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c. The Alternate Plan Increases Customer Savings

Section 4 provides the detailed Encompass analysis we performed in order to examine
the relative benefits and costs of the Alternate Plan, which we compared to both the
updated Reference Case (i.e. “business as usual”) and our Supplement Plan. This
analysis shows that the Company’s Alternate Plan increases customer savings on both
a PVSC and PVRR basis relative to both of these cases.

Table 1-1: Alternate Plan Cost/Savings, Relative to the Reference and

Supplement Plan

PVSC Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)

PVRR Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)
PVSC

($ millions)
PVRR

($ millions)Scenario

Reference Case

(Scenario 1)
37,16541,067

Supplement Plan
(Scenario 9)

40,833 (234) 37,261 96

Alternate Plan -

Current Policy
(606) 37,120 (46)40,461

The Company’s proposal to reutilize its interconnection rights at Sherco and King—
which allows for substantial incremental renewable additions relative to both our

Reference and Scenario 9 cases—drives savings on  a PVSC basis relative to the
Supplement Plan. While the proposed transmission gen-tie hnes require significant
investment, the total cost is lower, on a per kW basis, than our estimate of the average
observed cost to interconnect new renewables through the interconnection queue. In
total, the average cost per kW for resources on the Sherco gen-tie line is under
$140/kW and on the King line it is approximately $55/kW, as compared to the
estimated average MISO queue costs, based on observed queue results, of $500/kW
for wind and $200/kW for solar.

While there are significant savings associated with the Alternate Plan, pending tax-
reform proposals have the potential to significantly reduce the costs of the Company-
owned resources and significantly improve the customer savings associated with our
Alternate Plan. Given the current Administration’s ambitious clean energy goals, the
U.S. Congress is currently considering several tax reform proposals that would affect
our realized cost of renewables.
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Section 4: Modeling and Rebuttal

That said, when we conduct resource planning, we are attempting to balance many
objectives, not only carbon reduction. In addition to our environmental goals, we
examine our plans on affordability, risk management and reliability metrics as well.
We discuss each of these at a high level here, and in further detail in subsequent
sections.

Xcel Energy

Table 4-1: Company Plan Performance Across Selected Key Planning Metrics

Updated Scenario 9 Alternate PlanPlan

PVSC delta

(I million, cost/(savings) relative to
Reference Case)

PVRR delta

(I million, cost/(savings) relative to
Reference Case)
Carbon reduction by 2030
(percent, from 2005 levels)

Total carbon-free generation, 2034
(percent of total generation)

($234) ($606)
0]

O

U

$96 ($46)

80% 86%
c
u

a
a
o
U 73% 82%

c

Firm capacity-to-peak demand ratio
Sensitivities - range of cost deltas relative
to Reference Case

0.63 0.58

(1,090)-124
Median: (202)

(2,163)-16
Median: (544)T3 ^

c a
«3
a rt
« a

2

2034 Native capacity shortfall events
2034 expected unserved energy (EUE)

Loss of Load Hours (LOLPI)

2034 maximum 3-hour net load ramp
under base assumptions (MW)

0 0

0 0

^ 00

4,081 4,484

Overall, both the Company’s Supplement Plan as updated here (Updated Scenario 9)
and the Alternate Plan meet the goals of our core planning objectives, to reduce
carbon at a reasonable cost, while also maintaining reliability and mitigating risk. The
Supplement Plan achieves 80 percent carbon reduction and PVSC savings of $234
million relative to the Reference Case. It does this while also maintaining reliability
and mitigating customer risk, by including sufficient firm dispatchable generation to
cover a substantial portion of customer load. Particularly in the winter where - as we
have seen again in recent years — significant customer needs may occur when variable
renewables are not available. In the absence of a seasonal resource adequacy
construct, being able to meet the majority of the Company’s winter load with
dispatchable resources on our system is a critically important risk and reliability
consideration.
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Section 4: Modekng and Rebuttal

Table 4-3: 2020-2034 Reference Case System Net Accredited Capacity
Surplus/Deficit Prior to Expansion Planning (MW, Unforced Capacity®)

Xcel Energy

2031 2032 2033 20342020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030Resource Type

