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT EXPENSES AND CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS.

Mr. Mugrace has recommended complete disallowance of all economic
development expenses and charitable contributions. We have requested
recovery of 50 percent of eligible economic development and charitable

contribution expenses.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS RECOMMENDATION?

No, I do not. As discussed in our response to Data Request No. NDPSC-2-
015, (included as Exhibit___(ILM-2), Schedule 2), we included 50 percent of
our charitable contributions and economic development expenses in our rate
request, consistent with our previous requests in North Dakota. We believe
this is appropriate, because the contributions provide important support to the
communities and organizations in the areas we serve. Given the long-term
nature of our relationship to the communities in our setrvice tetritory, we
believe we have a responsibility and expectation to help support the stability
and economic vitality of these communities. Charitable contributions and
economic development activities help us deliver on that responsibility. We
propose only 50 percent recovery to provide added assurance that the
charitable and economic development contributions are made in a responsible

and reasoned manner.
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IV. MANAGING STATE ENERGY POLICY DIFFERENCES

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE CONCERNS RAISED THAT RELATE TO COSTS
RESULTING FROM RENEWABLE INVESTMENTS AND EXPENSES.

We acknowledge the concerns that the Commission and Staff have raised
about North Dakota customers sharing costs that are not perceived to be
economic for North Dakota customers. These concerns have generally related
to the costs of resource acquisitions the Company has undertaken to, in part,

meet the higher renewable energy requirements of our Minnesota jurisdiction.

How HAS THE COMPANY RESPONDED TO THESE CONCERNS?

We are making significant efforts to ensure we are responsive to these
concerns. These efforts are mainly focused on meeting our commitments to
provide timely information so that the Commission is made aware of our
plans in advance and to provide for Commission input into our resource

decisions.

These commitments arise primarily from the Settlement Agreement in Case
No. PU-07-776. The Settlement was based on a cooperative approach to
providing all of our customers the benefits of an integrated system while
acknowledging the different energy priorities of the states we serve. As the
Commission has voiced additional concerns or expectations, such as those in

Case No. PU-12-59, we have been diligently working to ensure that they are
addressed.

16 Case No. PU-12-813
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Q.

A. Compliance with Commitments to the Commission

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANY’S COMMITMENTS TO KEEP THE COMMISSION
INFORMED.

Consistent with our commitments, we continue to file our Resource Plans for
the integrated NSP System with the Commission and provide an alternative
system-wide analysis that strictly meets both federal and North Dakota
environmental and renewable requirements for the same time period. We also
provide a forward-looking five-year plan identifying our intended generation
and transmission investments or purchase agreements in our annual Ten Year
Plan filings, which also include an anticipated schedule of future ADP
applications. We have also agreed to meet with the Commission and Staff as
necessary to conduct updates on resource planning efforts and decisions and

discuss any plans or updates filed in that year.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COMPANY’S COMMITMENTS TO PROVIDE THE
COMMISSION OPPORTUNITIES TO PROVIDE TIMELY INPUT INTO ITS RESOURCE
DECISIONS.

In addition to the Commission’s ability to provide comments to our
informational filings, and our commitment to meet with the Commission and
Staff on our resource acquisitions or rehabilitations, we agreed in the
Settlement to file an application for an ADP for any resource addition or
rehabilitation where the generating facility is at least 50 MW or the
transmission facility is at least 50 miles long. More recently, we made an
additional commitment in Case No. PU-12-59 to make such ADP filings
within two weeks of making a similar filing in Minnesota. Also in Case No.

PU-12-59, the Commission indicated its expectation that our contractual

17 Case No. PU-12-813
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commitments for resource additions should be contingent on Commission

approval.

HOW HAS THE COMPANY MET THESE COMMITMENTS?

Since the Commission approved the Settlement in Case No. PU-07-776, we
have filed Applications for ADPs for projects including the Nobles Wind
Farm, Merricourt Wind Farm, CapX2020 transmission projects, significant
projects at our Prairie Island nuclear generating facility, Prairie Rose Wind

Farm, our proposal for three gas combustion turbines, and our proposed 600

MW of wind additions.

Following the Commission’s direction in Case No. PU-12-59, our ADP
Applications for our combustion turbine proposal and our wind additions
have been made less than two weeks after similar filings with the Minnesota
Public Utlities Commission. As I discuss in my testimony in the ADP
proceeding for our 600 MW wind proposal, our contracts for those resources

are contingent on this Commission’s approval.

B. Recovery of Power Purchases

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RECOMMENDATIONS MADE WITH RESPECT TO THE
IMPACT OF RESOURCE RECOVERY ON THESE INTERJURISDICTIONAL ISSUES?
While not a part of our rate request in this proceeding, Staff Consultant Mr.
Mugrace has recommended disallowance of several renewable energy
purchased power agreements (PPAs) and all costs of the Prairie Rose Project
incurred until the end of this case. Advocacy Staff also recommended that all
costs related to meeting the new solar mandate established in Minnesota be

preemptively disallowed. Additionally, Advocacy Staff recommends that we

18 Case No. PU-12-813
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issue a refund to North Dakota customers to reflect the Minnesota
Commission’s disallowance of certain costs associated with the St. Paul

Cogeneration biomass facility.

DOES THE COMPANY AGREE WITH THESE RECOMMENDATIONS?

No, with the exception of the refund for disallowed St. Paul Cogeneration
costs. We are aware of the Commission’s concerns and have been seeking to
address them through the processes I previously described. Therefore, we do
not believe it is necessary for the Commission to take further action on these

items at this time.

Additionally, we believe these recommendations are inconsistent with a
cooperative approach to ensuring that the Commission’s concerns can be met.
The Settlement Agreement in Case No. PU-07-776 recognized the need to
address the Commission’s concerns while also allowing the Company to
recover its cost of service and earn a reasonable return. We are concerned

that these recommendations do not reflect this approach.

We do agree to calculate a refund for North Dakota customers related to
disallowed St. Paul Cogeneration PPA costs. This is described by Company

witness Mr. Steven W. Wishart in his Rebuttal Testimony.

1. Purchased Power Costs
PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE COMPANY’S CONCERNS WITH THE RESPECT TO
RECOMMENDATIONS ON PURCHASED POWER COSTS.
Mr. Mugrace’s recommendation to disallow recovery through the FCR of the

costs of energy of 17 biomass, solar, and wind PPAs will impact our ability to
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reliably plan future resource additions for our integrated system. Further, the

recommendation is incomplete.

WHY WILL THESE PURCHASED POWER RECOMMENDATIONS IMPACT THE
COMPANY’S PLANNING?

Our recovery of the PPAs identified by Mr. Mugrace is consistent with the
Commission’s rules and our Commission-approved FCR. Many of these
PPAs have been recovered through the FCR for several years. Because of
this, the Company has relied on the availability of these resources and our
ability to recover their costs through Commission-approved mechanisms.
Abrupt disallowance of cost recovery of these resources, will impact our
resource procurement decisions in a way that could leave us vulnerable to
volatile. market pricing. Mr. Wishart discusses these impacts in his Rebuttal

Testimony.

Most concerning is that Mr. Mugrace’s recommendation essentially results in
our North Dakota customers receiving energy for free. While he frames this
as our North Dakota customers obtaining savings, the savings are in fact the
result of our customers receiving energy they do not pay for. Mr. Wishart

provides further information with respect to the concept of free energy.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RECOMMENDATION ON THE ISSUE OF RECOVERY OF
CERTAIN PURCHASED POWER COSTS?

These costs are not part of the revenue requirements in this rate case, because
recovery of these costs is through the FCR. If the Commission is interested in
further review, we suggest that the Commission open a separate docket to

review how costs recoverable via the FCR are to be reviewed in the future.
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Such a docket may result in changes to the FCR Rider tariff or the
establishment of a new process for reviewing purchased power agreements.
Addressing these issues in a separate docket would allow the Commission to

decline to take action at this time.

Should the Commission choose to take action in this proceeding, we believe
the Company should recover the costs of the PPAs identified by Mr. Mugrace

for the reasons explained in the Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Wishart.

2. Prairie Rose Wind

PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE COMPANY’S CONCERNS WITH RESPECT TO MR.
MUGRACE’S RECOMMENDATION ON PRAIRIE ROSE WIND.

The recommendation that the costs incurred for the Prairie Rose Wind project
not be recovered prior to the termination of this case does allow us to recover
fully the costs of a generation resource that Mr. Mugrace admits is prudent.
The Company recommends that since Mr. Mugrace concluded this project is
acceptably priced and reasonable, the Company should be able to recover fully

all costs of the project.

3 Minnesota Solar Mandate
WHAT DOES THE COMPANY PROPOSE IN RESPONSE TO ADVOCACY STAFF’S
POSITION ON MINNESOTA SOLAR MANDATE COSTS?
As I mentioned, we believe that Advocacy Staff’s proposal is premature since
the Company has not sought to recover any of these costs in this case.
However, we recognize that the new solar mandate recently implemented by

the Minnesota legislature is part of the Commission’s general concerns

21 Case No. PU-12-813
McCarten Rebuttal



O 0 NN S Ul AW e

) N N N N = m m 1 |, ) e

regarding renewable mandates. Therefore, we believe it is best to proactively

address the impact of the solar mandate on our North Dakota customers.

As part of the development of the solar mandate legislation in Minnesota, we
intended to seek a provision that would ensure the costs to comply with the
mandate were borne only by Minnesota rate payers. Due to the procedure
that was used to pass the bill in the final days of the session, however, we did
not have the opportunity to propose that provision. We will continue to work
to achieve this goal through future legislation or regulatory applications and
commit to the Commission that we will make our best efforts to seek
approptiate opportunities to ensure recovery of the costs of complying with
the mandate solely from our Minnesota customers. We commit to keeping the
Commission’s Staff apprised of our efforts and our strategic decisions to

achieve this goal.

V. MANAGING SYSTEM INVESTMENTS AND COSTS

A. System Investments

WHAT ISSUES DID ADVOCACY STAFF RAISE RELATED TO THE COMPANY’S
SYSTEM INVESTMENTS AND COST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES?

Advocacy Staff expressed concern about the overall level, timing, and planning
of the Company’s system investments and the Company’s renewable energy
acquisitions in particular. Advocacy Staff questioned whether the Company is
investing in a well-organized and thoughtful way that considers the impacts on
ratepayers. Additionally, Advocacy Staff is concerned that the Company is
making opportunity purchases that are “not needed” and adding costs for our

customers, stating that getting a good price on an investment does not justify
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its purchase if it is not needed to meet incremental loads. Advocacy Staff is
also concerned about the impacts of wind generation on our existing

generation fleet.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO ADVOCACY STAEF’'S CONCERN ABOUT

THE LEVEL AND TIMING OF INVESTMENT IN THE SYSTEM?

The investments we are making ate part of an extensive and ongoing resource
planning process that encompasses both short- and long-term needs
assessments. Such planning ensures that our customers continue to have
energy that is reliable, economical and sustainable, and that we comply with
regulatory requitements. The Company, like many other utilities, is currently
in a cycle of significant system investment, as we replace and refresh
infrastructure that was originally built to handle the rapid post-war growth
during the 1950’s to 1970’s. As discussed in my Direct Testimony, a
significant driver of this case is our investment to keep our nuclear plants
operating safely and reliably for an addidonal 20 years. This investment
cannot be delayed or deferred, because the investments are required as part of

our operating license renewals.

These investments will position us well for the future and will serve and
benefit customers over the long run. Additionally, because we are currently
able to take advantage of favorable financing, we can ensure these investments

have as low a customer impact as possible.

As discussed in our response to Data Request No. NDPSC-6-016 (included as
Exhibit_ (I.M-2), Schedule 3), capital projects are identified through a

rigorous planning process that results in short- and long-term investment
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plans. We develop our investment plans to ensute projects are completed

prior to adverse reliability impacts or compliance issues.

In addition to prioritizing projects for future years, we also closely monitor
our budget and any changing circumstances throughout the year, reprioritizing

projects when appropriate.

CAN YOU PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF HOW THE COMPANY HAS ELIMINATED OR
DEFERRED INVESTMENTS?

We continually monitor our plans and adjust them accordingly to new
circumstances and opportunities to ensure that we have the right plan to meet
customer needs. Our proposals to reevaluate the Black Dog combined cycle
project and Prairie Island uprate projects in light of changed circumstances are -
examples of our efforts to keep our plans aligned with our true needs and
avoid costs where possible. Additionally, t};e phased approaches to refurbish
and repower our King, High Bridge, and Riverside generating plants helped to
mitigate the impacts on rates. And our participation with ten other utlities to
build the Group I CapX2020 transmission lines over several years will enable

us to smooth the rate impacts of those projects over a number of years.

Additionally, we have undertaken a number of efficiency and productivity
initiatives to help offset rising costs, such as adding new productivity metrics,
emphasizing preventative maintenance, and captuting supply chain

efficiencies.
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DOES ADVOCACY STAFF OFFER RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO THE
COMPANY’S INVESTMENTS AND SPENDING?

