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Table 1: 
Appendix V Content Summary 

Page Number in 
Appendix V1

Date Item

1 Nov.13, 2009 Xcel responses to Udaivir  Sirohi/PSCW Preliminary Questions 

82 Aug. 4, 2010 PSCW Data Request to Xcel 

85 Sept.  3, 2010; 
Transmitted on 
Sept. 9, 2010 

Xcel responses to PSCW August 4, 2010  data request:  Responses to questions 2, 4, 
7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13 and 15 

91 Oct. 19, 2010 Xcel responses to PSCW August 4, 2010 data request:  Responses to Questions 1, 3, 
5, 6, 10, 14, 16 and 17 

1 Appendix V page number is located on upper right corner of each page
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From: Rasmussen, Pamela Jo
To: "Sirohi, Udaivir - PSC"; 
cc: Knapp, Leslie; Hillstrom, Thomas G; King, Amanda R; Agrimonti, Lisa; 

"Thompson, Chuck  DPC"; Donovan, David D; "Fannucchi, William - PSC"; 
Steven C Porter; jlandsman@wheelerlaw.com; "Benjamin L Porath"; 

Subject: 05-CE-136  Final response to 8/4/2010 data request.
Date: Tuesday, October 19, 2010 2:18:28 PM
Attachments: 05CE136_PartTwo_PSCW09042010DataRequest.pdf

Question 5 Alternative Power Flow Analysis.doc
Question 5 Alternative Cost Analysis.pdf
question 14 automaps.pdf
question 14 text.doc.docx

Udavir:

Attached are Xcel Energy and DPC's responses to the remainder of the questions 
from your August 4, 2010 request.  I have a few clarifying questions for you and 
will be calling you in the next day or so. 

Thank you. 

Pam Rasmussen 
Manager, Siting & Land Rights 
715.737.4661

-----Original Message----- 
From: Rasmussen, Pamela Jo 
Sent: Thursday, September 09, 2010 2:27 PM 
To: 'Sirohi, Udaivir - PSC' 
Cc: 'Knapp, Leslie'; Hillstrom, Thomas G; King, Amanda R; 'Agrimonti, Lisa'; 
Thompson, Chuck DPC; Donovan, David D; Fannucchi, William - PSC 
Subject: 05-CE-136 Partial response to 8/4/2010 data request. 

 Udaivir: 

Attached is a response to Questions 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13 and 15.  We are 
finalizing our analyses for the remaining questions and will forwarded then in a 
few weeks.  Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Pam Rasmussen 
Manager, Siting & Land Rights 
715.737.4661

-----Original Message----- 
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PSCW Docket 05-CE-136 
PSCW Data Request of August 4, 2010 

 
 Applicants’ Response to Certain Questions 
 October 19, 2010 
 
This document responds to Questions 1, 3, 5, 6, 10, 14, 16 and 17.  We previously submitted 
responses to the other questions. 
 
Q. 1. Please provide the names and capacities of Wisconsin hydroelectric generators and their 
capacity factors for 2004 to 2009. (See 2010 TSSR, p. 4) 
 
Response:  Table 1 provides the names and capacities of the Wisconsin hydroelectric 
generating facilities owned by NSP and DPC in Wisconsin.  The Flambeau units are the only 
hydroelectric facilities owned by DPC, the remaining units are owned by NSP. 
 

