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Lisa M. Agrimonti
(612) 977-8656

LAgrimonti@Briggs.com

January 13, 2012

ELECTRONIC FILING

Mr. Robert Norcross
Administrator
Public Service Administrator of Wisconsin
510 North Whitney Way
PO Box 7854
Madison, WI 53707-7854

Re: Joint Application of Dairyland Power Cooperative, Northern States Power
Company - Wisconsin, and Wisconsin Public Power Inc., for Authority to
Construct and Place in Service 345 kV Electric Transmission Lines and
Electric Substation Facilities for the CapX Twin Cities - Rochester - La
Crosse Project, located in Buffalo, Trempealeau and La Crosse Counties,
Wisconsin
PSCW Docket No. 5-CE-136

Dear Mr. Norcross:

Please find enclosed for filing:

1) Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation, Motion for Entry of a 
Protective Order;

2) Affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage and Attachments A to C;

3) Protective Order.  

The enclosed information is submitted on behalf of the Applicant Northern States Power 
Company, a Wisconsin corporation. 
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Please call with any questions.

Sincerely,

/s/ Lisa M. Agrimonti

Lisa M. Agrimonti

LMA/jy
Enclosures
cc: Service List
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AN OFFICIAL FILING

BEFORE THE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

Joint Application of Dairyland Power 
Cooperative, Northern States Power 
Company-Wisconsin, and Wisconsin Public 
Power, Inc., for Authority to Construct and Docket No:  05-CE-136
Place in Service 345 kV Electric Transmission 
Lines and Electric Substation Facilities for the 
CapX Twin Cities-Rochester-La Crosse Project, 
Located in Buffalo, Trempealeau, and La Crosse 
Counties, Wisconsin

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY, A WISCONSIN CORPORATION 
MOTION FOR ENTRY OF A PROTECTIVE ORDER

Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation, (“NSPW”) pursuant to 

Wisconsin Statute § 804.01(3), respectfully requests entry of a Protective Order to govern the 

release, use, and disclosure of model data and Critical Energy Infrastructure Information 

(“CEII”) , that are subject to non-disclosure agreements with third-parties, in response to data 

requests of the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (“PSCW”) or any person who is a party 

in Docket No. 5-CE-136 (a “Party” or “Parties”).  The third-party agreements at issue require 

that the information sought by the PSCW or Parties through data requests can only be provided if 

a Protective Order has been issued.  This request for a Protective Order covers the disclosure of 

any of the CEII or model data disclosed in any form during the preceding and relied upon by 

NSPW in support of the Joint Application submitted in this Docket.  In support of its Motion, 

NSPW states as follows: 
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1. Wisconsin Statutes § 804.01(3) states:

Upon motion by a party or by the person from whom discovery is 

sought, and for good cause shown, the court may make any order 

which justice requires to protect a party or person from annoyance, 

embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense, including 

but not limited to one or more of the following:

…

(7) That trade secret, as defined in s. 134.90(1)(c), or other 

confidential research, development, or commercial information not 

be disclosed or be disclosed only in a designated way.”

Wis. Stat. §804.01(3) (emphasis added).  Also, Wis. Stat. 227.46(1)(e) specifically provides that 

a hearing examiner may “[r]egulate the course of the hearing.”

Midwest Reliability Organization Non-Disclosure Agreement

2. NSPW is subject to a non-disclosure agreement with the Midwest Reliability 

Organization (“MRO”) (“MRO Agreement”) precluding NSPW from disclosing 

confidential MRO models and data to other persons.  See Affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage at 

Ex. B.

3. The MRO Agreement requires that NSPW ensure that any of the confidential information 

covered under the MRO Agreement “will not be copied or furnished to other parties.” 

4. The confidential MRO models and data can be disclosed to other persons according to the 

MRO agreement, so long as the disclosure is “in response to a valid order or a court or 

other governmental body of the United States or any of its political subdivisions, but only 

to the extent of and for the purposes of such order” and requires that a Protective Order 

be sought. See Affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage at Ex. B (emphasis added).  



4412902v2
3

5. NSPW has already notified MRO of the need to disclose certain MRO models and data 

pursuant to data requests issued by PSCW or a Party in this proceeding.  