Yes. Advocacy Staff recommends the Commission consider:

* Requiring the Company to prepare and submit forecasted budgets
demonstrating projects that the Company can delay to help minimize

future increases; and

e Capping future rate increases so that the Company has an incentive not

to spend.

DOES THE COMPANY AGREE WITH THESE RECOMMENDATIONS?

While we appreciate the intentions behind Staffs suggestions, we do not
believe additional reporting requirements would be beneficial. As previously
discussed, the Company has a rigorous process for identifying, evaluating, and
prioritizing capital projects, which provides assurance that the right projects
are done at the right time to maintain safety and reliability. We are already
submitting information about these projects to the Commission in various
ways (ze., Resource Plans, ADPs, Ten Year Plans, etc.), making additional
project forecast information unnecessary. Additionally, because the Company
identifies several hundred projects each year, it would be burdensome for both

the Company and Commission.

If designed well, prescribed rate caps through a multi-year approach to rate
setting, such as the capital step I discuss above, could be an effective way to
manage the impacts of a utility’s investment program on rates. The Company
operated successfully under a formula rate structure while under the “PLUS”
performance-based rate plan during the 2001-2005 period. However, it is

important that any solution consider current investment needs and trends. Tt
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may be counter-productive to merely set a firm cap on future rate increases, as
the Company’s requests are based on the costs needed to provide quality

service.

B. Opportunity Purchases

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO ADVOCACY STAFF’S CONCERN THAT
THE COMPANY IS MAKING OPPORTUNITY PURCHASES?

We plan our system to meet the needs of all of the customers we serve, and
we atre continually seeking opportunities in the marketplace to acquire low-
cost energy resources. The renewable energy contracts we have signed will
save customers money soon after they go into service because they will
displace higher cost fuels, such as natural gas, that would have been otherwise
purchased to generate the same energy. Additionally, by making purchases at
an attractive price, we will be displacing more expensive generation, which
allows us to meet our customers’ energy needs at a lower cost. We believe
taking advantage of cost-effective pricing when it is available is in the long-

term best interest of our customers.

C. Other Issues

IS THE COMPANY STUDYING THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF WIND GENERATION
ON ITS SYSTEM?

Yes. We will be preparing such a study as part of our next resoutce plan,

which we will provide to the Commission.

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE CONCERNS RAISED REGARDING THE USE OF

OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS AND ATTORNEYS IN THIS CASE.
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We balance our internal and external resources to ensure appropriate coverage
of all regulatory and legal matters. A rate case is one example where we
balance internal and external resources to address large fluctuations in work
requirements as a case proceeds, and the need to rely on specialized expertise
that we do not maintain in-house. This balancing requires the use of outside

counsel and consultants for some of the work.

Our internal attorneys and staff work on rate cases, as well as other regulatory
filings, including applications for advanced determinations of prudence,
service territory matters, and service changes in all of our jurisdictions. We
continually review whether it is appropriate to hire additional staff or to rely
on outside resources to fill the gaps when needed. Because there can be large
fluctuations in workload and individual expertise required in any given matter,
such as a general rate case, we have found it makes sense to maintain a
baseload resource of staff and supplement with outside resources for large-
volume, specialized projects when they occur. Using external resources to

supplement ensures that we are not over-staffed for times of lesser work load.

VI. PRESENTATION OF REBUTTAL WITNESSES

PLEASE INTRODUCE THE COMPANY’S REBUTTAL WITNESSES?

In addition to my Policy Rebuttal Testimony, the Company sponsors the

following witnesses:

o Anne E. Heuer, who responds to recommended financial adjustments and
sponsors the Company’s revision to the overall revenue requirement for

the rate case.
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o Amn E. Bulkly, of Concentric Energy Advisors, who responds to
recommendations regarding the appropriate return on equity and capital
structure.

o Timothy J. O’Connor, who responds to recommended adjustments for our
operations and maintenance expenses at Monticello, nuclear retention
program and outage amortization.

o Sharon L. Koenig, who sponsors testimony on out incentive compensation
request.

o Lisa H. Perkett, who sponsors testimony on depreciation and remaining
lives for all plant and plant-related items, and on nuclear decommissioning
costs.

« Scott B. Brockett, who provides testimony on the Company’s demand
allocator methodology.

o Steven W. Wishart, who provides testimony on recovery of power purchase
agreements in the Fuel Cost Rider.

o Steven V. Huso, who responds to recommendations related to rate design.

VII. CONCLUSION

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY.

We appreciate that there are several areas of general agreement. However, the
few areas where there is disagreement are significant in terms of both
importance and magnitude. In particular, Staff Consultant’s recommended
change to our long-standing demand allocation methodology would
undermine the Company’s ability to recover its prudent costs of service. We

believe resolution of the outstanding issues should be based on sound and

28 Case No. PU-12-813
McCarten Rebuttal



O o0 N4 &N Ut A LN

—
o

S

2

established ratemaking principles that are designed to promote just and

reasonable rates.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S REQUEST TO THE COMMISSION.
We respectfully request that the Commission approve our proposed increase

of $14.9 million, based on a 2013 test year and a 10.25 percent return on
equity.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR PRE-FILED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA
BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application of Northern. )
States Power Company, a Minnesota Corporation )
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in North Dakota )
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Laura McCarten

I, the undersigned, being duly sworn, depose and say that the foregoing is
the Rebuttal Testimony of the undersigned, and that such Rebuttal Testimony and
the exhibits or schedules sponsored by me to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief, are true, correct, accurate and complete, and I hereby adopt
said testimony as if given by me in formal hearing, under oath.
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Northern States Power Company

Electric Udlity - State of North Dakota PSC REF# -178198
DATE MAILED Case No. PU-12-813
Dec 27, 2012 II;::;t;it(EéLM-Z), Schedule 1

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

Application of Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin for 4220-UR-118
Authority to Adjust Electric and Natural Gas Rates
FINAL DECISION

This is the Final Decision concerning the application of Northern States Power
Company-Wisconsin (NSPW), doing business as Xcel Energy, for authority to increase Wisconsin
retail electric and natural gas rates in 2013.

Final overall rate changes are authorized consisting of a $35,532,000 annual rate increase
for Wisconsin retail electric operations, a 6.09 percent increase; and a $2,717,000 annual rate
increase for Wisconsin retail natural gas operations, a 2.53 percent increase, for the test year
ending December 31, 2013, based on a 10.40 percent return on common equity.

Introduction

On June 1, 2012, NSPW filed for authority to increase its Wisconsin retail eléctric and
natural gas rates on January 1, 2013. NSPW requested an overall increase in annual Wisconsin
retail electric revenues of $39.1 million, an increase of 6.7 percent over present revenues; or, in
the alternative, $41.7 million, an increase of 7.2 percent over present revenues, depending on the
Commission’s treatment of cleanup costs for the manufactured gas plant (MGP) site in Ashland,
Wisconsin. NSPW also requested an overall increase in annual Wisconsin retail natural gas
revenues of $5.3 million, an increase of 4.9 percent; or, in the alternative, $2.7 million, an
increase of 2.5 percent over present revenues, depending on the Commission’s treatment of MGP
clean-up costs. NSPW’s proposed natural gas increase request was limited solely to recovery of

MGP cleanup costs.
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On July 31, 2012, a prehearing conference was held to determine the issues to be addressed
in this docket and to establish a schedule for the hearing. A hearing was held on November 7,
2012, in Madison, to receive technical information and public comments into the record.

The Commission considered this matter at its open meeting on December 14, 2012. The
parties, for purposes of review under Wis. Stat. §§ 227.47 and 227.53, are listed in Appendix A.
Others who appeared are listed in the Commission’s files.

Findings of Fact

1 Presently authorized rates for NSPW’S Wisconsin retail electric utility operations
will produce operating revenues of $583,411,000 for the test year ending December 31, 2013,
which results in an adjusted net operating income of $46,300,000 and an annual revenue deficiency
of $35,532,000. Presently authorized electric rates of NSPW are insufficient.

2. For the Wisconsin retail electric utility operations, the estimated rate of ret\irn on
average ’net investment rate base of $788,602,000 at current rates for the test year is 5.87 percent,
which is inadequate.

§ A reasonable increase in operating revenue for the test year to produce an
8.57 percent return on NSPW’s average net investment rate base for Wisconsin retail electric
operations is $35,532,000.

4. NSPW?’s filed electric operating income statement and net investment rate base for
the test year, as adjusted for Commission decisions, are reasonable.

5. Presently authorized rates for NSPW’s Wisconsin retail natural gas utility

operations will produce operating revenues of $107,597,000 for the test year ending December 31,

2013.
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6. It is reasonable to limit the scope of the natural gas rate increase request to the
sole issue of MGP clean-up costs.

T A 2013 total NSP system test year fuel cost of $1,299.17 million is reasonable.

8. A 2013 total NSP system test year fuel rules monitoring level of fuel costs of
$1,130.58 million, or $0.02555 per kilowatt-hour (kWh), as shown in Appendix D, is reasonable.

9. It is reasonable to reflect the signed contract for Green Whey Dairy in fuel costs.

10. It is reasonable to require Commission staff, utilities, and interested intervenors to
work together early in 2013 to resolve the issue of the treatment of System Support Resources
(SSR) costs. It is reasonable to require Commission staff to prepare and send to the Commission
a briefing memorandum outlining the positions of the parties and the alternatives the
Commission has to address this issue.

11. It is reasonable to update fuel costs to reflect market prices for electricity, natural
gas and heating oil as of November 15, 2012.

12.  Itisreasonable to allow NSPW to use the final monitored fuel costs as determined
by the Commission in this docket for NSPW’s fuel cost plan for 2013.

13. It is reasonable to monitor all monitored fuel costs using an annual bandwidth of
plus or minus 2 percent.

14.  Itisreasonable to incorporate actual payroll increases given in 2012 for all
employees, a 1.7 percent payroll merit increase in 2013 for non-union employees and a 2.5 percent
payroll merit increase in 2013 for union employees under contract in the development of test-year

payroll expense and related taxes.
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15.  Itis not reasonable to include the payroll and related costs associated with the
annual incentive plan costs in revenue requirements.

16.  Itisreasonable to include all uncontested Commission staff adjustments to
NSPW’s filed electric revenue requirements.

17.  Ttis reasonable that the amortization period of the MGP clean-up costs for
Ashland be amortized over a ten-year period, that estimates of the 2013 costs for clean-up at the
terrestrial site, but not the bay area, be included in the 2013 test-year amortization calculation
and resulting revenue requirement, and that the revenue requirement include 3 percent interest on
the unamortized balance of the clean-up costs.

18.  Itis reasonable to continue to assess MGP clean-up costs to gas ratepayers only.

19. NSPW’s p.roposed voluntary energy efficiency programs are reasonable.

20.  Itis not reasonable to include labor dollars for Account Managers or Community
Service Managers/Supervisors in the conservation escrow budget. Funding should be included
in non-escrow operation and maintenance (O&M).

21.  Itisreasonable to include dollars in the conservation escrow budget for the call
center staff that are Energy Experts.

22.  Itis not appropriate to provide conservation escrow treatment for the Farm
Rewiring Program. Funding should be included in non-escrow O&M.

23.  Itis not reasonable to provide conservation escrow treatment for the low-income
assistance dollars contributed to the 2005 Wisconsin Act 141 (Act 141) statewide low-income

programs. Funding should be included in non-escrow O&M.
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24.  The reasonable level of expensed conservation costs recoverable in rates for the
2013 test year is $8,662,412 for electric operations and $3,014,932 for natural gas operations. The
level for electric operations consists of the conservation budget of $8,191,041 plus an escrow
adjustment of $470,626 to reflect the estimated overspent balance as of January 1, 2013, of
$941,252, amortized over two years. The level for natural gas operations remains at $3,014,932,
the same as that authorized in rate case docket 4220-UR-117.

25.  Along-term range of 50 percent to 55 percent for NSPW’s common equity ratio, on
a financial basis, is reasonable and provides adequate financial flexibility.

26.  An appropriate target level for the test-year average common equity measured on a
financial basis is 52.5 percent.

27.  Itisreasonable to explore further the target level for common equity in NSPW’s
next rate case.

28. A reasonable estimate of the debt-equivalent of NSPW’s off-balance sheet
obligations to be imputed into the financial capital structure for the test year is $4,614,306.

-29. A reasonable financial capital structure for the test year consists of 52.50 percent
equity, 43.96 percent long-term debt, 3.11 percent short-term debt, and 0.43 percent debt
equivalence for off-balance sheet obligations.

30.  Itisreasonable to require NSPW to submit a ten-year financial forecast in its next
rate proceeding.

31.  Itisreasonable to require NSPW to submit in its next rate proceeding, detailed
information regarding all off-b_alance sheet obligations for which the financial markets will

calculate a debt equivalent.
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32.  Areasonable regulatory capital structure for the test year consists of 52.37 percent
equity, 44.49 percent long-term debt, and 3.14 percent short-term debit.