Coal

Nuclear

Combined Cycle
Combustion

Turbine

Hydro, Large -
Diversity Summer

Hydro

Renewable, Biomass

Renewable, Wind

Renewable, Solar

Demand Response

Total existing and
approved
resources

994 9942,295

1,642

2,078

2,295 2,295

1,642

2,078

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,647 994

1,642 1,642

1,787 1,551

994 994 994 994 9942,295

1,642

2,078

1,647

1,642 1,642 1,019

1,551

1,019 1,019

1,275

498 01,642 1,642

1,551 1,551 1,275 1,2752,078 2,078 1,551

1,635 1,325 1,325 1,280 1,280 1,280 1,280 737 737 737 7371,781 1,781 1,781 1,781

0 0 0 0 0 0 0342 342 342 342 342 0 0 0

539 659 657 657 657 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 162 158 158

110 110 29 29 29 19 19 19 19no 86 86 61 61 61

650 649 633 630 565 561500 624 733 680 755 681 676 675 672

503 480 456 431 435495 531 614 647 632 612 591 570 548 526

1,536 1,5601,045 1,192 1,273 1,349 1,407 1,454 1,470
’

1,485 1,499 1,511 1,518 1,526 1,547

10,826 11,253 11,524 11,556 10,881 9,668 9,368 8,426 8,383 8^50 7,711 7,128 6,828 6,225 5,740
NSP total

obligation

Net Position

9,430 9,380 9,416 9,426 9,406 9,381 9,370 9,385 9,393 9,341 9,354 9,362 9,404 9,459 9,523

1,873 2,108 2,131 1,475 287 (1) (959) (1,011) (991) (L643) r2.2.n:. -2.576) bL234) (3,783)1,396

As a threshold matter, it is important to note that the Company’s planning process is
intended to ensure we procure resources to cover the full resource gap indicated in
the table above. In other words, our capacity expansion modeling is solving to add
resources that provide enough accredited capacity to meet our full Planning Reserve
Margin Requirement (PRMR) obligations at MISO, informed by our load for our
entire upper Midwest service area (including NSP-W), our effective planning reserve
margin, and the existing and approved resources we have on the system. In reference
to the Company’s Fixed Resource Adequacy Plan (FRAP) to MISO, which fulfils our
PRMR obligation, the Department aptly describes that our resource planning “mimics
the FRAP process (capacity hedging) and serves to limit the Company’s exposure to
reliability risks...”® Not every modeling party put forward a proposed alternative plan
that can meet these requirements. We discuss this further in Section D below.

Further, the Company’s load makes up over fifty percent of MISO’s Local Resource
Zone 1 load and approximately seven percent of MISO overall. As a result, we believe
it is important both to system reliability and our own customers’ economic risk to
plan a system that can meet all our expected customer load with resources we own or
contract directly (rather than relying on the MISO planning reserve auction). As a
large market player in Zone 1, the planning and resource choices we make inherently

5 “UCAP.”

® DOC Comments at 34.
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Figure 4-3: Comparison of Low Technology and Base Cost Sensitivities

I-cvelizcd Technology Costs, in Sensitivities with Low Technology Costs Assumed
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Additionally, for the purposes of these Replies, we have developed two new
sensitivities. One tests a broader range of outcomes related to resource adequacy and
the other examines potential upside of our proposal under certain renewable tax
reform outcomes. The results of these sensitivity tests are detailed further in Section
D below; but importantly, they show that both the Supplement Plan and the
Company’s Alternate Plan are robust and prudent across a range of potential futures.

Finally, several parties discussed and modeled the extension of existing contracted
hydroelectric capacity and the potential impact of increased levels of distributed solar
adoption at certain assumed incremental costs. Regarding the hydro contracts, we do
not, as a matter of general practice, model any contract extensions (thermal or
renewable) in the Resource Plan, because it would require too much speculation
regarding future terms and pricing.’^ That said, we think it is appropriate to continue
evaluating the opportunity for existing contracts to be extended to meet our future
system needs, especially to the extent those proposals enable benefits relative to the
resource plan that is ultimately approved.

That said we acknowledge the CEOs’ modeling provided a helpful representative datapoint for consideration in its
initial comments.
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Section 4: Modeling and Rebuttal

previously certain sensitivities selected energy storage, we believe that the new
EnCompass vintage’s ability to better capture wind and solar variability - as well as
reduced generic sizes - lead the model to more appropriately value modular energy
storage attributes.