6. MRO has advised that without the Protective Order NSPW is seeking, MRO models and 

data cannot be provided to the PSCW or a Party to this proceeding. 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator Non-Disclosure Agreement

7. NSPW is also subject to a non-disclosure and confidentiality agreement with the Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator (“MISO”) (“MISO Agreement”) precluding 

NSPW from disclosing confidential MISO models and certain data to other persons not 

party to the non-disclosure and confidentiality agreement between NSPW and MISO.  

See Affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage at Ex. C.

8. MISO Agreement provides certain requirements should NSPW be required through either 

a legal or administrative process to disclose any of the information covered and protected 

under the non-disclosure and confidentiality agreement.

9. NSPW has agreed to use “its reasonable efforts to ensure that such [information covered 

by the non-disclosure and confidentiality agreement] be treated confidentiality, including 

seeking an appropriate protective order.”  See Affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage at Ex. C 

(emphasis added).

10. MISO has advised that without the Protective Order NSPW is currently seeking, any 

disclosure of information covered under the MISO Agreement to either the PSCW or a 

Party would be in violation of the MISO Agreement.

11. To comply with the MRO Agreement and the MISO Agreement, a Protective Order is 

required in this Docket (5-CE-136) so that NSPW can continue to adequately and fully 

respond to data requests from the PSCW and Parties in compliance with the Prehearing 
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Order issued on December 6, 2011.  The attached affidavit of Mark J. Wehlage further 

explains the confidential, trade secret, and otherwise protected nature of MISO or MRO 

data or models.

Wherefore, for the reasons stated herein, NSPW respectfully requests that its Motion for

a Protective Order be granted and the proposed Protective Order (Exhibit 1) be entered.  

Dated:  January 13, 2012 BRIGGS AND MORGAN, P.A.

By: /s/ Lisa M. Agrimonti
Lisa M. Agrimonti (1032645)
Valerie Herring (1076996) 

2200 IDS Center
80 South 8th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402
Telephone:  (612) 977-8400

ATTORNEYS FOR NORTHERN STATES 
POWER COMPANY, A WISCONSIN 
CORPORATION
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BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joint Application of Dairyland Power Cooperative, 
Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin, and Wisconsin 
Public Power, Inc., for Authority to Construct and Place 
In Service 345 kV Electric Transmission Lines and             Docket No. 05-CE-136 
Electric Substation Facilities for the CapX Twin Cities- 
Rochester-La Cross Project, Located in Buffalo, Trempealeau, 
And La Crosse Counties, Wisconsin 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD’S FIRST SET OF DISCOVERY  
TO NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY OF WISCONSIN 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

To:  Lisa Agrimonti 
  LAgrimonti@Briggs.com  
   
   
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Citizens Utility Board of Wisconsin (“CUB”) requires 

Northern States Power Company of Wisconsin (“NSPW”) to answer the requested 

interrogatories and produce the requested documents in accordance with Wis. Stat. §§ 804.08 

and 804.09, Wis. Admin. Code § PSC 2.24(1), and the Prehearing Conference Memorandum 

dated December 6, 2011 (PSC REF #: 156791).   

Exhibit A

mailto:LAgrimonti@Briggs.com
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DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 
 

1. These are general instructions.  Please refer to the Wisconsin Rules of Civil Procedure 

and the cases construing them for further requirements. 

2. “Documents” means any printed, written, recorded, typed, drawn, taped, electronic, 

electromagnetic, graphic, photographic, or any other tangible matter or documentary 

material from whatever source, however produced or reproduced, whether sent or 

received or neither, whether original, copies, drafts, translations or otherwise, including 

the original and any nonidentical copy (whether different from the original because of 

notes made on or attached to such copy or the presence of signatures indicating execution 

or otherwise), including but not limited to any and all writings, correspondence, letters, e-

mails, telegrams, telex communications, cables, advices, orders, opinions, notes, 

notations, papers, memoranda, interoffice communications, intraoffice communications, 

tapes, disks, brokerage account monthly statements, minutes of meetings, recordings or 

other memorials of any type of personal or business telephone conversations, powers of 

attorney, meetings or conferences, reports, studies, analyses, evaluations, estimates, 

projections, forecasts, ledgers, books of account, computer printouts, hard copy printouts, 

programs, manuals, diaries, calendars, desk pads, appointment books, transcripts, checks, 

canceled checks, check stubs, checkbooks and financial statements. 

3. “Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin,” “the Company,” and “NSPW,” means 

that corporation and its parent company Xcel Energy. 