33.  Itis reasonable that NSPW’s dividend restriction be based on the financial capital
structure in this proceeding.

34. A reasonable interest rate for short-term borrowing through commercial paper is
0.53 percent for the test year.

35.  Areasonable cost of the long-term debt issuance in 2012 is the actual yield to
maturity of 3.746 percent.

36. A reasonable average embedded cost for long-term debt is 5.71 percent for the test
year.

37. The rate of return on utility common stock equity of 10.40 percent established in
NSPW’s last rate case, docket 4220-UR-117, remains in place as it was not an issue addressed in

this proceeding.

38.  Areasonable weighted average composite cost of capital is 8.01 percent.
39.  The electric revenue allocation and electric rates shown in Appendix B are
reasonable.

40.  The structure of the NSPW’s voluntary green pricing program, marketed under
the Windsource trademark, is reasonable.

41. It is reasonable to require NSPW to modify materials used to market the
Windsource program in Wisconsin to accurately reflect what the program offers to participating
customers, given the constraints of the Interchange Agreement, within 60 days of the effective

date of this Final Decision.
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42. It is reasonable for NSPW to continue to provide only a kilowatt (kW)
block-based participation option for the Windsource program.

43. It is reasonable for the final form tariffs authorized in this proceeding to include
an update to the Pg-1 tariff so as to preserve the grandfathering treatment for pre-January 1,
2012, vintage customers until a future base rate case proceeding.

44. Tt is reasonable to allocate the MGP allowance to the natural gas service rate
classes on a net investment rate base methodology.

45.  Itis reasonable to authorize rates for natural gas service for NSPW as shown in
Appendix C.

Conclusions of Law

The Commission has jurisdiction under Wis. Stat. §§ 1.12, 196.02, 196.025, 196.03,
196.19, 196.20, 196.21, 196.37, 196.374, and 196.395 and Wis. Admin. Code chs. PSC 113, 116,
134, and 137 to enter a Final Decision authorizing NSPW to place in effect the rates and rules for
electric and natural gas utility service set forth in Appendices B and C, and the fuel cost treatment
set forth in Appendix D, subject to the conditions specified in this Final Decision. The rates and
rules for electric and natural gas utility service in Appendices B and C are reasonable and
appropriate as a matter of law.

Opinion

Applicant and its Business

NSPW is a public utility, as defined in Wis. Stat. § 196.01(5), operating as an electric and
natural gas utility in Wilsconsin. NSPW is engaged in providing electric service to approximately

251,000 retail customers in northwestern Wisconsin and the western tip of the Upper Peninsula of
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Michigan. In addition, NSPW provides natural gas service to approximately 107,000 customers in
Wisconsin and Michigan. NSPW is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Xcel Energy Inc. (Xcel
Energy).
Revenue Requirement

NSPW, intervenors, and Commission staff presented testimony and exhibits at the
hearing concerning estimates of NSPW’s 2013 electric and natural gas utility operations. NSPW
filed its natural gas case showing an estimated deficiency of $7.0 million, of which $5.3 million
was associated with MGP cleanup costs. The company indicated it would limit its natural gas
increase request to $5.3 million for MGP cleanup costs and forego the remaining $1.7 million.
No parties objected to the proposal to limit the natural gas request to this single issue.
Commission staff reviewed the gas utility forecasted test-year operations to determine that a rate
decrease would not be needed, exclusive of NSPW’s requested recovery of MGP clean-up costs.
Commission staff’s review resulted in no proposed adjustments to natural gas sales revenues or
rate base and a reduction to operating expenses of $425,000 on a total company basis exclusive
of any adjustment to MGP clean-up cost expenses. This adjustment grossed up for income taxes
equates to a reduction to the natural gas deficiency of about $710,000, which is still less than the
$1.7 million of which the company indicated it will forego requesting recovery. The
Commission therefore finds it is reasonable to limit the scope of the natural gas rate increase
request to the sole issue of MGP clean-up costs. Significant issues pertaining to electric

operations and MGP clean-up costs are presented below.
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Electric Fuel Costs

A reasonable test-year level of monitored fuel costs is $1,130.58 million, which reflects
the cost of fuel as defined by Wis. Admin. Code § PSC 116.02. The test—yeér monitored fuel
costs divided by the test-year estimate of native energy requirements of 44,244,951
megawatt-hours (MWh) results in an average net monitored fuel cost per MWh of $25.55.
Appendix D shows the monthly fuel costs to be used for moniforing purposes. The total fuel
costs are based on indices for electric, natural gas, and heating oil prices as of November 15,
2012. It is reasonable to monitor NSP system’s fuel costs using a plus or minus 2 percent

bandwidth, as provided in Wis. Admin. Code § PSC 116.06(3).

System Support Resources

NSPW requested that the Commission determine, in this proceeding, how SSR charges
from the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (MISO), will be treated in
subsequent rate proceedings. MISO may assess SSR charges to NSPW if MISO requires another
market participant to run a facility to support the transmission system even if the market
participant desires to retire that facility. NSPW requested a determination that SSR charges be
treated as a monitored fuel cost. SSR charges have never been assessed by MISO, but are
expected to be assessed in the future. The Commission finds that there is not a sufficient basis,
at this time, to determine how SSR charges are to be treated.

The Commission finds it reasonable to require Commission staff, investor-owned utilities
and interested intervenors to work together after January 1, 2013, to address the SSR issue and
for Commission staff to prepare a briefing memorandum outlining the parties’ positions and

alternatives for the Commission to consider.



Northern States Power Company Case No. PU-12-813
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Exhibit___(LM-2), Schedule 1

Page 10 of 58

Docket 4220-UR-118
2013 Fuel Cost Plan

NSPW requested that the Commission-authorized monitored fuel costs for 2013 be
designated as the NSPW 2013 Fuel Cost Plan for purposes of Wis. Admin. Code § PSC
116.06(3). The Commission finds it reasonable to allow NSPW to use the Commission-
authorized monitored fuel costs for NSPW’s 2013 Fuel Cost Plan.

Annual Merit Pay Factors

NSPW’s filed payroll forecast for the test-year included annual merit wage increases in
2012 of 2.0 percent for non-bargaining non-exempt employees, no increase for non-bargaining
exempt employees, and 2.75 percent fbr all bargaining employees. NSPW’s filing included
wage increases in 2013 of 2.5 percent for all non-bargaining employees and 3.25 percent for all
bargaining employees. Commission staff’s forecasted payroll incorporated the 2012 actual wage
increases as filed by NSPW and included 2013 wage increases of 3.25 percent for bargaining
employees under contract and 1.7 percent for the non-bargaining employees based on inflation.
The use of 1.7 percent for the non-bargaining employees resulted in a staff adjustment reducing
test-year payroll O&M expense by $104,000.

The Commission finds that Commission staff’s use of 2012 actual wage increases of
2.0 percent for non-bargaining non-exempt employees, no increase for non-bargaining exempt
employees, 2.75 percent for all bargaining employees as well as forecasted 2013 wage increases
of 3.25 percent for bargaining employees under contract and 1.7 percent for the non-bargaining
employees based on inflation is reasonable in the development of test year payroll expense and

related taxes. Incorporating these factors appropriately reflects the current economic conditions

in Wisconsin.

10
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Annual Incentive Plan Compensation

Xcel Energy must meet certain financial and operational goals in order for the current
Annual Incentive Plan (AIP) to pay out incentive awards for the year to its non-bargaining
employees. Incentive payments are in addition to annual base wage increases. According to the
overall company performance component, which establishes the company’s ability to pay,
certain targeted earnings per share goals must be achieved by the company before the program
will pay any awards. In addition, the final funding percentage will be determined by the Chief
Executive Officer.

Commission staff reduced NSPW’s 2013 payroll O&M expense for electric operations by
$2,136,000 to eliminate the costs associated with the ATP. Elimination of costs associated with
the incentive pay plan is consistent with the decisions made in the last round of rate cases for
other large investor-owned utilities in which the costs associated with incentive pay plans were
not included in revenue requirements.

NSPW maintains that the Commission should allow recovery of all or at least a portion of
its AIP costs because it is important to compensate employees at a level that is comparable to the
relevant market in order to ensure safe and reliable service at a reasonable cost. Because
97 percent of the goals relate to operational excellence, NSPW believes that 97 percent of the
AIP costs should be recoverable.

In previous rate cases in which incentive adjustments have been contested, the
Commission has excluded incentive plans from revenue requirement when such plans are based
primarily on financial results (e.g., prevailing stock price, earnings per share, or achieving a

specified net income or return on investments, etc.). The Commission has determined that such
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plans most directly benefit the utility shareholders, and therefore the costs of the plans should not
be borne by ratepayers. While the company has modified some of the elements of the AIP, it has
not eliminated the financial performance of the company as one of the payout metrics.
Specifically, earnings per share targets must be met before AIP funds can be paid, making it a
system of compensation that occurs if and only if the company meets financial benchmarks.

In addition, while the operational goals of the AIP may benefit ratepayers, they also are
intertwined in benefiting shareholders, making it difficult to separate which group benefits more.

Consistent with the other large-investor-owned utilities in Wisconsin, in which the costs
associated with incentive pay plans are not included in revenue requirements, because of the
continued tie to financial performance, the Commission finds it appropriate to exclude these AIP
costs from revenue requirement.

U.S. Department of Energy Settlement Proceeds

In the last rate case proceeding in docket 4220-UR-117, the Commission authorized a
one-time credit on customer bills for the first payment received in a settlement that was reached
with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) relating to the partial breach of its contract to take
spent nuclear fuel from Northern States Power Company-Minnesota’s (NSPM) Monticello and
Prairie Island nuclear generating plants. The settlement provides a mechanism for the NSP
companies to recover nuclear spent fuel storage damages from January 1, 2009, through
December 31, 2013. In 2012, the company received the second and third payments and expects
to receive two additional payments at the end of 2013 and 2014, respectively. In this rate
proceeding, NSPW proposed that the second and third payments received in 2012, including

interest from the separate interest bearing account in which the funds are held, be returned to
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ratepayers by offsetting the 2013 electric revenue deficiency. The company proposed to allocate
the settlement payments to the jurisdictions and customer classes in the same manner as the first
payment, as approved by the Commission in docket 4220-UR-117. The proceeds from the
second and third payments net of outside legal costs incurred in pursuit of the settlement
included as a reduction to the 2013 electric revenue deficiency is $5,358,101 on a Wisconsin
retail jurisdictional basis, and is for damages through December 31, 2011.

The Commission finds it reasonable to include the second and third payments from the
DOE settlement net of outside legal costs incurred in pursuit of the settlement in the final electric
revenue requirement approved in this proceeding. It is appropriate for the company to track, in a
regulatory asset or liability account, the actual payments received, plus interest, less any
unrecovered outside legal fees, and add or subtract the difference from the credit assumed in this
case in future cases. It is appropriate for interest accrual on the sum of the second and third
payments of $5,358,101 to terminate with the beginning of the 2013 test year.

Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant Site Cleanup

NSPW requested that the Commission include costs related to the clean-up of a former
MGP site in Ashland in the 2013 test year. The company proposed that 2013 rates include
estimates of expenses for the terrestrial and bay area clean-up. NSPW also requested that the
Commission make an exception from its policy on the rate recovery of MGP clean-up costs.
Specifically, NSPW requested that the amortization period be stretched from four or six years to
ten years, that recovery begin immediately for expected costs rather than deferred to a later year,
and that the company’s imbedded cost of debt for the unamortized clean-up expenses be included

in rates. NSPW also proposed an alternative that involved allocating the revenue requirement
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impact to both electric and gas utilities instead of the current practice of allocating MGP costs to
Just the gas utility. Other intervenors proposed variations on NSPW’s proposal.

The Commission must balance many concerns when it addresses rate recovery of MGP
clean-up costs. In this case, the magnitude of the clean-up cost relative to the size of the
customer base is significant. Applying the current policy to this particular site may cause
financial harm to the company and cause significant rate shock to the utility’s ratepayers. The
Commission finds that making a limited exception to its policy on rate recovery of MGP
clean-up costs is reasonable in this case. NSPW’s request, as proposed, however, does not
appropriately balance the concerns of the ratepayers against the financial health of the company.

It is reasonable that the net clean-up costs of the MGP clean-up for this site be amortized
over a ten-year period, that estimates of the 2013 costs for clean-up at the terrestrial site, but not
the bay area, be included in the 2013 test-year revenue requirement, and that the rates include
3 percent interest on the average balance of the unamortized clean-up costs. Lengthening the
amortization period will help to mitigate the rate shock of large rate increases for this clean-up,
while allowing immediate recovery of estimated expenses; and allowing the utility to recover
some of the carrying costs of the clean-up will mitigate potential financial harm to NSPW.

Based upon the record in this proceeding, the Commission finds that it is not reasonable
to deviate from the Commission’s past practice of allocating MGP clean-up costs to just the gas
utility. However, the Commission recognizes that neither the gas nor the electric utilities are the
cause of this historic MGP liability. Accordingly, the Commission finds that is reasonable to
review the practice of allocating the Ashland MGP clean-up costs as gas utility costs in the next

rate proceeding to examine more fully whether such costs could or should be allocated to the
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electric utility, if appropriate, and to determine whether these clean-up costs should be included
in the Interchange Agreement.