Table 1 
NSPW and DPC Wisconsin Hydroelectric Generation 

#Units, Capacity and Capacity Factors 2004-2009 

Plant Name 
#

Units 

Net
Cap.
(MW) 2004 CF 2005 CF 2006 CF 2007 CF 2008 CF 2009 CF 

Apple River 4 3.2 41.26% 48.31% 38.74% 38.02% 36.55% 30.79% 
Big Falls 3 7.5 40.49% 46.25% 40.87% 34.38% 38.44% 31.31% 
Cedar Falls 3 7.3 44.44% 45.33% 39.99% 39.05% 45.51% 35.66% 
Chippewa Falls 6 23.5 29.66% 23.93% 22.12% 20.25% 21.53% 18.87% 
Cornell 4 33.3 24.79% 22.49% 19.18% 18.61% 18.41% 14.99% 
Dells 5 12.3 33.10% 42.77% 37.32% 18.66% 6.17% 25.43% 
Flambeau (DPC) 3 24.0 28.34% 27.76% 24.08% 18.06% 24.15% 15.50% 
Hayward 1 0.2 12.75% 17.16% 16.38% 15.22% 13.30% 75.68% 
Holcombe 3 35.3 29.00% 23.70% 20.74% 19.10% 22.66% 15.72% 
Jim Falls 3 56.7 26.27% 19.03% 16.31% 13.70% 18.76% 11.95% 
Ladysmith 3 2.9 37.11% 34.15% 29.90% 26.05% 28.10% 18.49% 
Menomonie 2 5.4 47.28% 46.19% 38.48% 37.33% 45.25% 33.97% 
Riverdale 2 0.6 16.54% 15.18% 12.58% 10.44% 14.55% 37.35% 
St. Croix Falls 8 25.6 43.58% 51.10% 40.23% 41.20% 45.34% 43.09% 
Saxon Falls 2 1.5 55.92% 86.67% 59.92% 49.73% 39.81% 70.10% 
Superior Falls 2 1.9 61.03% 80.27% 65.19% 55.34% 54.87% 59.40% 
Thornapple 2 1.7 21.72% 54.40% 41.64% 32.71% 34.32% 35.81% 
Trego 2 1.5 44.62% 50.11% 33.73% 34.59% 42.16% 41.45% 
White River 2 0.8 22.90% 24.75% 22.27% 21.26% 20.45% 47.19% 
Wissota 6 36.6 35.53% 31.56% 28.34% 27.62% 29.41% 23.58% 
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Q. 3. Please provide the cost applicable to Wisconsin for the 345 kV line option described in Q. 2. 
 
Response:  The 345 kV project costs are currently being developed and will be included with 
the full CPCN filing later this year. At that time cost analysis will be available by state as well 
as for the entire project.   

 
Q. 5. Please provide power flow and cost analyses for a 161 kV Project alternative to the proposed 
345 kV line from a new Rochester Substation to a substation in the area of La Crosse, Wisconsin. 
 
Response:  Cost analysis (in 2010 dollars) and power flow analysis for this new 161 kV 
alternative, as described below, is included with these responses in the following files which 
are attached:  

� Cost Analysis: Question 5 Alternative Cost Analysis.pdf 
� Power flow:  Question 5 Alternative Power flow Analysis.doc. 

 
Due to the 2009 Update Study’s determination that the 161 kV alternative from the 2006 La 
Crosse/Rochester Study did not serve load past 2013, a new La Crosse area lower voltage 
alternative was studied in 2010.  This alternative as described below will serve the load in the 
La Crosse area until approximately the 600 MW load level, or approximately 2028 using the 
load forecasts included in Appendix A-1 of the TSSR report.  However, there is less 
improvement to regional reliability with this option.  Load serving capability is also lower.  
 
In order to improve the load serving capability of the La Crosse/ Winona area without a new 
transmission source, a number of existing 161 kV lines in the area would need to be rebuilt to 
help the existing system handle the load growth. Table #2 below shows the facilities that need 
to be upgraded. Upgrading these facilities allows the transmission system to reliably serve load 
until 600 MW or approximately 2028.   