4. “PSCW” or “Commission” means the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin.  

5. “CPCN Application” means the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

Application filed and updated as of June 14, 2011.   

Exhibit A
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6. Please answer each request specifically, based upon reasonable inquiry and diligent 

search of relevant records and other documents and materials, without specific limit.  

“Reasonable inquiry” for purposes of these instructions includes seeking information in 

the possession of attorneys, accountants, consultants, advisers or other persons directly or 

indirectly employed by, connected with, or under the control of, NSPW. 

7. Answer each request separately and fully, in writing, unless it is objected to, in which 

event the reasons for objection must be stated in lieu of an answer.  Identify on each 

response the person who prepared the response and their job title with NSPW. 

8. In answering each request, please state the text of the request prior to providing the 

response.  Each request and applicable response should be on a separate page.  Each 

request is continuing in nature.  Thus, if NSPW acquires or discovers additional or 

different information with respect to a request after the request has been initially 

answered, NSPW is requested to supplement its response immediately following the 

receipt of such additional or different information, giving the additional or different 

information to the same extent as originally requested.  Please do not withhold answers to 

some questions until all questions are answered; furnish them as they become available.   

9. If a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet is responsive to a request, please provide an electronic 

copy of that spreadsheet.   

10. Please respond to all CUB requests for production of documents using e-mail and 

attachments.  All responses should be served on: 

Kira Loehr:  loehr@wiscub.org  
Dennis Dums:  dums@wiscub.org  
Richard Hahn:  rhahn@lacapra.com  
 

Exhibit A

mailto:loehr@wiscub.org
mailto:dums@wiscub.org
mailto:rhahn@lacapra.com
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If certain responses to these requests cannot be provided electronically, please provide those 

responses in hard copy or CD format to the following individuals: 

Ms. Kira Loehr 
Mr. Dennis Dums 
Citizens Utility Board 
16 North Carroll Street, Suite 640 
Madison, WI  53703 
 
Mr. Richard Hahn 
La Capra Associates 
One Washington Mall 
9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 

 
CUB may request that other individuals be served with responses in subsequent requests. 

 

Exhibit A
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INTERROGATORIES 
 

1-CUB/Inter-1 Please provide a written summary of and quantification of the following 
assumptions used to create the load forecast discussed in Appendix E to the 
CPCN Application: 

 
a. Level of demand-side management; 

b. Local temperatures compared to historical data; 

c. Economic growth rate; and  

d. Population growth rate.   

1-CUB/Inter-2 Please refer to page 5 of Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please identify 
each of the hydroelectric generators modeled, their maximum capability, and 
actual monthly generation output since 2002. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-3 Please explain why French Island Unit 3 was mothballed when it is in an area 

with local reliability problems. 
 
1-CUB/Inter-4 Could French Island Unit 3 be placed back in service to meet reliability needs?  

Why or why not? 
 
1-CUB/Inter-5 Refer to page 16 of Appendix E to the CPCN Application which states, “the 

number of hours that French Island Units can run may be restricted by 
environmental permitting limitations.”  Please identify all current restrictions on 
the operation of these units due to environmental constraints. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-6 Please identify the actual monthly generation from French Island Unit 3 and Unit 

4 since 2006. 
 
1-CUB/Inter-7 Is it possible to convert French Island Units 3 and 4 to run on natural gas?  If so, 

please provide: 
 

a. A description of the work necessary to convert the units to a new fuel; 

b. The estimated cost of the conversion; and  

c. All results and work papers for the all analyses performed examining this 
option as an alternative to the proposed Project.  Where possible, please 
provide all documents in machine-readable electronic format with all 
formulas intact and readable.   
 

1-CUB/Inter-8 Please refer to the Company’s response to PSCW data request 2-2 which states, 
“While the addition of local generation can improve reliability in some 
circumstances, that local generation cannot provide for the type of region-wide 
benefits that the proposed 345 kV line will provide.”   

 
a. Are the “region-wide” benefits needed to justify the cost of this project?   

b. Will the ratepayers bearing the cost of building the project receive all of 
these region-wide benefits?  If not, what is the scope of the benefits referred 
to and please identify all beneficiaries.   

Exhibit A
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1-CUB/Inter-9 For the purpose of the needs assessment the Company performed regarding the 

proposed project, for what year did NSPW first assess reliability needs in the La 
Crosse area?  For example, did the Company in 2008 first assess reliability needs 
by examining the year 2010?   