Energy Efficiency and Conservation Activities

The Commission’s Order, dated August 30,2011 (PSC REF#: 152745), conditionally
approved NSPW’s 2012 and 2013 voluntary utility energy efficiency programs. One of the
requirements of the Order was to continue to work with the Commission and Focus on Energy
staff to ensure NSPW offerings remain consistent with Focus on Energy offerings. The
Commission determines that to date, the conditions of the Order have been met. NSPW’s
voluntary energy efficiency programs are reasonable, and it is appropriate to include their
funding in the conservation escrow budget.

Conservation Budget and Escrow Adjustment

NSPW proposed a 2013 conservation escrow budget of $12,188,374, with $9,355,073
allocated to electric operations and $2,833,301 allocated to natural gas operations. Commission
staff’s analysis of conservation expenses included forecasting the over-spent balance in the
conservation escrow at the beginning of the test year, reviewing the proposed test-year
conservation expenditures, and reviewing the company’s forecasted amortization expense
associated with previously escrowed demand-side management expenditures. The reasonable
levels of expensed conservation costs included in revenue requirement for the 2013 test year are
$8,662,412 for electric operations and $3,014,932 for gas operations. The level for electric
operations consists of a conservation budget of $8,191,786, plus an escrow adjustment of
$470,626 to reflect the estimated overspent balance as of January 1, 2013, of $941,252,

amortized over two years. Since the current natural gas rate case proceeding is limited to the
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single issue of MGP costs, the level of natural gas related expensed conservation costs included
in revenue requirement for the 2013 test year remains at $3,014,932, the same as that authorized
in rate case docket 4220-UR-117. Any adjustments to the conservation escrow balance for the
natural gas operations will be addressed in a future rate proceeding.

Several adjustments were made to NSPW’s proposed conservation escrow budget. In
docket 5-BU-105 (PSC REF#: 168310), the Commission provided a definition of customer
service conservation activities and services for which conservation escrow treatment is
appropriate. Based on this definition, the Commission determines it appropriate to remove
$114,000, $84,000 from electric operations and $29,640 from natural gas operations, for
Account Managers. These NSPW employees devote less than 51 percent of their time to energy
efficiency. Likewise, $156,912 is removed from the conservation escrow budget, $116,115 from
electric operations and $40,797 from natural gas operations, for Community Service
Managers/Supervisors because less than 51 percent of their time is devoted to energy efficiency.
The Commission also finds that NSPW’s Farm Rewiring Program does not meet the definition of
customer service conservation because the primary purpose of this program is to assist customers
in obtaining safe and reliable farm wiring and reduce levels of stray voltage, not energy
efficiency. To reflect this, $752,129 is removed from the electric conservation escrow budget.
Finally, low-income assistance dollars are removed from the conservation escrow, $210,683
from electric operations and $74,032 from natural gas operations. NSPW is required to
contribute these low-income assistance dollars to Act 141 programs that provide both
weatherization and bill payment assistance to low income customers. Because the program

provides for bill payment assistance in addition to weatherization, and because the contribution
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level remains the same every year, its funding is not appropriate for conservation escrow
treatment.

NSPW originaily indicated that it has about 400 call center staff that devote about
6 percent of their time to energy efficiency. In response to a Commission staff data request,
NSPW clarified that in 2011 it developed an Energy Experts team. This Energy Experts team
consists of call center staff that is specially trained to provide residential customers detailed
energy efficiency information. NSPW indicates that these Energy Experts devote 100 percent of
their time to energy efficiency issues. The Commission finds is reasonable to allow conservation
escrow treatment for the Energy Expert staff.

Summary of Income Statement

In addition to the specific items discussed in this Final Decision, all other uncontested
Commission staff adjustments to NSPW’s filed electric operating income statement are
appropriate. Accordingly, the estimated Wisconsin retail electric utility operating income
statement at present rates for the 2013 test year, which is considered reasonable for the purpose

of determining the electric revenue requirement in this proceeding, is as follows:
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Retail
Electric
(000’s)
Operating Revenues
Sales $583,411
Other Operating Revenues 1.928
Total Operating Revenues $585,339
Operating Expenses
Production Expense $367,614
Transmission Expenses (8,819)
Distribution Expenses 21,683
Customer Accounts Expenses 8,913
Customer Service & Sales Expenses 11,888
Administrative & General Expenses 36.481
Total Operation & Maintenance Expenses $437,760
Depreciation Expense 63,503
Amortization Expense - (125)
Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 21,856
State Income Taxes 1,600
Federal Income Taxes 4,742
Deferred Income Taxes — Net 10,379
Investment Tax Credits Restored (637)
Total Operating Expenses $539,078
Chippewa Flambeau Improvement Company Income 39
Net Operating Income $46,300

Average Net Investment Rate Base

Allowance for Funds Used During Construction

NSPW requested to accrue excess Allowances for Funds Used During Construction
(AFUDC) on all Construction Work in Progress (CWIP), which is consistent with the accrual
methodology used by the other Wisconsin utilities.

Consistent with the calculation of AFUDC for other Wisconsin utilities, it is appropriate
to permit NSPW to accrue AFUDC on all CWIP at the weighted average cost of capital instead
of at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) AFUDC rate. This rate treatment

allows NSPW to recover the full carrying costs from retail customers and is appropriate as long
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as the accrual of excess AFUDC above the FERC-calculated AFUDC does not flow though the
Interchange Agreement, either from or to NSPW.

Summary of Average Net Investment Rate Bases

The estimated Wisconsin retail electric utility average net investment rate base for the 2013
test year, which is considered reasonable for the purpose of determining the electric revenue

requirement in this proceeding, is as follows:

Retail

Electric

(000’s)
Utility Plant in Service : $1,911,536
Less: Accumulated Reserve for Depreciation 895.913
Net Utility Plant $1,015,623
Add: Fuel Inventory 9,701
Materials and Supplies 4,256
Investments in Associated Companies 537
Less: Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 228,067
Customer Advances — net of tax 13.448
Average Net Investment Rate Base $788,602

Pro Forma Rate of Return
The adjusted net operating income at present rates for purposes of this proceeding for the
test year ending December 31, 2013, results in a rate of return on average net investment rate base

of 5.87 percent for Wisconsin retail electric utility operations.

Financial Capital Structure and Dividend Restriction

A reasonable long-term range for NSPW’s common equity ratio, on a financial basis, is
50 to 55 percent common equity. The exact level of the common equity ratio within that range
should not be static, but rather should dynamically reflect the circumstances facing NSPW at a

given time. An appropriate target level for the test-year average common equity measured on a
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financial basis is 52.50 percent. This target level shall be further examined in NSPW’s next rate
proceeding.

In calculating capital structures, on a financial basis, this Commission has imputed debt
associated with obligations not reported on balance sheets. Detailed information regarding all
off-balance sheet obligations for which the financial markets will calculate a debt equivalent is
necessary for the Commission to make an independent judgment regarding NSPW’s financial
capital structure. This information is most readily available from NSPW and must be provided as
part of its next rate case application. The information shall include, at a minimum, the following

information:

1. the minimum annual lease and purchased power agreement obligations;
the method of calculation, along with the calculated amount of the debt
equivalent; and

3. supporting documentation, including all reports, correspondence, and any
other justification that clearly established Standard & Poor’s (S&P) and other
major credit rating agencies’ determination of the off-balance sheet debt
equivalent to the extent available, and publicly available documentations
when S&P and other major credit rating agencies’ documentation is not
available.

For the test year, the Commission finds that it is reasonable to impute $4,614,306 of debt
equivalent associated with NSPW’s off-balance sheet obligations. Incorporating the above
off-balance sheet debt equivalents and other Commission determinations, NSPW’s financial
capital structure for the test year will consist of 52.50 percent equity, 43.96 percent long-term
debt, 3.11 percent short-term debt, and 0.43 percent debt equivalence for off-balance sheet
obligations.

Assessing the reasonableness of NSPW?’s capital structure depends upon three important

principles. First, capital structure decisions must be based on NSPW’s needs, not on the needs of

the non-utility operations of the holding company. Second, the capital structure should provide
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adequate flexibility to NSPW and to the Commission to allow proper utility investment now and
in the future. Third, the dividend policy of NSPW should be similar to typical electric utility
dividend practices as long as NSPW is below the estimated test-year common equity ratio.

In previous dockets, the Commission recognized the need to protect ratepayers and to
ensure that utility needs are placed before non-utility needs in capital structure and dividend
policy choices. Consequently, NSPW may r'lOt pay dividends, including pass-through of
subsidiary dividends, in excess of the $31,189,664 forecasted in this case, if its actual average

common equity ratio, on a financial basis, is or will fall below the test-year authorized level of

52.50 percent.
Ten-Year Financial Forecast

NSPW’s ten-year financial forecast is useful to the Commission and shall be submitted in
future rate cases. The ten-year forecast can be combined with other business risk information to

assess capital structure needs and rate of return requirements.

Regulatory Capital Structure and Cost of Capital

As in the previous rate case docket, Commission staff deducted from the utility’s equity
the non-utility investments or other equity adjustments on which ratepayers should not pay an
equity return for ratemaking purposes. Consequently, a reasonable utility rate making capital
structure for the purpose of establishing just and reasonable rates for the test year consist of
52.37 percent equity, 44.49 percent long-term debt, and 3.14 percent short-term debt.

Short-Term Debt

NSPW?’s test-year capital structure contains approximately $33,144,000 of short-term

debt. The interest rate associated with the short-term indebtedness is the commercial paper rate.
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A reasonable estimate of the average cost of short-term commercial paper for NSPW for the test
year is 0.53 percent. This forecast is based on the average of test year commercial paper rate
estimates provided by the Blue Chip Financial Forecasts newsletter, adjusted by 33 basis points
to reflect the spread between A-1/P-1 and A-2/P-2 rated commercial paper yields. This is a
reasonable and objective method of determining short-term debt costs.

Long-Term Debt

NSPW’s test-year long-term debt included an issuance of 30-year debt aggregating
$100,000,000 principal amount forecasted for issuance in 2012. On October 10,2012, NSPW
issued the debt with a coupon rate of 3.7 percent and a yield to maturity of 3.746 percent. A
reasonable interest rate for the debt is 3.746 percent. The resulting embedded cost of long-term
debt is 5.71 percent for the test year. |

Return on Common Equity

The Commission previously determined, in docket 4220-UR-117, a 10.40 percent return on
utility common equity for NSPW to be reasonable. As rate of return on common equity was not an
issue addressed in this proceeding, the Commission determines that this return on equity shall
remain in place until addressed in a subsequent rate case proceeding. Using a i0.40 percent return
on equity, NSPW’s average utility capitalization ratios, annual cost rates, and the composite cost

of capital rate considered reasonable and just for setting rates for the test year are as follows:

Amount Annual Weighted

(000’s) Percent Cost Rate Cost

Utility Common Equity $552,337 52.37% 10.40% 5.45%
Long-Term Debt 469,183 44.49% 5.71% 2.54%
Short-Term Debt 33,144 3.14% 0.53% 0.02%
Total Utility Capital $1,054,664 100.00% 8.01%
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The weighted cost of capital of 8.01 percent is reasonable for NSPW for the test year. It
generates an economic cost of capital of 11.66 percent and a pre-tax interest coverage ratio of

4.56 times on the regulatory capital structure.

Rate of Return on Rate Base

The 8.01 percent composite cost of capital must be translated into a rate of return that can
then be applied to the average net investment rate base and used to compute the overall return
requirement in dollars. The estimate of NSPW’s average net investment rate base plus CWIP for
the test year is 93.49 percent of capital applicable primarily to utility operations plus deferred
investment tax credit. This estimate reflects all appropriate Commission adjustments, and is a
reasonable and just factor for use in translating the composite cost of capital into a return
requirement applicable to the average net investment rate base. Accordingly, the rate of return
on average Wisconsin retail electric utility net investment rate base, which is reasonable for the

purpose of determining just and reasonable rates in this proceeding, is as follows:

Retail
Electric
Cost of Capital 8.01%
Average Percent of Utility Net Investment Rate Base
Plus CWIP to Capital Applicable Primarily to Utility
Operations Plus Deferred Investment Tax Credit 93.49%
Percent Return Requirement Applicable to Net
Investment Rate Base 8.57%

Revenue Requirement
On the basis of the findings in this Final Decision, a $35,532,000 increase in Wisconsin
retail electric utility revenues is reasonable for the purpose of determining reasonable and just

rates in this proceeding and is computed as follows:
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Retail
Electric
(000°s)
Pro Forma Return on Average Net Investment Rate
Base at Present Rates 5.87%
Required Return on Average net Investment Rate Base 8.57%
Earnings Deficiency as a Percent of Average Net
Investment Rate Base 2.70%
Average Net Investment Rate Base (000’s) $788,602
Amount of Earnings Deficiency on Average Net
Investment Rate Base (000°s) $21,283
Revenue Deficiency to Provide for Earnings
Deficiency Plus Federal and State Income Taxes
(000’s) $35,532

Electric Cost-of-Service

Both NSPW and Commission staff submitted the results of several cost-of-service
studies. The two major electric cost-of-service issues contested in this proceeding are the
allocation of production capacity costs and the allocation of distribution system costs. The
allocation of these costs significantly affects the cost responsibility for providing electric service.