Table 2:
161 kV Transmission System Upgrades Required to Address Project Need1

161 kV Line Rebuilds Miles New 161/69 kV Transformers Size 
Genoa - La Crosse Tap 21  Tremval Upgrade existing 112 MVA 
Coulee - La Crosse 8.5  Coulee #3 112 MVA 
Genoa - Coulee  19  Marshland #3 112 MVA 
Genoa - Lansing 20  La Crosse #1 112 MVA 
Alma - Marshland  27  La Crosse #2 112 MVA 
La Crosse - Mayfair 4  Coulee #1 112 MVA 
Marshland - La Crosse Tap 24  Monroe County #2 70 MVA 

  

1 In addition to the upgrades listed on Tables 1 and 2, there are 14 existing 161 kV and 69 kV lines which need clearance and 
terminal limits addressed.   
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Total Miles of Rebuilt 161 
kV 125.5 

Substations (New and 
Expansions)

Coulee Expansion 
69 kV Line Rebuilds Miles  Marshland Expansion 

Coulee - Swift Creek 2   
Coulee - Mt. La Crosse 5   
Total Miles of Rebuilt 69 
kV 7

To improve the load serving capability past the 600 MW load level, the La Crosse/Winona 
system needs a new transmission source.  At this point a 345 kV line or a 161 kV line could be 
added as a source. For a 161 kV alternative, an approximately 100 mile 161 kV line was looked 
at from Red Wing, Minnesota to La Crosse, Wisconsin with ties in at the following 
substations: Spring Creek, Lake City, Alma, Marshland, Onalaska and La Crosse. This 161 kV 
source, in addition to the list of system upgrades in Table 1, can serve load growth in the La 
Crosse / Winona area until the 750 MW load level, or approximately 2045.  This is the same 
load level that the 345 kV project can serve as will be proposed in the application. This 
complete alternative is shown in Table #3 below.  

Table 3: 161 kV Alternative Facilities 

161 kV Line Rebuilds Miles New 161/69 kV Transformers Size 
Genoa - La Crosse Tap 21  Tremval Upgrade existing 112 MVA 
Coulee - Swift Creek 2  Coulee #3 112 MVA 
Coulee - La Crosse 8.5  Marshland #3 112 MVA 
Genoa - Coulee  19  La Crosse #1 112 MVA 
Genoa - Lansing 20  La Crosse #2 112 MVA 
Alma - Marshland  27  Coulee #1 112 MVA 
La Crosse - Mayfair 4  Monroe County #2 70 MVA 
Marshland - La Crosse Tap 24  Jackson Co Upgrade Existing 112 MVA 
Total Miles of Rebuilt 161 kV 125.5  Lake City #2 70 MVA 

  Onalaska #1 and #2 112 MVA 
69 kV Line Rebuilds Miles

Coulee - Swift Creek 2  
Substations (New and 

Expansions)
Coulee - Mt. La Crosse 5  Coulee Expansion 

Total Miles of Rebuilt 69 kV 7  Marshland Expansion 
Alma  New 

New 161 kV Lines Miles  Spring Creek Expansion 
Alma - Marshland #2 28  Onalaska New
Marshland - Onalaska 26  Lake City Expansion 
Onalaska - La Crosse 5   
Spring Creek - Lake City 20  Total Cost
Lake City - Alma 22  La Crosse 161 kV Alternative      $330 Million 
Total Miles of New 161 kV 101  Rochester 161 kV Alternative       $ 47 Million  

Total 161 kV Alternative Cost    $377 Million 
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In order to have a full comparison between the 345 kV project and the 161 kV alternative, 
cost analysis, generation transfer capability and regional system benefits were analyzed as well. 
In addition, consideration was also given to the need in Rochester which required inclusion of 
the Rochester 161 kV alternative in assessing the overall alternative cost as the 345 kV project 
serves load in the Rochester and La Crosse / Winona load areas.  The Rochester 161 kV 
alternative, estimated at $47M, includes two new 161 kV lines.  The 161 kV improvements in 
the La Crosse area and Rochester area are both required to equal the transmission system 
improvements of the proposed 345 kV line.  
 
Regional Reliability with the 161 kV Alternative  
The analysis done in 2010 to study additional 161 kV alternatives for the 345 kV project has 
helped support the 345 kV project as the best alternative both for the load serving areas of 
Rochester and La Crosse / Winona, and the greater region.  
 