 
1-CUB/Inter-10 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please provide the load growth 

between 2010 actual loads and the loads for the year for which the need for the 
proposed project was assessed.   

 
1-CUB/Inter-11 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Did the forecasted load growth 

change after the completion of the need assessment and MISO’s review of the 
project? If so, did you update the study with the updated load forecast? If not, 
why not? 

 
1-CUB/Inter-12 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please identify each of the 

entities that provided the load forecast.  How was the load forecast information 
collected? What role did MISO play in the load forecast? 

 
1-CUB/Inter-13 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please provide the load 

forecast methodology including load at Reserve zone level and at bus level.  
Please explain how the aggregated load at zone level is related to bus level. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-14 Please explain if the Company’s needs assessment for the proposed project was 

conducted based on extreme peak loads (i.e., 90/10) or base case (i.e., 50/50) 
loads. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-15 Appendix E, page 19-20, Figure 6-5 of the CPCN Application, shows the load in 

the La Crosse-Winona Area. Does this load reflect the total load for the proposed 
project or is Rochester area load to be added separately? 

 
1-CUB/Inter-16 Please identify the historical load growth data and projected load growth for the 

affected areas used in the needs assessment for the proposed project. 
 
1-CUB/Inter-17 Please describe the NERC reliability standard the Company used for its need 

analysis (e.g., N-1; N-1-1; N-2) and the reason for that choice.  Were there local 
reliability requirements in addition to or different from the NERC criteria?  
Please identify all documents that support your response.   

 
1-CUB/Inter-18 Did the Applicants explore demand resources, including energy efficiency, as a 

part of the solution? If not, why not?  If yes, how much of the solution do 
demand resources provide?  Please identify all documents that support your 
response.    

 
1-CUB/Inter-19 Provide identify all lines and buses modeled in the load flow runs for the 

proposed project area.  Include any bus loads, the capability of any generating 
units in this area, and the output of each such generator assumed in the load flow 
runs.  If the La Crosse area generator outputs changed after the assumed addition 
of the proposed transmission project, please identify all changes. 
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1-CUB/Inter-20 Load Flow simulation software has the ability to display the outputs (i.e., bus 
voltages, line flows, etc.) on one-line diagrams.  If available, please provide such 
diagrams showing the load flow output for each case run. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-21 Please provide a one-line diagram showing all lines and buses in the proposed 

project area, including ties to the surrounding transmission system. 
 
1-CUB/Inter-22 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please identify each of the 

contingencies that were considered for the needs study. 
 
1-CUB/Inter-23 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Please identify the dispatch 

scenarios for the needs study and the combination of scenarios applied to conduct 
the study.  Specifically describe how the assumed generator outputs in the load 
flow input files were determined.  Was the same dispatch used with and without 
the proposed projects?  Please explain why or why not. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-24 Reference Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  What line ratings (i.e., short-

term emergency) were used in the load flow analyses for the proposed project?  
Please describe the line rates used and the basis for that assumption. 

 
1-CUB/Inter-25 Regarding the power flow analyses described in Appendix E to the CPCN 

Application: why was the Monroe County-Council Greek 161 kV line assumed 
to be out of service in all cases? 

 
1-CUB/Inter-26 Which portions of the proposed project will be owned by each Applicant?  Please 

identify all lines, buses, etc. and the associated cost for each portion owned by 
each Applicant.  Also, identify which portions will be paid for by WPPI Energy, 
Dairyland Power Cooperative, and NSPW ratepayers. 

 
 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 
 

1-CUB/RFP-1 Please provide a copy of all documents identified in response to each of 
the interrogatories above.  