The Commission routinely considers electric cost-of-service studies as a guide along with
other factors in its decisions regarding the allocation of revenue responsibility. In this
proceeding, the Commission determines that it is reasonable to continue its past practice of
relying on the results of more than one cost-of-service study, as well as other factors for
determining an appropriate allocation of the revenue responsibility.
Electric Revenue Allocation

Allocating the increase in NSPW’s revenue requirement for the provision of electric

service was also a significant contested issue in this proceeding. Both NSPW and Commission
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staff submitted a comprehensive allocation of the proposed electric revenue increase. NSPW
proposed a very narrow range of increases within 0.2 percent of its overall 6.7 percent electric
increase for all of the major customer classes. Commission staff’s alternative was similar, but
included a slightly wider range of increase within 0.5 percent of its overall 5.65 percent electric
increase, except the medium commercial and industrial classes get approximately 0.9 percent
below the overall average.

The Commission routinely considers factors other than cost-of-service studies such as bill
impacts, existing relationships between rate classes, and the overall magnitude of the revenue
change, in its decisions regarding the allocation of revenue responsibility. The results of the cost
studies introduced in this case support various revenue allocations. The Commission determines
that a reasonable allocation of the electric revenue increase is a 7.2 percent increase for the
residential classes, a 5.8 percent increase for the medium commercial and industfial classes, a
5.0 percent increase for the large commercial and industrial classes and a 6.8 percent increase for
the lighting and miscellaneous classes, as adjusted for the final revenue requirement.

Commissioner Callisto dissents.

Electric Rate Design

NSPW initially proposed a rate design that included increases in energy charges, demand
charges and lighting charges, for the various customer classes. NSPW initially proposed similar
percentage increases for both the energy and demand charges. That proposal also increases the
voltage discounts for the transmission level customers and increases high load factor credits.
Commission staff’s alternative rate design included similar percentage increases for both the
energy charges and demand charges, but included lower increases in the high load factor credit

and no increase for the voltage discounts.
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Wisconsin Industrial Energy Group (WIEG) argued that the rate design for the Cg-9,
Cp-1 and the RTP-1 classes should include greater than average increases for the demand
charges and less than average increases for the energy charges. WIEG also supported NSPW’s
proposal to increase the voltage discounts for the transmission level customers and increase high
load factor credits. NSPW responded by introducing a compromise proposal that included
demand charge increases half way between WIEG’s proposal and the Commission staff’s
proposal and energy charge increases that are lower than the average increase percentage for
these classes. This proposal also included the increases to the transmission voltage discounts and
increases to the high load factor credits that were part of NSPW’s initial proposal. The
Commission determines that NSPW’s compromise proposal for changing the demand and energy
charges affecting all of the commercial and industrial customers, and its proposal to increase the
transmission voltage discounts and high load factor energy charge credits affecting the large
commercial and industrial customers, are reasonable.

Commissioner Callisto dissents on the authorization of the higher transmission voltage
discounts.

The Commission also finds NSPW’s electric rate design and the changes in energy and
lighting charges for the residential, small commercial, lighting and miscellaneous classes,

adjusted for the final revenue requirement, are reasonable. The authorized electric rates are

shown in Appendix B.
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Act 141 in Electric Rates

Act 141 contains a limitation on how much the “large energy customers™' can pay in
rates for these Act 141 costs. Act 141 requires the large energy customer “capped rates” increase
each year by the lesser of the prior year Consumer Price Index (CPI) or the utility's change in
revenue from the prior year. Both NSPW and Commission staff agree that the increase in the
“capped rates™ should be 3.2 percent for 2013, which reflects inflation based on the prior year
CPIL. Both NSPW and Commission staff proposed rate factors representing the Act 141 costs in
electric rates for the non-large energy customers that are essentially the same except for
differences between NSPW’s and Commission staff’s electric sales forecast and a calculation
error in the inflation rate NSPW initial used.

The correct reflection of the capped Act 141 costs in the RTP-1 rates was a rate issue that
was controversial, but the record was somewhat unclear. NSPW filed a rate and revenue
analysis in Ex.-NSPW-Dahl-2 that did not show an explicit amount for the capped Act 141 costs
in the RTP-1 rates. Under this approach, it is assumed that the Act 141 costs are in the based
rates for the RTP;I class. Commission staff filed a rate and revenue analysis in Ex.-PSC-
Albrecht-2r that included an explicit amount for Act 141 costs that the RTP-1 rate class is
required to pay under Wisconsin Statutes. This was a change from how it was handled in
NSPW?s last rate case. WIEG argued that NSPW’s approach was correct. Determining the
correct approach on this issue is difficult based upon the record in this case. This issue should be

fully vetted in NSPW’s next rate case. It is reasonable to maintain the status quo and accept

' A “large energy customer” is defined as a customer whose facility consumes at least 1,000 kilowatts of electricity
per month or at least 10,000 decatherms of natural gas per month, and who is billed at least $60,000 in a month for
electric and gas services. All of the utility billing accounts of a company are considered to determine if the company
qualifies as a large energy customer. A company that qualifies will have all of its accounts treated as a large energy
customer for billing purposes, despite the accounts being served under different tariffs.
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NSPW’s approach of not showing any explicit capped Act 141 costs in the rate and revenue

analysis for the RTP-1 class.

Windsource Program

Order Point 33 of the Final Decision in docket 4220-UR-117, stated that “a full analysis
shall be required in NSPW’s next rate case on the issue of the company’s Windsource voluntary
green pricing program.” During that proceeding, the Commission expressed concerns regarding
the structure and pricing of the Windsource program due to the way in which renewable energy
is treated under the Interchange Agreement.

Typically, when utility customers elect to participate in green energy pricing programs,
the utility purchases more renewable energy than it is otherwise required to purchase. However,
because the Interchange Agreement already requires NSPW to purchase more renewable energy
than is required to comply with Wisconsin’s renewable portfolio standard, a customer’s
participation in the Windsource program does not lead to a greater amount of renewable energy
on the NSPW system than would have existed otherwise. NSPW retires Renewable Energy
Credits not used for compliance with Wisconsin’s renewable portfolio standard in order to
satisfy renewable energy purchases through Windsource.

The Commission finds the overall structure of NSPW’s Windsource program to be
reasonable. While NSPW does not purchase additional renewable energy as a direct result of a
person sigﬁing up for Windsource, the program still offers value to customers seeking ways in
which to “green” their energy consumption. However, due to the potential for customer

confusion, NSPW shall modify materials used to market the Windsource program in Wisconsin
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to accurately reflect what the program offers to participating customers, given the constraints of
the Interchange Agreement, within 60 days of the effective date of this Final Decision.
Commission staff also proposed that NSPW modify Windsource to allow customers the
option of buying a percentage of their energy from the program. NSPW_believes that this change
to the program would be cost prohibitive. Given the information available in the record, the
Commission finds it reasonable for NSPW to continue to provide only a kW block-based
participation option for the Windsource program. However, NSPW shall provide in its next base
rate case, additional information regarding the billing system costs the company claims would be

associated with providing a percentage-based participation option for the Windsource program.

Net Metering

NSPW did not propose any changes to its Pg-1 net metering tariff. Based on the
understanding that the company wished to leave the Pg-1 net energy billing tariff as is, and
continue grandfathering pre-January 1, 2012, vintage customers until a future proceeding,
Commission staff proposed that final form tariffs authorized in this proceeding should include an
update to the Pg-1 tariff so as to preserve the grandfathering treatment for pre-January 1, 2012,
vintage customers until a future base rate case proceeding. The Commission finds Commission
staff’s proposed tréatment of the Pg-1 tariff to be reasonable.
Electric Tariff Changes

NSPW proposed changes to its electric Distribution Extension Allowances that are shown

in Ex.-NSPW-Marx-1, Schedule 6. There were no objections to these changes. The distribution

extension allowances are part of NSPW’s electric rule and regulation tariffs. The Commission
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finds it reasonable to approve these proposed changes to NSPW’s electric rule and regulation

tariffs.

NATURAL GAS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDIES AND RATES

Natural Gas Cost-of-Service Studies

The natural gas rate increase will provide for the allowed incremental MGP costs of
$2,717,362. This singular cost allowance did not necessitate a cost-of-service analysis of
NSPW’s overall costs of providing natural gas service. For purposes of this proceeding, the
costs allocation and rate recovery was limited to MGP costs. Several cost allocation
methodologies were identified and considered appropriate; however, the Commission determines
that final rates for natural gas service shall be based on the net investment rate base cost

allocation methodology.

Revenue Recovery Adequacy of Service Class Rates

Overall, the rates authorized for NSPW in Appendix C of this Final Decision will provide
for the incremental cost recovery of the allowed MGP costs of $2,717,362. This represents an
increase of 6.42 percent in margin rates and an increase of 2.53 percent in total natural gas sales
revenues. Margin rates exclude natural gas costs.

Authorized rates as set forth in Appendix C include a rate “adjustment” over present rates
that were determined on a volumetric unit basis given estimated 2013 test-year sales and the
MGTP cost allocations as discussed above. Summaries of the rate impacts on a service rate class
are shown in Appendix C.

As shown in Appendix C, the authorized natural gas rates result in a range of increases in

the charges to the various service rate classes. The percentage rate decrease to any individual
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customer will not necessarily equal the overall percentage decrease to the associated service rate
class, but will depend on the specific usage level of the customer.

Appendix C also shows some typical natural gas bills for residential service, comparing

existing rates with new rates, including the cost of natural gas.

Order
1. This Final Decision takes effect one day after the date of mailing.
2. The authorized rate increases and tariff provisions that restrict the terms of service

may take effect January 1, 2013, provided that the utility files these rates and tariff provisions
with the Commission and places them in all of the utility’s offices and pay stations by that date.
If these rate increases and tariff provisions are not filed with the Commission and placed in all
offices and pay stations by that date, they take effect on the date they are filed with the
Commission and placed in all offices and pay stations.

3. NSPW may revise its existing rates and tariff provisions for electric and natural
gas utility service, substituting the rate increases and tariff provisions that restrict the terms of
service, as shown in Appéndices B and C. These changes shall be in effect until the Commission
issues an order establishing new rates and tariff provisions.

4. The electric fuel costs in Appendix D shall be used for monitoring of the NSP
system’s 2013 fuel costs, pursuant to Wis. Admin. Code § PSC 116.06(3).

3, NSPW shall not include labor dollars in the conservation escrow budget for
Account Managers or Community Service Managers/Supervisors.

6. The Farm Rewiring Program shall not receive escrow treatment.
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s Low-income assistance dollars required by Act 141 to be contributed to statewide
low-income programs shall not receive escrow treatment.

8. NSPW shall record annual conservation accrual amounts of $8,662,412 for electric
operations and $3,014,932 for natural gas operations. The level for electric operations consists of
the conservation budget of $8,191,041 plus an escrow adjustment of $470,626 to reflect the
estimated overspent balance as of January 1, 2013, of $941,252, amortized over two years. The
level for natural gas operations remains at $3,014,932, the same as that authorized in rate case
docket 4220-UR-117.

p NSPW shall maintain 50 to 55 percent common equity on a financial basis in its
capital structure.

10.  The appropriate target level for NSPW’s common equity shall be further explored
in the company’s next rate case.

11.  NSPW shall submit a ten-year financial forecast in its next rate case.

12.  NSPW shall submit, in its next rate case application, detailed information regarding
all off-balance sheet obligations for which the financial markets will calculate a debt equivalent.
The information shall include, at a minimum: (1) the minimum annual lease and purchase power
agreement obligations; (2) the method of calculation, along with the calculated amount of the debt
equivalent; and (3) supporting documentation, including all reports, correspondence and any other
justification that clearly established S&P’s and other major credit rating agencies’ determination of
the off-balance sheet debt equivalent, to the extent available, and publicly available documentation

when S&P and other major credit rating agencies’ documentation is not available.

32



Northern States Power Company Case No. PU-12-813
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota Exhibit___(LM-2), Schedule 1

Page 33 of 58

Docket 4220-UR-118

13. NSPW shall not pay dividends, including pass-through of subsidiary dividends, in
excess of $31,189,664, if its actual average common equity ratio, on a financial basis, is or will
fall below the test year authorized level of 52.50 percent.

14. NSPW shall modify materials used to market the Windsource program in
Wisconsin so as to accurately reflect what the program offers to participating customers, given
the constraints of the Interchange Agreement, within 60 days of the effective date of this Final
Decision.

15.  Inits next base rate case, NSPW shall provide additional information regarding
the billing system costs the company claims would be associated with providing a
percentage-based participation option for the Windsource program.

16.  Jurisdiction is retained.

Dissent and Concurrence

Commissioner Callisto dissents in part, concurs, and writes separately (attached).