As we noted in our June 2020 Supplement, we believe baseload Scenario 9, reflected
in the Supplement Plan, is the baseload scenario that best balances our four core
planning objectives at this time: cost, environment, reliability, and risk. This plan
results in customers savings on a Present Value of Societal Cost (PVSC) basis relative
to the Reference Case; in our updated modeling, the Supplement Plan yields $234
million of savings across the full 2020-2045 modeling period, and $96 of PVRR costs.
It achieves these savings while continuing to meet our goal to reduce carbon
emissions by 80 percent from 2005 levels by 2030 (the “80x30” goal). And it balances
our need to maintain and add substantial carbon-free capacity to our system - largely
from variable renewables - while also ensuring we have an adequate level of firm
dispatchable capacity on our system to appropriately hedge customer market risk and
maintain reliability.

Xcel Energy

Table 4-7: Updated Reference Case and Scenario 9 Net Present Value of
Revenue Requirement Results, 2020-2045

PVRR Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)

PVSC Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)

PVRR

($ millions)
PVSC

($ millions)
Scenario

Reference Case

(Scenario 1)
$37,165$41,067

Supplement Plan
(Scenario 9)

$37,261 96$40,833 (234)

We further demonstrated in our June 2020 Supplement that this balance between new
variable renewables, firm flexible and baseload generation, and the substantial targeted
load reduction through demand-size management best manages customer risks — as
evidenced by its robust results across the various sensitivities tested and our reliability
examination - and maintains fuel and attribute diversity on our system. While we did
not re-create all the baseload scenarios presented in our Supplement for the purposes
of these Reply Comments, we believe our updated modeling continues to show that
the Supplement Plan is a pmdent baseload scenario to compare to the Alternate Plan
presented here.
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Section 4: ModeKng and Rebuttal

Table 4-11: Alternate Plan Cost/Savings, Relative to the Reference and
Supplement Plan

PVSC Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)

PVRR Delta to

Reference Case

($ millions)
PVSC"''

($ millions)
PVRR

($ millions)Scenario

Reference Case

(Updated
Scenario 1)

41,067 37,165

Supplement Plan
(Updated
Scenario 9)

40,833 (234) 37,261 96

Alternate Plan 40,461 (606) 37,120 (46)

The Company’s interconnection reutili2ation proposal enables achievement of this
savings. It allows us to bring on substantial incremental renewable capacity by
reutihzing our interconnection rights. While the proposed transmission gen-ties do
require some significant investment - especially for the Sherco gen-tie - we are able to
utilize these lines to access and bring online significant renewable capacity, sooner,
than is indicated in the Reference Case or Updated Scenario 9. Overall, the gen-tie
costs are lower, on a per kW basis, than our estimate of observed costs to
interconnect new renewables through the queue. We estimate the average cost per kW
for resources that could interconnect to the Sherco gen-tie line is under $140/kW.
The King line it is even less expensive, at approximately $55/kW.

Our modeling also shows that the Alternate Plan achieves PVSC savings, relative to
the Reference Case, through several other factors, such as: reducing costs associated
with our existing coal units (both on a fixed and variable operating and maintenance
cost basis), removing the costs associated with the Sherco CC, benefits associated
with market interactions, and reduced carbon emissions. On a PVRR basis, we note
that the Alternate Plan shows slight savings relative to the Reference Case, whereas
our Updated Scenario 9 shows some incremental costs.

The methodological adjustment in calculating PVSC described earlier in this section contributes to differential savings
relative to the Supplement Plan. When calculating PVSC under the previous method, however, the plan results in
savings of approximately $429 million, whereas the updated modeling for the Supplement Plan shows PSVSC savings of
approximately $205 million calculated using the same method.
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Section 4: Modeling and Rebuttal

Table 4-18: Scenario 4 and 12 Economic Modeling Results

PVSC Deltas

$ million cost! (savings) relative to Reference Case
Baseload Scenario Scenario 9 (Preferred)

(Early Coal; Extend Monti)
Scenario 4 Scenario 12

(Early Coal; No
Nuclear Extension)

(Early Coal; Extend All
Nuclear)

Updated Inputs (234) (210) (636)

Updated Inputs +
Alternate Plan

Parameters

(606) (543) (965)

PVRR Deltas

$ million costj (savings) relative to Reference Case
Baseload Scenario Scenario 9 (Preferred)

(Early Coal; Extend Monti)
Scenario 4

(Early Coal; No
Nuclear Extension)

Scenario 12

(Early Coal; Extend AU
Nuclear)

Updated Inputs 96 55 (163)

Updated Inputs +
Alternate Plan

Parameters

(46) (84) (277)

d. The Alternate Plan mitigates risk associated with relying on the
MISO generator interconnection queue.