 
1-CUB/RFP-2 Please provide a copy of all discovery responses, public and confidential, 

that NSPW has provided to parties other than CUB in this proceeding.  
Please provide supplemental responses to this request through the course 
of the proceeding. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-3 Please provide a copy of all confidential information NSPW has filed with 

the PSCW in this proceeding.  Please provide supplemental responses to 
this request through the course of this proceeding. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-4 Please provide a copy of the load forecasts found in Appendices 1 and 2 to 

Appendix E to the CPCN Application in machine-readable electronic 
format with all formulas intact and readable. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-5 Please provide all work papers and studies used to create the load forecasts 

discussed in Appendix E to the CPCN Application.  Where possible, 
please provide these documents in machine-readable electronic format 
with all formulas intact and readable. 
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1-CUB/RFP-6 Please provide all load forecasts for the proposed project area that have 

been produced more recently than the one discussed in Appendix E to the 
CPCN Application.  Please provide all work papers and studies used to 
create these updated forecasts.  Where possible, please provide all 
documents in machine-readable electronic format with all formulas intact 
and readable. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-7 Please provide a comparison of 2010 actual load data and 2010 forecast 

load used in the analysis described in Appendix E to the CPCN 
Application.  Please provide this analysis in machine-readable electronic 
format with all formulas intact and readable. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-8 Please provide the load flow input files for the transmission system being 

studied without the proposed project and the system with the proposed 
project in a machine readable format, such as “*.raw” or “*.txt” format. 

 
1-CUB/RFP-9 Please provide the load flow output files for the transmission system under 

study in a machine readable format.  Please indicate any criteria violation 
in these output files. 

 
Dated this 20th day of December, 2011. 

 
     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ Kira E. Loehr 
    By: ____________________________________ 

Kira E. Loehr 
     Attorney for Citizens Utility Board 
 
16 N. Carroll Street 
Suite 640 
Madison, WI 53703 
608-251-3322 x. 12 
loehr@wiscub.org 
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BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joint Application of Dairyland Power Cooperative, 
Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin, and Wisconsin 
Public Power, Inc., for Authority to Construct and Place 
In Service 345 kV Electric Transmission Lines and             Docket No. 05-CE-136 
Electric Substation Facilities for the CapX Twin Cities- 
Rochester-La Cross Project, Located in Buffalo, Trempealeau, 
And La Crosse Counties, Wisconsin 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD’S SECOND SET OF DISCOVERY  

TO NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY OF WISCONSIN 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
To:  Lisa Agrimonti 
  LAgrimonti@Briggs.com  
   
   
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Citizens Utility Board of Wisconsin (“CUB”) requires 

Northern States Power Company of Wisconsin (“NSPW”) to answer the requested 

interrogatories and produce the requested documents in accordance with Wis. Stat. §§ 804.08 

and 804.09, Wis. Admin. Code § PSC 2.24(1), and the Prehearing Conference Memorandum 

dated December 6, 2011 (PSC REF #: 156791).  Please note that the definitions and instructions 

included in CUB’s First Set of Discovery to NSPW apply to this set of discovery as well.     

mailto:LAgrimonti@Briggs.com
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INTERROGATORIES 

 
2-CUB/Inter-1 Have the Applicants studied and/or quantified the proposed project’s expected 

impact on LMPs? If yes, please identify all studies, workpapers or any other 
supporting documents used for such analysis.  If no, please explain why not. 

 
2-CUB/Inter-2 Has NSPW studied and/or quantified the proposed project’s expected impact on 

transmission constraints within the MISO system? If yes, please identify all 
studies, workpapers or any other supporting documents used for such analysis. If 
no, please explain why not. 

 
Unless otherwise noted, the following questions refer to the June 2011 version of Appendix E, the 
Transmission Studies Summary Report – PSC Ref #150050. 
 
2-CUB/Inter-3 Has the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission taken any further action on the 

2008 Regional Incremental Generation Outlet Study (RIGO) facilities since 
March 2011? If so, please identify the actions taken, including the docket number 
and date of each action.   

 
2-CUB/Inter-4 Could French Island Unit 3 be placed back in service to meet reliability needs?  

Why or why not? 
 
2-CUB/Inter-5 Regarding “Turn off French Island large generation.idv” (at page 6), please 

explain how it was decided that Sherco and Prairie Island generation pick up the 
removed French Island generation. If an input assumption, please provide the 
basis for this assumption. If an output of the model, please explain the model’s 
decision rule (e.g. economic dispatch?). 

 
2-CUB/Inter-6 Please explain why a zero impedance 345 kV line between Adams and Hazelton 

substations was included in the Midwest Regional Organization base case. Please 
explain why it was subsequently removed in the study model. 

 
2-CUB/Inter-7 Please explain what future generation was intended to be modeled by the Nobles 

400MW generation.idv.  Where would it be located?  Was this bus chosen as a 
swing bus in the load flow program?  If so, please explain why. 