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, this 27" day of December, 2012.
By the Commission:

W%

Sandra J. Paske
Secretary to the Commission

SJP:CCS:cmk:DL:00611941

See attached Notice of Rights
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN
610 North Whitney Way
P.O. Box 7854
Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7854

NOTICE OF RIGHTS FOR REHEARING OR JUDICIAL REVIEW, THE
TIMES ALLOWED FOR EACH, AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE
PARTY TO BE NAMED AS RESPONDENT

The following notice is served on you as part of the Commission's written decision. This general
notice is for the purpose of ensuring compliance with Wis. Stat. § 227.48(2), and does not
constitute a conclusion or admission that any particular party or person is necessarily aggrieved
or that any particular decision or order is final or judicially reviewable.

PETITION FOR REHEARING

If this decision is an order following a contested case proceeding as defined in Wis. Stat.
§ 227.01(3), a person aggrieved by the decision has a right to petition the Commission for
rehearing within 20 days of mailing of this decision, as provided in Wis. Stat. § 227.49. The
mailing date is shown on the first page. If there is no date on the first page, the date of mailing is
shown immediately above the signature line. The petition for rehearing must be filed with the
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin and served on the parties. An appeal of this decision
may also be taken directly to circuit court through the filing of a petition for judicial review. It is
not necessary to first petition for rehearing.

PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW

A person aggrieved by this decision has a right to petition for judicial review as provided in Wis.
Stat. § 227.53. In a contested case, the petition must be filed in circuit court and served upon the
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin within 30 days of mailing of this decision if there has
been no petition for rehearing. If a timely petition for rehearing has been filed, the petition for
judicial review must be filed within 30 days of mailing of the order finally disposing of the
petition for rehearing, or within 30 days after the final disposition of the petition for rehearing by
operation of law pursuant to Wis. Stat. § 227.49(5), whichever is sooner. If an untimely petition
for rehearing is filed, the 30-day period to petition for judicial review commences the date the
Commission mailed its original decision.”> The Public Service Commission of Wisconsin must
be named as respondent in the petition for judicial review.

If this decision is an order denying rehearing, a person aggrieved who wishes to appeal must
seek judicial review rather than rehearing. A second petition for rehearing is not permitted.

Revised: December 17, 2008

2 See State v. Currier, 2006 W1 App 12, 288 Wis. 2d 693, 709 N.W.2d 520.
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In order to comply with Wis. Stat. § 227.47, the following parties who appeared before
the agency are considered parties for purposes of review under Wis. Stat. § 227.53.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN
(Not a party, but must be served)

610 North Whitney Way

P.O. Box 7854

Madison, WI 53707-7854

Justin Chasco
Candice Spanjar

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
John Wilson
Michael Best & Friedrich
One South Pinckney Street, Suite 700
Madison, WI 53703
(Email: jdwilson@michaelbest.com)

CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD
Kira E. Loehr
Kurt Runzler
Dennis Dums
16 North Carroll Street, Suite 640
Madison, WI 53703
(Email: loehr@wiscub.org; runzler@wiscub.org; dums@wiscub.org)

CITY OF LACROSSE
Anita T. Gallucci
Rhonda R. Hazen
Boardman & Clark, LLP
P.O. Box 927
Madison, WI 53701-0927
(Email: RHazen@boardmanclark.com)

WISCONSIN INDUSTRIAL ENERGY GROUP
Steven A. Heinzen
P. Duncan Moss
Godfrey & Kahn, S.C.
PO Box 2719
Madison, WI 53701-2719
(Email: sheinzen@gklaw.com; dmoss@gklaw.com; tstuart@wieg.org)
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WISCONSIN PAPER COUNCIL
Earl Gustafson
5485 Grande Market Drive, Suite B
Appleton, WI 54913
(Email: gustafson@wipapercouncil.org)
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)

SUMMARY OF ELECTRIC REVENUE

FOR TEST YEAR 2013

INDIVIDUAL e - PRESENT AUTHORIZED  DOLLAR  PERCENT
RATE CLASSES . REVENUES  REVENUES - INCREASE INCREASE
Rg-1 (Residential) $ 200,189,419 $ 214,305,579 $ 14,116,160 7.05%
Rg-2 (Residential - Optional Time-of-Day) 11,070,696 11,862,113 791,417 7.15%
Fg-1 (Farm Service) 9,624,585 10,341,693 717,108 7.45%
Cg-6 (Optional Off-Peak Service -- Res.) 85,932 91,589 5,657 6.58%
S-1 (Automatic Protective Lighting -- Res.) 438,673 468,403 29,730 6.78%
Cg-1 (Small General - Optional Time-of-Day) 454,208 487,166 32,958 7.26%
Cg-2 (Small General Non-TOD) 42,534,695 45,608,668 3,073,973 7.23%
S-1 (Automatic Protective Lighting -- Com.) 580,166 619,537 39,371 6.79%
Ms-6 (Underground Area Lighting - Private) 31,576 33,725 2,149 6.81%
Cg-5 (General Service TOD) 84,367,437 89,258,322 4,890,885 5.80%
Cg-6 (Optional Off-Peak Service -- C&I) 225,034 240,552 15,518 6.90%
Cp-2 (Peak Controlled Non-TOD) 3,127,321 3,312,569 185,249 5.92%
Cg-9 (Large General TOD) 157,496,035 165,563,370 8,067,335 5.12%
DS-1 (Military Fac. Distrib. Service) 629,430 643,234 13,804 2.19%
Cp-1 (Peak Controlled Service) 54,126,007 56,777,630 2,651,622 4.90%
RTP-1 (Real-Time Pricing) 12,718,600 13,237,016 518,416 4.08%
Ms-2 (Company Owned Street Lighting) 3,309,285 3,534,299 225,014 6.80%
Ms-3 (Cust. Owned Incand./Fluor. Lighting) 6,971 7,445 474 6.80%
Ms-4 (Customer Owned Lighting) 468,570 500,767 32,197 6.87%
Ms-6 (Underground Area Lighting - Public) 345,477 368,983 23,506 6.80%
Ms-7 (Metered - Customer Owned Lighting) 125,613 133,940 8,327 6.63%
Mp-1 (Municipal Water Pumbing) 1,096,849 1,179,235 82,386 7.51%
Mz-3 (Fire Siren Service) 4,878 4,878 0 0.00%
VRE (Voluntary Renewable Energy - Windsource) 184,950 184,950 0 0.00%
Pg-2 (Parallel Generation Service) 0 0 0 0.00%

TOTAL ELECTRIC RETAIL SALES 583,242,407 618,765,663 35,523,256 6.09%

Interdepartmental Sales 168,592 177,816 9,224 5.47%

TOTAL ELECTRIC $ 583,410,999 $ 618,943,479 $ 35,532,480 6.09%
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATE CLASSES & eaae s e ~_ PRESENT  AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS ~ RATES RATES
RESIDENTIAL SERVICE, Rg-1
Customer Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $8.00 $8.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Water Heating Meter Chg. (per Month per Meter) $2.00 $2.00
Load Management Credit (per Month):
Water Heating $2.00 $2.00
Air Conditioning (Summer Only) $6.00 $6.00
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 11.3780 ¢ 12.2600 ¢
Non-Summer 10.2920 ¢ 11.0900 ¢
RESIDENTIAL TOD SERVICE, Rg-2
Customer Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $8.00 $8.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Energy Charge (per kWh): On-Peak (Summer) 21.2320 ¢ » 22.8420 ¢
On-Peak (Non-Summer) 19.6070 ¢ 21.0940 ¢
Off-Peak (Summer) 54210 ¢ 5.8390 ¢
Off-Peak (Non-Summer) 54210 ¢ 5.8390 ¢
FARM SERVICE, Fg-1
Customer Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $8.00 $8.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Load Management Credit (per Month):
Water Heating $2.00 $2.00
Air Conditioning (Summer Only) $6.00 $6.00
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 11.3780 ¢ 12.2600 ¢
Non-Summer 10.2920 ¢ 11.0900 ¢
SMALL GENERAL SERVICE, Cg-2
Customer Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $8.00 $8.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Un-metered Cust. Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $4.50 $4.50
Three-Phase $6.50 $6.50
Water Heating Meter Chg. (per Month per Meter) $2.00 $2.00
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 11.3780 ¢ 12.2600 ¢
Non-Summer 10.2920 ¢ 11.0900 ¢
Act 141 $ in Base Rates 0.1210 ¢ 0.1280 ¢
Approx. Act 141 § in Lg.Cust. Rates 0.0630 ¢ 0.0650 ¢
SMALL GENERAL TOD SERVICE, Cg-1
Customer Charge (per Month) Single-Phase $8.00 $8.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Energy Charge (per kWh): On-Peak (Summer) 21.2320 ¢ 22.8420 ¢
19.6070 ¢ 21.0940 ¢
Off-Peak (Summer) 54210 ¢ 5.8390 ¢
54210 ¢ 5.8390 ¢
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATE CLASSES & oane S aean e PRESENT. o _AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS , = . RATES = . RATES
GENERAL SERVICE, Cg-5
Customer Charge (per Month): $30.00 $30.00
Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary (Summer) $11.25 $11.95
Secondary (Non-Summer) $9.25 $9.95
Primary (Summer) $10.70 $11.36
Primary (Non-Summer) $8.74 $9.40
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 6.0050 ¢ 6.3275 ¢
Non-Summer 5.4640 ¢ 5.7577 ¢
Act 141 § in Base Rates 0.1210 ¢ 0.1280 ¢
Approx. Act 141 $ in Lg.Cust. Rates 0.0480 ¢ 0.0480 ¢
Primary Volt. Energy Discount (per kWh) 2.00% 2.00%
Primary Volt. Demand Discount (per kW)  Summer $0.55 $0.59
[Discounts Reflected Above] Non-Summer $0.51 $0.55
Energy Charge Credit (per kWh in excess of 400 hours x Billed kW) 0.8000 ¢ 0.9000 ¢
PEAK CONTROLLED SERVICE, Cp-2
Customer Charge (per Month): $40.00 $40.00
Demand Charges (per kW):
Firm Demand: Secondary (Summer) $11.25 $11.95
Secondary (Non-Summer) $9.25 $9.95
Primary (Summer) $10.70 $11.36
Primary (Non-Summer) $8.74 $9.40
Controlled Demand: Secondary (Summer) $6.54 $7.05
Secondary (Non-Summer) $6.54 $7.05
Primary (Summer) $6.08 $6.56
Primary (Non-Summer) $6.08 $6.56
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 6.0050 ¢ 6.3275 ¢
Non-Summer 5.4640 ¢ 5.7577 ¢
Act 141 § in Base Rates 0.1210 ¢ 0.1280 ¢
Approx. Act 141 $ in Lg.Cust. Rates 0.0230 ¢ 0.0230 ¢
Primary Volt. Energy Discount (per kWh) 2.00% 2.00%
Primary Volt. Demand Discount (per kW)  Summer $0.55 $0.59
[Discounts Reflected Above] Non-Summer $0.51 $0.55
Energy Charge Credit (per kWh in excess of 400 hours x Billed kW) 0.900 ¢ 0.900 ¢
OPTIONAL OFF-PEAK SERVICE, Cg-6
Customer Charge (per Month): Single-Phase $4.00 $4.00
Three-Phase $10.00 $10.00
Energy Charge (per kWh) Secondary (Summer) 4.9780 ¢ 53720 ¢
Secondary (Non-Summer) 4.9780 ¢ 53720 ¢
Primary (Summer) 4.8784 ¢ 5.2650 ¢
Primary (Non-Summer) 4.8784 ¢ 5.2650 ¢
Non-Authorized Use Charge (per kWh) 21.9150 ¢ 22.4020 ¢
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ELECTRIC RATES
RATE CLASSES & PRESENT * AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS © RATES "  RATES
LARGE GENERAL TOD SERVICE, Cg-9
Customer Charge (per Month): Mandatory $155.00 $155.00
Optional $55.00 $55.00
On-Peak Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary (Summer) $9.75 $10.45
Secondary (Non-Summer) $7.75 $8.45
Primary (Summer) $9.56 $10.24
Primary (Non-Summer) $7.60 $8.28
Trans. Transformed (Sum.) $9.12 $9.72
Tr. Transform. (Non-Sum.) $7.25 $7.86
Transmission (Summer) $9.07 $9.67
Transmission (Non-Sum.) $7.21 $7.82
Customer Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary $1.30 $1.39
Primary $0.97 $1.04
Trans. Transformed $0.55 $0.59
Transmission $0.00 $0.00
Energy Charge (per kWh): On-Peak (Summer) 7.6960 ¢ 8.0210 ¢
On-Peak (Non-Summer) 6.9420 ¢ 7.2350 ¢
Off-Peak (Summer) 4.5380 ¢ 4.7300 ¢
Off-Peak (Non-Summer) 4.5380 ¢ 4.7300 ¢
Act 141 $ in Base Rates 0.1210 ¢ 0.1280 ¢
Approx. Act 141 § in Lg.Cust. Rates 0.0370 ¢ 0.0370 ¢
Voltage Discounts - Energy: Primary 2.00% 2.00%
Trans. Transformed 6.50% 7.00%
Transmission 7.00% 7.50%
Voltage Discounts = [Reflected in Demand Charges Above]:
On-Peak (per kW): Primary (Summer) $0.19 $0.21
Primary (Non-Summer) $0.15 $0.17
Trans. Transformed (Sum.) $0.63 $0.73
Tr. Transform. (Non-Sum.) $0.50 $0.59
Transmission (Summer) $0.68 $0.78
Transmission (Non-Sum.) $0.54 $0.63
Customer (per kW): Primary $0.33 $0.35
Trans. Transformed $0.75 $0.80
Transmission $1.30 $1.39
Energy Charge Credit (Applies up to 400 hours & Limited to 50% of kWh) 0.8000 ¢ 0.9000 ¢
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATECLASSES & e ~ PRESENT AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS  RATES . RATES
PEAK CONTROLLED TOD SERVICE, Cp-1
Customer Charge (per Month): Demands >200 kW $175.00 $175.00
Demands < 200 kW $75.00 $75.00
On-Peak Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary (Summer) $9.75 $10.45
Secondary (Non-Summer) $7.75 $8.45
Primary (Summer) $9.56 $10.24
Primary (Non-Summer) $7.60 $8.28
Trans. Transformed (Sum.) $9.12 $9.72
Tr. Transform. (Non-Sum.) $7.25 $7.86
Transmission (Summer) $9.07 $9.67
Transmission (Non-Sum.) $7.21 $7.82
Customer Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary $1.30 $1.39
Primary $0.97 $1.04
Trans. Transformed $0.55 $0.59
Transmission $0.00 $0.00
Controlled Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary (Summer) $5.04 $5.55
Secondary (Non-Summer) $5.04 $5.55
Primary (Summer) $4.94 $5.44
Primary (Non-Summer) $4.94 $5.44
Trans. Transformed (Sum.) $4.72 $5.16
Tr. Transform. (Non-Sum.) $4.72 $5.16
Transmission (Summer) $4.71 $5.14
Transmission (Non-Sum.) $4.70 $5.14
Energy Charge (per kWh): On-Peak (Summer) 7.6960 ¢ 8.0210 ¢
On-Peak (Non-Summer) 6.9420 ¢ 7.2350 ¢
Off-Peak (Summer) 4.5380 ¢ 4.7300 ¢
Off-Peak (Non-Summer) 4.5380 ¢ 4.7300 ¢
Act 141 $ in Base Rates 0.1210 ¢ 0.1280 ¢
Approx. Act 141 $ in Lg.Cust. Rates 0.0310 ¢ 0.0310 ¢
Voltage Discounts - Energy: Primary 2.00% 2.00%
Trans. Transformed 6.50% 7.00%
Transmission 7.00% 7.50%
Voltage Discounts [Reflected in Demand Charges Above]:
On-Peak (per kW): Primary (Summer) $0.19 $0.21
Primary (Non-Summer) $0.15 $0.17
Trans. Transformed (Sum.) $0.63 $0.73
Tr. Transform. (Non-Sum.) $0.50 $0.59
Transmission (Summer) $0.68 $0.78
Transmission (Non-Sum.) $0.54 $0.63
Customer (per kW): Primary $0.33 $0.35
Trans. Transformed $0.75 $0.80
Transmission $1.30 $1.39
Energy Charge Credit (Applies up to 400 hours & Limited to 50% of kWh) 0.800 ¢ 0.900 ¢
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATECLASSES & . ~ PRESENT THORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS ~ RATES RATES
MILITARY FACILITY DISTRIBUTION SERVICE, DS-1
[Distribution Service Charge (per kW) $4.56 $4.66 —I
EXPERIMENTAL REAL TIME PRICING, RTP-1
Customer Charge (per Month) $300.00 $300.00
Contract Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary $9.09 $9.12
Primary $8.91 $8.93
Trans. Transformed $8.50 $8.48
Transmission $8.45 $8.44
Distribution Demand Charges (per kW): Secondary $1.30 $1.39
Primary $0.97 $1.04
Trans. Transformed $0.55 $0.59
Transmission $0.00 $0.00
Energy Charges (per kWh): Authorized Hourly Energy Prices
included in the table below
Energy Voltage Discounts (per kWh): Primary 0.100 ¢ 0.100 ¢
Trans. Transformed 0.331 ¢ 0.376 ¢
Transmission 0.356 ¢ 0.403 ¢
Limited Energy Surcharge (per kWh) 10.9500 ¢ 11.6500 ¢
Energy Charge Credit (Applies up to 400 hours & Limited to 50% of kWh) 0.7000 ¢ 0.9000 ¢
Energy Chgs. Day Types
$ per kWh 1 2 3 5 6 7 8
12 am - 6 am 0.05502 0.04995 0.04744 0.04288 0.04047 0.03605 0.03571 0.03395
6 am - 9 am 0.09550 0.07812 0.06412 0.06501 0.06210 0.04680 0.04636 0.03934
9am- 12 pm 0.24700 0.17101 0.10770 0.08563 0.07065 0.06046 0.04961 0.04285
12 pm - 6 pm 0.41163 0.27233 0.15836 0.09828 0.07065 0.06046 0.04961 0.04285
6 pm-9 pm 0.29765 0.22167 0.13303 0.08741 0.07065 0.06046 0.04961 0.04285
9pm - 12 pm 0.09297 0.07526 0.06755 0.06007 0.04971 0.04448 0.04072 0.03821
AUTOMATIC PROTECTIVE LIGHTING, S-1
Monthly Charges (per Unit):
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $8.51 $9.09
250 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $11.33 $12.10
400 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $15.24 $16.28
70 Watt HPS Lamps $6.08 $6.49
100 Watt HPS Lamps $7.40 $7.90
150 Watt HPS Lamps $8.93 $9.54
250 Watt HPS Lamps $12.11 $12.93
400 Watt HPS Lamps $17.31 $18.49
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES

RATECLASSES & ... PRESENT . ' AUTHORIZED

RATE DESCRIPTIONS ~ RATES - RATES

COMPANY OWNED STREET LIGHTING, Ms-2

Monthly Charges (per Lamp):

Overhead:
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $12.43 $13.28
250 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $14.16 $15.12
400 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $17.51 $18.70
70 Watt HPS Lamps $10.21 $10.90
100 Watt HPS Lamps $11.13 $11.89
150 Watt HPS Lamps $12.40 $13.24
250 Watt HPS Lamps $15.42 $16.47
400 Watt HPS Lamps $20.05 $21.41

Underground:
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $18.21 $19.45
250 Watt' MV Lamps (Closed) $19.82 $21.17
70 Watt HPS Lamps $15.28 $16.32
100 Watt HPS Lamps $16.21 $17.31
150 Watt HPS Lamps $17.48 $18.67
250 Watt HPS Lamps $20.74 $22.15
400 Watt HPS Lamps $25.12 $26.83

Decorative Underground:
100 Watt HPS Lamps $34.65 $34.65
150 Watt HPS Lamps $36.21 $36.21
250 Watt HPS Lamps $39.36 $39.36
400 Watt HPS Lamps $43.94 $43.94

Maintenance Option:
100 Watt HPS Lamps $8.28 $8.84
150 Watt HPS Lamps $9.88 $10.55
250 Watt HPS Lamps $13.02 $13.91
400 Watt HPS Lamps $17.60 $18.80
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATE CLASSES & ; PRESENT  AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIONS  RATES ' RATES
CUSTOMER OWNED STREET LIGHTING, Ms-4
Monthly Charges (per Lamp):
Group I - Energy and Maintenance:
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $6.91 $7.38
250 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $8.49 $9.07
400 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $12.05 $12.87
700 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $19.06 $20.36
50 Watt HPS Lamps $4.19 $4.47
70 Watt HPS Lamps $4.66 $4.98
100 Watt HPS Lamps $5.56 $5.94
150 Watt HPS Lamps $6.60 $7.05
250 Watt HPS Lamps $9.66 $10.32
400 Watt HPS Lamps $13.24 $14.14
Group I - Energy and Maintenance (No Paint):
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $6.66 $7.13
250 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $8.24 $8.82
400 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $11.80 $12.62
700 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $18.81 $20.11
50 Watt HPS Lamps $3.94 $4.22
70 Watt HPS Lamps $4.41 $4.73
100 Watt HPS Lamps $5.31 $5.69
150 Watt HPS Lamps $6.35 $6.80
250 Watt HPS Lamps $9.41 $10.07
400 Watt HPS Lamps $12.99 $13.89
Group II - Energy Only:
100 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $2.69 $2.87
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $4.30 $4.59
400 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $9.48 $10.12
700 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $16.18 $17.28
35 Watt HPS Lamps $0.90 $0.96
50 Watt HPS Lamps $1.30 $1.39
70 Watt HPS Lamps $1.72 $1.84
100 Watt HPS Lamps $2.59 $2.77
150 Watt HPS Lamps $3.99 $4.26
200 Watt HPS Lamps $5.07 $5.41
250 Watt HPS Lamps $6.16 $6.58
400 Watt HPS Lamps $9.70 $10.36
1000 Watt HPS Lamps $21.98 $23.47
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)
ELECTRIC RATES
RATECLASSES & = ~ PRESENT . AUT}!OI{IZEQ
RATE DESCRIPTIONS RATES = RATES
COMPANY OWNED STREET LIGHTING, Ms-4.2 (Closed)
Ornamental:
250 Watt MV Lamps $15.84 $16.92
400 Watt MV Lamps $18.87 $20.15
150 Watt HPS Lamps $15.74 $16.81
250 Watt HPS Lamps $18.65 $19.92
UNDERGROUND AREA LIGHTING, Ms-6
Monthly Charges (per Lamp):
175 Watt MV Lamps (Closed) $16.01 $17.10
100 Watt HPS Lamps $14.26 $15.23
150 Watt HPS Lamps $16.26 $17.37
METERED CUSTOMER OWNED STREET LIGHTING, Ms-7
Customer Charge (per Month) $7.25 $7.25
Energy Charge (per kWh) 5.8780 6.2890 ¢
COMPANY OWNED STREET LIGHTING, Ms-3 (Closed)
Monthly Charges (per Lamp):
2,500 Lumen - Incand. (AN) $7.92 $8.46
4,000 Lumen - Incand. (AN) $9.66 $10.32
6,000 Lumen - Incand. (AN) $11.65 $12.44
10,000 Lumen - Incand. (AN) $15.53 $16.59
F72H0 - Fluorescent (4AN) $15.77 $16.84
F72HO0 - Fluor. (2AN+2MN) $13.88 $14.82
MUNICIPAL WATER PUMPING, Mp-1
Customer Charge (per Month) $10.00 $10.00
Minimum Charge: Cust. Chg. + All hp > 5 (per hp) $0.80 $0.80
Energy Charge (per kWh) Summer 11.3780 ¢ 12.2600 ¢
Non-Summer 10.2920 ¢ 11.0900 ¢
Primary Voltage Energy Discount (per kWh) 2.00% 2.00%
FIRE SIREN SERVICE, Mz-3 :
Minimum Charge (per Month) $2.00 $2.00
Rate per hp of Connected Capacity 38.30 ¢ 38.30 ¢
WINDSOURCE, VRE (Green Pricing Tariff)
|Energy Charge Adder 137 ¢ 137 ¢]
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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (WISCONSIN)

ELECTRIC RATES
RATE CLASSES & : "PRESENT  AUTHORIZED
RATE DESCRIPTIO RATES = RATES
PARALLEL GENERATION, Pg-2A
Customer Charge (per Month):
For Generator Rating: 21-100 kW: Delivering < 200 amps $6.40 $6.40
Delivering > 200 amps $8.60 $8.60
For Generator Rating: > 100 kW 13.80 $13.80
NSPW 's Energy payments are based on LMP prices
and are adjusted by Delivery Voltage to reflect losses. Rates are
automatically
Historic Day Ahead LMP payments (per kWh): adjusted in
On-Peak 0.03640 November for
On-Peak 0.02309 the TY 2013
HYDRO ENERGY PURCHASE, Pg-2.2 (Closed)
Customer Charge (per Month):
For Generator Rating: 21-100 kW: Delivering < 200 amps $6.40 $6.40
Delivering > 200 amps $8.60 $8.60
For Generator Rating: > 100 kW 13.80 $13.80
Capacity Rate (Primary) paid per kWh:
20-Year Option:
Service beginning in 1992 4220 ¢ 4220 ¢
Average Energy Rate (Primary):
For Service in 1996 & After Until Changed by PSC Order 3.000 ¢ 3.200 ¢
ELECTRIC SERVICE EXTENSION ALLOWANCES
Residential & Farm Service:
(for Rg-1, Rg-2, Fg-1) , $452.00 $499.00
General Service -- Non-Demand:
(for Cg-1, Cg-2, Mp-1, Mz-3) $490.00 $532.00
General Service -- Demand:
(for Cg-5 and Cp-2) per kW: $67.00 $79.00
Large General Service -- Demand:
(for Cg-9 and Cp-1)
Secondary (per kW): $59.00 $53.00
Primary (per kW): $50.00 $45.00
Street and Area Lighting:
(for Ms-2, Ms-4, Ms-6) $82.00 $108.00
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Northern States Power Company