We noted above that, despite arguments presented by Sierra Club and CUB in
particular, we have not revised our assumed transmission interconnection cost
assumptions for greenfield resources. As discussed, we have observed the queue
becoming increasingly more constrained, especially for wind projects, and thus
resulting in very high assigned interconnection upgrade costs in recent DPP phases.
We are concerned that the Sierra Club uses out of date analyses to argue that we
should assume lower interconnection costs that would not fully represent the queue
issues we face today. Further, we are concerned that the CUB analysis does not
accurately account for the level of system-wide cost that would be assigned to the
Company in the event of a regional transmission expansion. We discuss these issues
below.

2017 MISO queue analysis.1.

As noted in previous filings to this docket, the Company bases its interconnection
cost assumptions on observed trends from recent queue studies. The Sierra Club used
information provided by CUB in modeling and cited an out of date analysis from a
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Table 6-1: Adjusted Percentage Variance of Demand

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Oct-08

Apr-09

Oct-09

4.1% 8.5% 4.8% 6.6% 4.1% 7.0% 7.5% 9.1% 10.0% 12.1% 12.0%

5.8% 4.6%

-3.1% 3.2% 3.2%

1.1% 3.7% 3.9% 5.2% 6.0% 8.0% 7.7%

1.0% 3.5% 3.7% 4.8% 5.4% 7.2% 6.7%

Apr-10

Jul-10

1.2% 1.5% -0.4% 2.8% 3.6% 5.2% 6.0% 7.9% 7.7%

1.6% 3.7% 0.3% 2.9% 3.3% 4.4% 4.8% 6.2% 5.5%

1.5% -1.4% 0.5% 0.5% 1.9% 2.5% 4.2% 3.7%Apr-11

Sep-11

Mar-12

Jul-12

8.7% -1.3% 0.1% 0.3% 1.5% 2.1% 3.6% 3.2%

-3.2% -1.8% -1.8% -0.7% -0.1% 1.5% 1.2%

2.3% 1.2% 1.2% 2.3% 2.6% 4.2% 3.5%

Mar-13

Jul-13

Sep-13

1.1% 0.6% 1.4% 1.6% 3.1% 2.5%

2.4% 2.2% 3.2% 3.5% 4.7% 3.9%

1.0% 0.7% 1.1% 1.5% 3.1% 2.5%
5

S Mar-14

Aug-14

Mar-15

1.6% 2.1% 2.4% 3.8% 3.2%

-3.2% 1.9% 2.6% 4.2% 3.6%

1.3% 2.1% 3.8% 3.1%

u

o

Jul-15 0.8% 1.7% 3.4% 2.6%

-0.1% 1.6% 0.7%

-0.4% 1.1% 0.1%

Mar-16

Aug-16

Nov-16

Mar-17

Jul-17

1.0% 0.0%

1.6% 0.5%

1.1% 0.5%

Mar-18

Jul-18

-0.9%

-0.2%
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Table 1: Updated Scenario 1 (Reference Case) Load and Resources, 2020-2034

Load and Resource Summary 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Obligadon

Existing and Approved Resources

Net Position

Resources - Future

Planning Position

1 9,430 9,380 9,416 9,426 9,406 9,381 9,370 9,385 9,393 9,341 9,354 9,362 9,404 9,459 9,523

8,426 8,383 8,350 7,711 7,128 6,828 6,225 5,740

-959 -1,011 -991 -1,643 -2,2,34 -2,576 -3,234 -3,783

440 1,148 1,128 1,429 1,823 2,295 2,639 3,363 3,892

10,826 11,253 11,524 11,556 10,881 9,668 9,368

1,396 1,873 2,108 2,131 1,475 287 -1

0 0 0 0 0 460

1,396 1,873 2,108 2,131 1,475 747 439 189 117 437 179 61 63 129 109

Existing and Approved Resources 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Coal 2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,635

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,325

1,647

1,642

1,787

1,325

994 994 994 994 994 994 994 994

Nuclear

Combined Cycle

Combustion Turbine

Hydro

Biomass

1,642

1,551

1,280

1,019 1,019

1,551

1,019

1,275

498 01,642

1,551

1,280

1,642

2,078 1,2751,551 1,551 1,275

1,781 1,781 1,781 1,781 1,280 1,280 737 737 737 737

881 1,001 999 999 999 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 162 158 158

no no no 86 86 61 61 29 29 29 19 19 19 1961

Wind 500 624 733 680 755 681 675 650 649 633 630 565 561676 672

Solar 495 531 614 647 632 591 570 548 526 503 480 456 431 435612

Demand Response 1,045 1,192 1,273 1,349 1,407 1,485 1,4991,454 1,470 1,511 1,518 1,526 1,536 1,547 1,560