 
2-CUB/Inter-8 Refer to page 4 which states, "[t]he French Island two 70 MW generators were 

turned off".  Please confirm if all French Island units 1-4 were assumed to be 
turned off or only units 3 and 4. 

 
2-CUB/Inter-9 What are the cold and hot start times for French Island Units 3 and 4? 
 
2-CUB/Inter-10 Are there specific projects in Minnesota or points further west that are unable to 

interconnect due to transmission limitations in the La Crosse area, as indicated on 
page 30? If so, please identify the nameplate capacity, resource type, and whether 
the project is owned by or sells power to any Wisconsin utility. If the reference is 
not to specific projects, what resource type was assumed for these projects?   

 
2-CUB/Inter-11 For the 2006 161 kV La Crosse alternative, would it be possible to use French 

Island as a synchronous condenser to solve voltage issues discussed on page 30? 
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2-CUB/Inter-12 Over what geographic area are the loss savings of 10 MW of capacity and 26 
GWh/year of energy assumed to occur? 

 
2-CUB/Inter-13 Please explain why the cost estimates for the 2006 161 kV Alternative and 

Rochester 161 kV Alternative increased between 2006 and 2010 (51% and 81% 
respectively)? 

 
2-CUB/Inter-14 Have the Applicants made any quantitative estimates of the monetary benefits 

from building the proposed project, other than the loss savings? If so, please 
provide these estimates and identify all workpapers, studies or analyses used to 
produce them. Please provide a breakdown in quantitative benefits between 
community service reliability, generation outlet and regional reliability. 

 
2-CUB/Inter-15 Did Applicants consider or allow for the occurrence of any loss of load, either 

consequential or otherwise, in assessing the reliability of their system?  Please 
explain and identify all documents that support your answer. 

 
 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 
 

2-CUB/RFP-1 Please provide a copy of all documents identified in response to each of 
the interrogatories above.  

 
2-CUB/RFP-2 Please provide all load forecasts for the La Crosse area prepared by or in 

the possession of the Applicants that were developed on or after January 1, 
2009. 

 
Unless otherwise noted, the following requests refer to the June 2011 version of Appendix E, the 
Transmission Studies Summary Report – PSC Ref #150050.   
 
2-CUB/RFP-3 For each distribution substation listed in Appendix 1, please provide the 

most recent two years of hourly load data. If possible, please provide this 
data in an Excel file or similar machine-readable spreadsheet format. 

 
2-CUB/RFP-4 Regarding the generation on the Spencer 69 kV bus that was removed 

from the powerflow model: 
 

a. Please describe the generation resource(s) that is represented in 
Midwest Reliability Organization’s original model. 

b. Where was it assumed to interconnect with the bulk power system? 
c. Please explain the basis for the assumption that it will not be put into 

service. 
 
2-CUB/RFP-5 Please provide a copy of the CD that was provided to PSCW Staff in the 

summer of 2009, referenced on page 5 of Appendix E. 
 
2-CUB/RFP-6 Please provide the most recent two years of hourly generation data for 

each of the following plants. Please provide data in an Excel spreadsheet 
or similar machine-readable spreadsheet format. 
 
a. John P. Madgett Generator 
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b. Alma Units 1-5 
c. Genoa Unit 3 
d. French Island Units 1 and 2 
e. French Island Unit 3 
f. French Island Unit 4 

 
2-CUB/RFP-7 Please provide all analyses that show that running peak generation as 

must-run is not reliable or cost effective as an alternative to transmission, 
as stated on page 15. 

 
2-CUB/RFP-8 Please provide the table in Figure 9-1 in machine-readable spreadsheet 

format with all formulas intact. 
 
2-CUB/RFP-9 Please provide all workpapers, analyses and/or studies used to generate the 

estimate of the present value of cost of capacity and energy for a 1 MW 
loss reduction (p. 34). 

 
2-CUB/RFP-10 Please provide all workpapers (in machine-readable spreadsheet format 

with formulas intact) and other supporting documents used to produce 
Figure 9-2. 

 
Dated this 28th day of December, 2011. 

 
     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ Kira E. Loehr 
    By: ____________________________________ 

Kira E. Loehr 
     Attorney for Citizens Utility Board 
 
16 N. Carroll Street 
Suite 640 
Madison, WI 53703 
608-251-3322 x. 12 
loehr@wiscub.org 



Midwest Reliability Organization - NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

Hidwest Reliability Organization
NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) plans to make available certain information to
your company (Recipient) related to NRO models and data. Prior to receiving this
information, MRO requires that Recipient execute this Non-Disclosure Agreement
(Agreement).