Gas Revenue Summary

Current Margin + =Rebundled + Proposed = Total Percent Change
& Admin Cost of Gas Service Class | Distribution Rev | Bundled Rev. Rebundled
Service Rate Classes Volumes Revenues Revenues Revenues Dist. Class w/COG _|w/o COG
Residential |
Residential (Rg-1) L 61622593 | § 26,154965 § 29265354 § 55,420319 | § 1,731,595 § 57,151,914 3.12% 6.62%)
Subtotal r 61,622,593 | § 26,154965 § 29265354 § 55420319 | § 1731595 § 57.151914 3.12%! 6.62%)
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-1 (0 to 29,999) l
Commercial - Firn (Cgl-SSS-F) I 50,407,832 | § 11,264,064 § 23,576,958 $ 34841022 | § 650,261 § 35,491,283 1.87% 5.77%)
Commercial - Contract (Cgl-SSS-CD) 3,558,475 | § 621,533 § 1,980,765 § 2,602,298 | § 45904 § 2,648,202 1.76% 7.39%)
Commercial - Interdepart. (Cgl-SSS-F) ] 153,802 | § 29,177 § 73442 S 102,619 | $ 1984 § 104,603 1.93% 6.80%
Commercial - Transport (Cg-1-CSS) 52292018 75,935 s 7593518 6746 S 82,680 8.88% 8.88%)
Subtotal Cg-1 | 54643029 | § 11,990708 § 25,631,166 § 37621873 | § 704,895 $ 38,326,768 1.87% 5.88%)
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-2 (30,000 to 199,999) I
Commercial - Internptible (Cg-2-SSS-CD) 11,805217 | § 237,904 s 237,904 | § 22,430 § 260,334 9.43% 9.43%)
Commercial - Interruptible (Cg-2-SSS-I) I 9,216,682 | § 1381434 § 3,515,780 § 4897214 (§ 71,890 § 4,969,104 1.47% 5.20%)
Commercial - Transport (Cg-2-CSS) N 57131518 58,017 s 58017 |§ 4456 § 62,474 7.68%! 7.68%)
Subtotal Cg-2 ! 21593214 [ § 1677355 $ 3515780 § 5,193,135 [ § 98,776 § 5291912 1.90% 5.89%]
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-3 (200,000 to 499,999) |
Commercial - Interruptible (Cg-3-SSS-) ' 2,784,555 | § 271,389 § 1,051,448 § 1322,837 | § 10,303 § 1,333,140 0.78% 3.80%)
Commercial - Transport (Cg-3-CSS) 1918203 | § 122917 s 122917 | § 7097 8 130,014 5.77%! 5.77%]
Subtotal Cg-3 4702758 | § 394306 § 1051448 § 1445754 | § 17400 1,463,154 1.20%) 4.41%)
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-4 (500,000 to 1,999,999) ]
Commercial - Interruptible (Cg-4-SSS-I) 10,398,729 | § 761,555 $ 3,926,560 $ 4688115 | § 38475 S 4,726,590 0.82% 5.05%)
Commercial - Transport (Cg-4-CSS-I) I 6,050,718 | § 283,947 s 283,947 | § 22388 § 306,335 7.88% 7.88%
Commercial - Contract (Contract) 1415600 | § 14,016 s 14016 | § 5662 § 19,678 40.40%) 40.40%)
Subtotal Cg-4 [ 17865047 | § 1059518 § 3926560 4986078 | $ 66,525 § 5.052,603 1.33%) 6.28%
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-5 (2,000,000 to 5,999,999) |
Commercial - Interruptible (Cg-5-SSS-1) | 3,823,508 | § 238,341 § 1443757 § 1,682,098 | § 15294 § 1,697,392 0.91% 6.42%)
Commercial - Inter-InterD (Cg-5-CSS-I) 1,051,300 | $ 90,576 § 406,669 § 497,245 | $ 4205 § 501,450 0.85% 4.64%)
Commercial - Transport (Cg-5-CSS-I) L 13554927 | § 534,426 s 534426 | $ 54220 § 588,645 10.15% 10.15%)
Subtotal Cg-5 e 18429735 | § 863,342 § 1850426 § 2713768 | § 73,719 8 2787487 2.72%) 8.54%)
Commercial & Industrial, Cg-6 (6,000,000+) I
Commercial - Transport (Cg-6-CSS-I) 1 6387405 | § 202,560 s 202,560 | $ 25,550 § 228,110 1261% 12.61%)
Subtotal Cg-6 6387405 | § 202,560 $§ - s 202,560 | § 25550 § 228,110 12.61%! 12.61%!
Total Gas Sales Revenues S 42,342,754 S 65,240,733 | § 107,583,487 | § 2,718460 | § 110,301,948 2.53% 6.42%
Plus:
Other Gas Rewenue s 452,907 s 452,907 0.00% 0.00%)
Total Gas Operating Revenue S 108,036,394 s 110,754 855 2.52%)| 6.35%|
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Northern States Power Company

Present and Authorized Gas Rates

Present Authorized

Rates Rates
Residential
Monthly Customer Charge - (Rg-1) $ 1025 § 10.25
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge - (Rg-1) § 02077 $§ 0.2358
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ 0.0020 $ 0.0020
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F) $ 0.0336 $ 0.0336
Commercial (Cg-1, Annual Usage < 30,000 therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 2000 $ 20.00
Additional Meter Charge $ 400 $ 4.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge $ 0.1420 $ 0.1549
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ - $ -
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-CD) $ 0.0321 § 0.0321
Commercial (Cg-2, Annual Usage 30,000 - 199,999 therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 10000 $ 100.00
Transportation Administrative Charge $ 5000 $ 50.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge - (Cg-2-SSS-CD) $ 00984 § 0.1062
Distribution Service Charge - (Cg-2-SSS-I) $ 0.0984 $ 0.1062
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ 0.0047 § 0.0047
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-1, SSS-CD) $ 0.0256 $§ 0.0256
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Northern States Power Company

Present and Authorized Gas Rates

Present Authorized

Rates Rates
Commercial (Cg-3, Annual Usage 200,000 - 499,999 therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 30000 $ 300.00
Transportation Administrative Charge $ 5000 $ 50.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge $ 0.0653 § 0.0690
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ - $ -
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-1, SSS-CD) § 0.0256 $ 0.0256
Commercial (Cg-4, Annual Usage 500,000 - 1,999,999 therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 35000 $ 350.00
Transportation Administrative Charge $ 5000 $ 50.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge $ 0.0549 $ 0.0586
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ - $ -
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-1, SSS-CD) $ 0.0256 §$ 0.0256
Commercial (Cg-5, Annual Usage 2,000,000 - 5,999,999 therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 550.00 $ 550.00
Transportation Administrative Charge $ 50.00 $  50.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge $ 0.0480 $ 0.0520
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ - $ -

Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-I, SSS-CD) $ 0.0256 $ 0.0256



Northern States Power Company
Electric Utility - State of North Dakota

Case No. PU-12-813
Exhibit___ (LM-2), Schedule 1
Page 50 of 58

APPENDIX C
Page 4 of 5
Northern States Power Company
Present and Authorized Gas Rates
Present Authorized
Rates Rates
Commercial (Cg-6, Annual Usage 6,000,000+ therms)
Monthly Customer Charge $ 62500 $ 625.00
Transportation Administrative Charge $ 5000 $ 50.00
Volumetric Charges:
Distribution Service Charge $ 0.0443 $ 0.0483
Peak Day Backup Charge (SSS-F) $ - $ -
Gas Acquisition Charge (SSS-F, SSS-1, SSS-CD) $ 0.0256 $ 0.0256
Base Average Cost of Gas Rates:
Commodity ("Comm") rate $ 05904 $ 0.3686
Peak Day Demand ("D1") rate $ 0.0975 $ 0.1144
Annual Demand ("D2") rate $ 0.0100 $ 0.0090
Balancing ("Bal") rate $ 0.0039 $ -
Act 141 Volumetric Distribution Rates 1/
Residential $ O.OII 13 $§ 0.0113
Commercial (Cg-1, Annual Usage < 30,000 therms) § 00152 $ 0.0152
Commercial (Cg-2, Annual Usage 30,000 - 199,999 therms) $ 00152 $ 0.0152
Commercial (Cg-3, Annual Usage 200,000 - 499,999 therms) $ 0.0152 $ 0.0152
Commercial (Cg-4, Annual Usage 500,000 - 1,999,999 therms) $§ 0.0152 $ 0.0152
Commercial (Cg-5, Annual Usage 2,000,000 - 5,999,999 therm $ 0.0152 $ 0.0152
Commercial (Cg-6, Annual Usage 6,000,000+ therms) $ 0.0152 $ 0.0152

1/ Act 141 volumetric distribution rates are included in the
above volumetric Distribution Service Charges.
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Northern States Power Company

Monthly Residential Bill Comparison

Gas Costs Summer Winter
Firm Sales Service 03776 0.4920
Monthly Monthly
Current Current Total Authorized  Authorized Total Bill Percent
Monthly Use Customer Distribut'n Maonthly Customer Distribut'n Monthly Total Incrense Increase
Therms Charge Charges Cost Gos Costs Total Costs Charges Charges Cost Ghas Costs Costs (Decrense) (Decrense)
Rg-1: Residentinl Firm Sales Service During Summer Months
5 $ 1025 § 122 ¢ 1147 § 189 § 1335 % 1025 136 $ 1161 8§ 189 § 1350 8 0.14 1.05%
10 s 1025 § 243§ 1268 § 378§ 1646 $ 1025 § 27 s 1296 $ 378§ 1674 § 0.28 1.71%
18 av. s 1025 § 438§ 1463 § 680 § 2143 § 1025 § 489 § 1514 § 680 § 2193 8 0.51 236%
25 s 1025 § 608 § 1633 8 944 8 2577 8 1025 § 679 $ 1704 % 944 S 2648 $ 0.70 273%
50 s 1025 § 1217 § 224 8 1888 § 4130 § 1025 § 1357 § 2382 § 1888 § 4270 141 3.40%
75 s 1025 § 1825 § 2850 § 2832 § 5682 § 1025 § 2036 S 3061 § 2832 § 5893 § 211 371%
95 s 1025 § 2311 § 3336 § 3587 § 69.24 8 1025 8 2578 § 3603 § 3587 8 7191 § 267 3.86%
125 s 1025 § 3041 S 4066 $ 4720 § 87.86 § 1025 $ 3393 § 4418 § 4720 § 9138 § 351 4.00%
150 s 1025 § 36.50 § 4675 § 5664 $ 10339 § 1025 $ 4071 § 50.96 § 5664 $ 10760 § 422 4.08%
200 s 1025 § 4866 § 5891 § 7552 § 13443 § 1025 § 5428 S 6453 $ 7552 8 14005 § 562 4.18%
300 s 1025 § 7299 § 8324 8 11328 § 19652 § 1025 $ 8142 § 9167 § 11328 § 20495 $ 843 429%
Rg-1: Residentinl Firm Sales Service During Winter Months
5 ) 1025 § 122§ 1147 3 246 $ 1393 § 1025 § 136 3 1161 3 246 § 1407 ' § 0.14 1.01%
10 s 1025 § 243 8 1268 § 492§ 1760 $ 1025 § 2713 1296 § 492 § 1788 § 0.28 1.60%
18 s 1025 § 438 § 1463 $ 886 $ 2349 8§ 1025 s 489 § 1514 8 886 § 2399 8 0.51 2.15%
25 s 1025 § 608 § 1633 § 1230 § 2863 § 1025 679 $ 1704 § 1230 § 2934 § 0.70 2.45%
50 s 1025 § 1217 § 2242 8 2460 § 4702 § 1025 § 1357 8 2382 § 2460 § 4R42 S 141 299%
75 s 1025 § 1825 § 2850 § 3690 $ 6540 S 1025 § 2036 S 3061 § 3690 § 6751 § 211 322%
95 $ 1025 § 2311 § 3336 $ 4674 $ 80.10 § 1025 8 2578 § 3603 § 4674 § 8277 267 3.33%
125 avg. s 1025 § 3041 S 4066 6150 § 102.16 § 1025 s 3393 § 4418 8 6150 § 10568 $ 351 3.44%
150 s 1025 § 3650 $ 4675 § 7380 § 12055 § 1025 § 4071 § 5096 S 7380 § 12476 § 422 3.50%
200 $ 1025 § 4866 § 5891 8 9840 $ 15731 § 1025 8 5428 § 6453 § 9840 $ 16293 § 5.62 3.57%
300 s 1025 § 7299 § 8324 § 14760 § 23084 S 1025 8 8142 § 9167 § 14760 § 23927 § 8.43 3.65%
Avg. Annunl Residential Billing
678 s 12300 § 16496 " 28796 § 32122 s 609.18 § 12300 § 18401 s <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>