Total Existing and Approved 10,826 11,253 11,524 11,556 10,881 9,668 9,368 8,426 8,383 8,350 7,711 7,128 6,828 6,225 5,740

Resource Additions 2020 2021 2024 2025 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 20342022 2023 2026

Sherco CC

Firm dispatchable

Wind

Solar

Storage

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 728 728 728 728 728 728 728 728

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 321 321 642 963 1,605 1,925

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 117 251 384

0 0 0 0 0 440 420 400 380 774 884 832 780 855460

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00

Total Future Resources 0 0 0 0 0 460 440 1,148 1,128 1,429 1,823 2,295 2,639 3,363 3,892

Includes the Company’s customer load and effective planning reserve margin.
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Table 2: Supplement Plan (Updated Scenario 9) Load and Resources, 2020-2034

Load and Resource Summary

Obligation

Existing and Approved Resources

Net Position

Resources - Future

Planning Position

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

9,430

10,826

1,396

9,380

11,253

1,873

9,416

11,524

2,108

9,426

11,556

2,131

9,406

10,881

1,475

9,381

9,668

9,370 9,385 9,393

9,368 8,426 8,383

-959 -1,011

440 1,148 1,128

-1

9,341

7,867

-1,474

1,657

9,354

7,339

-2,015

2,107

9,362

6,756

-2,605

2,742

9,404

6,457

-2,947

3,129

9,459

5,853

-3,606

3,901

9,523

5,369

-4,155

4,243

287

0 0 0 0 0 460

1,873 2,108 2,131 1,475 747 439 189 117 182 93 137 181 295 88

Existing and Approved
Resource 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 20272026 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Coal

Nuclear

Combined Cycle

Combustion Turbine

Hydro

Biomass

Wind

Solar

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,635

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,325

1,647

1,642

1,787

1,325

994 994 511 0 0 0 0 0

1,642

1,551

1,280

1,642

1,551

1,280

1,642 1,642 1,642 1,642

1,275

1,120

1,275

622

1,551 1,551 1,551 1,275

1,781 1,781 1,781 1,781 1,280 1,280 737 737737 737

881 1,001 999 999 999 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 162 158 158

110 110 110 86 86 61 61 61 29 29 29 19 19 19 19

500 624 733 680 755 681 676 675 672 650 649 633 630 565 561

495 531 614 647 632 612 591 570 548 526 503 480 456 431 435

Demand Response 1,045

10,826

1,192

11,253

1,273

11,524

1,349 1,407

10,881

1,454 1,470 1,485 1,499 1,536

6,457

1,511 1,518

7,339

1,526

6,756

1,547

5,853
>

1,560

Total Existing and Approved 11,556 9,668 9,368 8,426 8,383 5,3697,867

Resource Additions 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 20342032 2033

Sherco CC

Firm dispatchable

Wind

Solar

Storage

Total Future Resources

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 728 728 728 728 728 728 728 728

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 321 642 1,284 1,605 2,246 2,246

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3098 167

0 0 0 0 0 460 440 420 400 608 738 731 688 660 810

0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 100 100 150

0 0 0 0 0 460 440 1,148
>

1,128
>

1,657 2,107 2,742 3,129 3,901 4,243
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Appendix B: Load & Resource Tables

Table 3: Alternate Plan Load and Resources, 2020-2034

Load and Resource

Summary

Obligation
Resources - Existing,
Approved

Net Position

Resources - Future

Planning Position

2020 2022 2023 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 20342021 2024 2025

9,430 9,380 9,416 9,426 9,406 9,381 9,370 9,385 9,393 9,341 9,354 9,362 9,404 9,459 9,523

10,826 11,253 11,524 11,556 10,841

1,396 1,873 2,108 2,131 1,435

9,628 9,160 7,998 7,954 7,438 6,910 6,756 6,457 5,853 5,369

-210 -1,387 -1,439 -1,903 -2,443 -2,605 -2,947 -3,606 -4,155

850 1,397 1,453 1,918 2,585 2,642 2,987 3,608 4,162

247

5980 0 0 0 336

136 1,873 2,108 2,131 1.771 845 641 10 14 15 141 37 40 2 8

Existing and Approved
Resource 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Coal