For the purposes of this Agreement only, "employees" include third parties retained
for professional advice (including, without limitation, attorneys, accountants,
consultants, bankers and financial advisors) temporary administrative, clerical or
programming support. "Need to know" means that the employee requires the
Confidential Material In order to perform his or her responsibilities in connection with
Recipient transacting business with MRO or its Members.

By executing this Agreement, Recipient is afl:lrming that all information designated by
MRO or its vendor(s) as "confidential", "proprietary", "CEII" or other such designation
as indicates protection of the material (Confidential Material), will be maintained In
the strictest confidence and will not be disclosed to any person or entity other than its
officers, directors and employees, consultants or its affiliates and their respectlve
officers, directors, and employees who have a need to know, who have been advised
of the confldentlailW of the material, and who have agreed to be bound by the terms
of this Agreement. Recipient acknowledges that Confident{al Material may include
Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII). Pursuant to Commission Order on
Rehearing (Issued 3une :1.7, 2008), ::1.23 FERC I[ 61,276, Critical Energy Infrastructure
Information (CEII) is defined as "specific engineering, vulnerability, or detailed design
information about proposed or existing critical infrastructure that: (1) relates details
about the production, generation, transportation, transmission, or distribution of
energy; (2) could be useful to a person in planning an attack on critical
infrastructure; and (3) does not simply give the general location of the critical
infrastructure."

Recipient shall take necessary precautions to prevent disclosure of the Confidential
Material to the public or any third party. Recipient agrees that the Confidential
Material will not be copied or furnished to other parties. Recipient will safeguard the
Confidential Material with the same degree of care to avoid unauthorized disclosure
as Recipient uses to protect its own confidential and private information.

The obligation with respect to handling and using Confidential Material set l:orth in
this Agreement is not applicable to information which:

Is in the public domain at the tlme of its disclosure to Recipient, or
thereafter enters the public domain through no breach of thls Agreement
by Reciplent}

Is known by Recipient at the time of disclosure by MRO;
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ts independently developed by Recipient or by a person or persons who
have not had access to the Confidential Nateriat received by Recipient
from

Is available to Recipient or others by Inspection or analysis or related
products available in the open market place;

Is made available by MRO to anyone without similar restrictions by
disclosing of such Confidential Material;

f. Is known to Recipient from a source other than MRO;

Is approved for release by written authorization of a representative of
MRO;

Is required by law or regulation to be disclosed, but only to the extent
and for the purposes of such required dlsclosure; or

Is disclosed In response to a valid order of a court or other governmental
body of the United States or any of Its political subdivisions, but only to
the extent of and for the purposes of such order; provlded, however,
that Recipient will first notify MRO of the order and permit MRO to seek
an appropriate protective order,

Confidential Material will be deemed the property of MRO or its vendor(s). Recipient
wilt, within ten (10) days of a written request by MRO or its vendor(s), return all
Confidential Material to MRO or, if so directed, destroy all such Confidential Material.
Recipient will also, within ten (10) days of a written request by MRO or its vendor(s),
certify in writing that it has satisfied the obligations of such a request.

No other obligation of any kind Is assumed by or implied against any party except for
those stated herein by the receipt of such Confldentlal Materlal, nor shall such receipt
constitute a waiver of any rights any party may have with respect to similar material.

No manufacturing or software license under any patents or copyrights of any party is
granted by this Agreement or by any disclosure of Confidential Material.

The parties agree that an impending or existing violation of any provision of this
Agreement would cause MRO or its vendor(s) irreparable injury for which there would
be no adequate remedy at law, and that MRO or Its vendor(s) will be entitled to seek
immediate Injunctive relief prohibiting such violation without the postlng of bond or
ether security, in addition to any other rights and remedies available,

No patent, copyright, trademark or other proprietary right is licensed, granted or
otherwise transferred by this Agreement or any disclosure hereunder, except for the
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right to use such information in accordance with this Agreement, No warranties of
any kind are given for the Confidential Material disclosed under this Agreement.