The 161 kV alternative described would require improvements to the existing transmission 
system in addition to building a 100 mile 161 kV line that crosses the Mississippi river, all of 
which would have none of the regional benefits realized by the 345 kV project:  
 
The 345 kV line from the Twin Cities to Rochester and on to La Crosse serves as an 
important first step in a greater regional transmission system build-out. In Wisconsin, the 
transmission grid in the western portion of the state, along with interface loading levels across 
the Minnesota – Wisconsin border, limit the ability to interconnect new generation in 
Minnesota as well as generation from points further west.  Planning engineers have identified 
the lack of a 345 kV facilities between Minnesota, La Crosse and points east as the 
impediment to further transfers.  ATC has announced its intentions to construct a 345 kV 
transmission line from La Crosse to the Madison area (“Badger—Coulee Project”) which will 
help address this deficit.  If a 161 kV alternative were constructed, a 345 kV connection to 
Minnesota would still be required to connect to the Badger—Coulee Project to increase 
transfer capability.  
 

 
Q. 6. Please provide power flow and cost analyses for a double-circuited 161kV Project alternative 
to the proposed 345 kV line from a new Rochester Substation to a substation in the area of La 
Crosse, Wisconsin. 
 
Response: A double circuit 161kV would perform similar to the 161kV alternative discussed 
in question 5 above, and provide similar load serving capabilities. However, double circuit 
161kV would cost more than the single circuit 161kV construction, and would increase the 
overall cost of the alternative with no measurable added benefit. For these reasons, a double 
circuit 161kV alternative is not a viable solution for the La Crosse / Winona area.  
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Q. 10. Please provide 2008 costs for operating the two 70 MW French Island peaking units for 
transmission system support. 
 
Response: Xcel Energy’s Energy Supply area does not discriminate French Island’s unit 
operation for energy versus transmission reliability.  This is potentially a question that could 
be directed to MISO who dispatches our system. In addition, the 70 MW Unit 3 at French 
Island is indefinitely mothballed with no current plan for repairs. Therefore, currently only 
the 70MW Unit #4 is available for system support.  This will be discussed in our CPCN 
application. 

 
Q. 14. Please provide power flow analyses that show the reliability improvement in the 
Rochester area for the proposed 345 kV transmission line from a new Rochester Substation to a 
substation in the area of La Crosse, Wisconsin, assuming the projects listed at bullet points one and 
three in 2010 TSSR, page 20, are operational. 
 
Response:  The response to this question is included with this filing as two separate files: 
Question 14 text.doc and Question 14 automaps.pdf.  
 
The .doc file explains the outages which show the Rochester load serving issues and how the 
proposed fix will alleviate the overloads. The .pdf file shows the overloads on automap files.  
 
Q. 16. Please refer to 2009 Update Study. It lists on page 29 a 161 kV system alternative for the La 
Crosse area. Please identify it with alternatives evaluated in “Southern Minnesota- Southern 
Wisconsin Reliability Enhancement Study (SMSWRES) dated March 13, 2006. 
 
Response: As stated in the 2009 Update Study, page 31:  
 
“In the previous study, the 161 kV alternative was shown to last until approximately the 2026-
2028 timeframe. This differs from the results found in this study due to the following major 
drivers:  
 

� The voltage criteria for the French Island generator buses were refined in this study. 
The French Island voltage was said to meet criteria only if it was at least .95 pu. 

 
� The System Alternative studied in this study – the Genoa-North La Crosse 161 kV line 

– did not include other line work (re-conductors or rebuilds) as did the original 
Rochester & La Crosse study.” 
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Due to the differences discussed above, the alternative discussed in the 2009 Update Study, as 
well as the 161 kV alternative discussed in question 5 above do not directly tie to any 
alternatives in the SMSWRES Study.  
 