Nuclear

Combined Cycle

Combustion Turbine

Hydro

Biomass

Wind

Solar

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

2,295

1,642

2,078

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,595

1,647

1,642

2,078

1,285

1,647

1,642

1,787

1,117

994 994 511 0 0 0 0 0

1,642 1,642 1,642 1,642 1,642 1,642

1,275

1,120

1,275

622

1,551 1,551 1,551 1,551 1,551 1,275

1,781 1,781 1,781 1,781 852 852 852 852 737 737 737 737

881 1,001 999 999 999 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 162 158 158

no no no 86 86 61 29 29 29 19 19 19 1961 61

500 624 733 680 755 681 676 675 672 650 649 633 630 565 561

495 531 632 591 503 435614 647 612 570 548 526 480 456 431

Demand Response 1,045

10,826
1

1,192

11,253

1,273

11,524

1,349

11,556

1,407

10,841

1,454

9,628

1,470

9,160

1,485 1,499

7,954

1,511 1,518

6,910

1,526 1,536 1,547 1,560

Total Existing and Approved 7,998 7,438 6,457 5,3696,756 5,853

Resource Additions 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Sherco CC

Firm dispatchable

Wind

Solar

Storage

Total Future Resources

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 599 599 9200 0 0 0 278 1,241 1,241 1,562 2,204 2,525

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 67 225 284 359 359 443

9310 0 0 0 336 598 572 798 820 918 867 816 795 945

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 250 250 250 250

1,397 1,453 1,918 2,585 2,642 2,9870 0 0 0 336 598 850 3,608 4,162
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Appendix C - Sensitivites

Table 1: Net Present Value Results for Scenarios and Sensitivities Presented

Scenario label PVSC A C D E F G .1 A K M P .Q z ND Plan

Low Load High Load

High

Gas/Coal/Mkts

Low ReBource

Low Mid
No Reg or

Externality

Costs

Low
Low High Low Resource High Resource Low Externality,

Low

Regulatory

Externality, High
Externality

Reserve

Margin
North Dakota

Scenario PVSC PVRR Low Load High Load Gas/Coal/Mkts

Low Resource
Gas/Coal/Mkts Gas/Coal/Mkts Cost Cost Externality Mid Plan

Regulatory
Cost Cost

41,067 37,165Scenario 1 - Updated
Reference Case

41,284 42,254 43,667 39,626 43,128 39,086 38,035 39,571 46,203 36,898 42,257 36,45840,644 41,354

40,833 37,261 40,696Scenario 9 - Updated
Supplement Plan

40,971 42,019 43,455 39,551 42,680 38,897 38,000 39,429 45,113 37,022 40,544 41,779 41,131 36,696

Sceanrio 9 - Alternate

Plan
40,461 37,120 40,446 40,435 41,702 43,099 38,762 42,783 38,580 37,838 39,161 44,040 36,914 40,108 40,574 40,772 36,712

Scenario 4 - Updated 40,856 37,220

Scenario 4 - Alternate 40,524 37,081

^enario 12 - Updated
Scenario 12 - Alternate

40,431 37,002

40,102 36,888

Table 2: Net Present Value Deltas (Relative to Scenario 1) for Scenarios and Sensitivities Presented

Scenario label PVSC A B C D E F G J. K L M .P -Q z ND Plan

Low Load High Load

High

Gas/Coal/Mkts

Low Resource

Low Mid
No Reg or

Externality
Costs

Low
Low High

Gas/Coal/Mkts

Low Resource

Cost

High Resource
C

Low Externality,

Low

Regulatory

Externality, High

Externality
Reserve

Margin

North Dakota
Scenario PVSC PVRR Low Load High Load Gas/Coal/Mkts

Low Resource
Gas/Coal/Mkts ost Externality Mid Plan

Regulatory
Cost Cost

Scenario 1 - Updated
Reference Case

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(234) 96 (192)Scenario 9 - Updated
Supplement Plan

(313) (236) (212) (75) (447) (35)(189) (141) (1,090) 124 (100) (478) 239(223)

Sccanno 9 - Alternate

Plan
(606) (46) (442) (849) (553) (569) (865) (345) (505) (198) (409) (2,163) 16 (536) (1,683) (581) 254

Scenario 4 - Updated ■:310) 55

Scenario 4 - Alternate (543) (84)
Scenario 12 - Updated (636) (163)
Scenario 12 - Alternate ■J65) (277)
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