This Agreement may not be assigned by Recipient without the prior written consent
of MRO, Any assignment in violation of this provision will be void. This Agreement
win be binding upon the parties and their respective successors and assigns,

If any provision of this Agreement is held invalid or unenforceable, such provision wilt
be deemed deleted from this Agreement and replaced by a valid and enforceable
provision which so far as possible achieves the party’s intent in agreeing to this
original provision. The remaining provisions of this Agreement will continue in full
force and affect.

Recipient warrants that it has the authority to enter into this Agreement and to
lawfully make the disclosures contemplated hereunder.

ACKNOWLEDGED AND AGREED:

Compa, nyj
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BEFORE THE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

Joint Application of Dairyland Power 
Cooperative, Northern States Power 
Company-Wisconsin, and Wisconsin Public 
Power, Inc., for Authority to Construct and Docket No:  05-CE-136
Place in Service 345 kV Electric Transmission 
Lines and Electric Substation Facilities for the 
CapX Twin Cities-Rochester-La Crosse Project, 
Located in Buffalo, Trempealeau, and La Crosse 
Counties, Wisconsin

PROTECTIVE ORDER

1. This Protective Order governs the use and disclosure of confidential information 

subject to third-party non-disclosure agreements (“Protected Information”) to be disclosed by 

Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation (“NSPW”) as set forth herein.  The 

terms of this Protective Order shall apply to all Protected Information that is filed or provided by 

NSPW in response to or in compliance with any request of the Public Service Commission of 

Wisconsin (“Commission” or “PSCW”), any PSCW Staff, or any person who is a party in this 

Docket (“Party”) for information or admissions, depositions, data requests or other discovery-

related requests in the above-captioned proceedings (hereinafter the “Proceeding”).

2. This Protective Order imposes measures necessary to protect Protected 

Information.  Unless specifically limited, all of the provisions of this Protective Order apply to 

all Protected Information.  

3. NSPW shall not mark information as Protected Information unless the person 

filing or providing the information believes in good faith that the material is subject to a third-

party non-disclosure agreement.
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4. NSPW shall provide the Protected Information to PSCW Staff and any Party 

subject to the terms of this Protective Order for the objective of allowing the Parties access to 

information requested by them for purposes of advocating positions in this proceeding.  NSPW 

shall provide “Protected Information” directly to PSCW Staff and Parties.

5. NSPW shall mark the Protected Information:  “THIS DOCUMENT/CD 

CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION SUBJECT TO [DATE] PROTECTIVE 

ORDER WHICH IS ON FILE IN DOCKET NO. 5-CE-136.  ANY PERSON RECEIVING OR 

REVIEWING THIS DOCUMENT/CD IS BOUND BY THE TERMS OF THE PROTECTIVE 

ORDER.”

6. Parties receiving the Protected Information shall be bound by the terms of this 

Protective Order and shall, to the extent permitted by law, take reasonable steps to protect the 

Protected Information from being available for review by third persons or being stored or 

otherwise included with materials available for public disclosure.

7. The Protected Information may not be used for any purpose except as necessary 

for conduct of this proceeding.

8. If Parties that receive Protected Information under this Protective Order violate 

this Order by an improper disclosure or use of Protected Information, then the violating party 

shall take all necessary steps to remedy the improper disclosure or use.  This includes 

immediately notifying the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) and NSPW, in writing, of the 

identity of each person known or reasonably suspected to have obtained the Protected 

Information.  Parties that violate this Protective Order remain subject to this paragraph regardless 

of whether NSPW could have discovered the violation earlier than it was discovered.   This 

paragraph applies to both inadvertent and intention violations.  Nothing in this Protective Order 
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limits NSPW or third parties rights and remedies at law or inequity, against Parties or persons 

using Protected Information in a manner not authorized by this Protective Order, including the 

right to obtain injunctive relief to prevent or redress violations of this Protective Order.   

9. Thirty days after issuance of a final written PSCW order either approving or 

rejecting the Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity at issue in this 

Proceeding, all Protected Information provided to Parties shall either be destroyed or returned to 

NSPW unless otherwise ordered by the undersigned.

10. Data provided to the PSCW or PSCW staff shall be maintain in accordance with 

Wisconsin state law, including any applicable Records Disposal Authorization or General 

Records Schedule. If PSCW has a legal or regulatory obligation to disclose Protected 

Information, it shall provide advance written notice to NSPW.  

Michael E. Newmark
Administrative Law Judge