Q.17. Please explain why Alternative D recommended in SMSWRES was not evaluated in 2009 
Update Study? 
 
Response: Please refer to the response to question 16.  
 
\\fnpcpsp01\home\w31514\active_desktop_items\05ce136_parttwo_pscw09042010datarequest.doc 
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September 2010 161 kV alternative

Rebuilds 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 161 69 69

Genoa - La 
Crosse Tap

Coulee - 
Swift Creek

Coulee - La 
Crosse

Genoa - 
Coulee

Genoa - 
Lansing

Alma - 
Marshland

La Crosse - 
Mayfair

Marshland - 
La Crosse 

Tap
Tremval - 

Alma
Tremval - 
Mayfair

Coulee - Swift 
Creek

Coulee - Mt. 
La Crosse Total

Length 21 2 8.5 19 20 27 4 24 34 31 2 5 198
Install 12,500,000$      1,190,000$ 5,060,000$ 11,310,000$ 11,900,000$ 16,070,000$ 2,380,000$ 14,280,000$ 20,230,000$ 18,450,000$ 500,000$           1,250,000$
ROW 250,000$           20,000$        100,000$        230,000$        240,000$ 330,000$ 50,000$ 290,000$ 410,000$ 380,000$      20,000$             60,000$
Overheads  90,000$        370,000$        820,000$        860,000$ 1,160,000$ 170,000$ 1,030,000$ 1,460,000$ 1,340,000$ 40,000$             90,000$
Removal 920,000$           90,000$        370,000$        840,000$        880,000$ 1,190,000$ 180,000$ 1,060,000$ 1,500,000$ 1,360,000$ 78,000$             195,000$
Environ fee 640,000$           60,000$        260,000$        580,000$        610,000$ 820,000$ 120,000$ 730,000$ 1,030,000$ 940,000$      -$                   -$
subtotal 14,310,000$      1,450,000$ 6,160,000$ 13,780,000$ 14,490,000$ 19,570,000$ 2,900,000$ 17,390,000$ 24,630,000$ 22,470,000$ 638,000$           1,595,000$
Permitting, contingency 2,150,000$        220,000$      920,000$        2,070,000$ 2,170,000$ 2,940,000$ 440,000$ 2,610,000$ 3,690,000$ 3,370,000$ 100,000$           240,000$

16,460,000$      1,670,000$ 7,080,000$ 15,850,000$ 16,660,000$ 22,510,000$ 3,340,000$ 20,000,000$ 28,320,000$ 25,840,000$ 738,000$           1,835,000$ 160,303,000$

Per mile 783,810$           835,000$      832,941$        834,211$        833,000$ 833,704$ 835,000$ 833,333$ 832,941$ 833,548$      369,000$           367,000$

New Line 161 161 161 161 161
Alma - 

Marshland #2
Marshland - 

Onalaska
Onalaska - La 

Crosse
Spring Creek - 

Lake City
Lake City - 

Alma Total
Length 28 26 5 20 22 101
Install 16,660,000$      15,470,000$ 2,980,000$ 11,900,000$ 13,090,000$
ROW 1,360,000$        1,260,000$ 240,000$        970,000$        1,070,000$
Overheads 1,280,000$        1,190,000$ 230,000$        910,000$        1,000,000$
Removal 1,230,000$        1,140,000$ 220,000$        880,000$        970,000$
Environ fee 900,000$           840,000$      160,000$        n/a n/a
River Crossing 10,000,000$
subtotal 21,430,000$      19,900,000$ 3,830,000$ 14,660,000$ 26,130,000$
Permitting, contingency 3,210,000$        2,990,000$ 570,000$        2,200,000$ 3,920,000$

24,640,000$      22,890,000$ 4,400,000$ 16,860,000$ 30,050,000$ 98,840,000$

Per mile 880,000$           880,385$      880,000$        843,000$        1,365,909$

Substation/Transformers 299
259,143,000$

Tremval Jackson Co LaCrosse Coulee Marshland Onalaska Lake City Spring Creek 868,150.75
Install and land 2,195,000$        2,311,000$ 4,720,000$ 11,033,000$ 8,230,000$ 13,363,000$ 13,363,000$ 2,195,000$

3.09% Overheads 67,826$             71,410$        145,848$        340,920$        254,307$ 412,917$ 412,917$ 67,826$
5% Environmental Fee 109,750$           115,550$      236,000$        551,650$        411,500$ 668,150$ 668,150$ 109,750$

Subtotal 2,372,576$        2,497,960$ 5,101,848$ 11,925,570$ 8,895,807$ 14,444,067$ 14,444,067$ 2,372,576$
15% Permitting, contingency 355,886$           374,694$      765,277$        1,788,835$     1,334,371$    2,166,610$    2,166,610$     355,886$

2,728,462$        2,872,654$ 5,867,125$ 13,714,405$ 10,230,178$ 16,610,677$ 16,610,677$ 2,728,462$ 71,362,639$

330,505,639$
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Outage of JPM Generation + Genoa - Coulee 161 kV line 

The image below shows the outage of JPM Generation plus the outage of the Genoa - Coulee 161 kV line on the 491 MW base case. 
� La Crosse – La Crosse Tap 161 kV line is loaded to 98% of emergency 
� Genoa – La Crosse Tap 161 kV line loaded to 119% of emergency 
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The image below shows the outage of JPM Generation plus the outage of the Genoa - Coulee 161 kV line on the 491 MW base case with the entire 
161 kV alternative included. 

� La Crosse – La Crosse Tap 161 kV line is loaded to 68% of emergency 
� Genoa – La Crosse Tap 161 kV line loaded to 73% of emergency 

The 161 kV option effectively eliminates this critical continency. 
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Outage of Genoa Generation + Alma - Marshland 161 kV line 

The image below shows the low voltage problems caused by the outage of Genoa Generation plus the outage of the Alma - Marshland 161 kV line on 
the 491 MW base case. 

� Dark blue = below 0.9 p.u. voltage; Yellow/Green = near 1.0 p.u. voltage; Red = near 1.1 p.u. voltage 
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The image below shows the thermal overload problems caused by the outage of Genoa Generation plus the outage of the Alma - Marshland 161 kV 
line on the 491 MW base case. 

� Lansing – Genoa 161 kV line is loaded to 119% of emergency 

Base Case (491 MW) With Genoa outage + Alma-Marshland 161 kV outage (Thermal Problems) 
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The image below shows the outage of Genoa Generation plus the outage of the Alma - Marshland 161 kV line on the 491 MW base case with the 
entire 161 kV alternative included. 

� Dark blue = below 0.9 p.u. voltage; Yellow/Green = near 1.0 p.u. voltage; Red = near 1.1 p.u. voltage 
� Low voltage problems eliminated 
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The image below shows the outage of Genoa Generation plus the outage of the Alma - Marshland 161 kV line on the 491 MW base case with the 
entire 161 kV alternative included. 

� Lansing – Genoa 161 kV line is loaded to 52% of emergency 
� Thermal problems eliminated 
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Existing�System�
�

1. Worst�Case�Prior�Outage�=�Byron���Maple�Leaf�161�kV�
2. Worst�Case�Contingency�=�DPC/Rochester�–�Adams�161�kV�
3. Overloaded�Facility�=�DPC/Rochester�–�Wabaco�161�kV�
4. Rochester�Area�Import�Limit�=�188.6�MW�

�
ACTIVITY?��
�Executing�activity�rate,area�
�
rate,area�
�
�ENTER�OUTPUT�DEVICE�CODE:�
��0�FOR�NO�OUTPUT���������������1�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�PAGE�BREAKS�
��2�FOR�A�FILE������������������3�FOR�\\rpuprint\RPUCOPY1�
��4�FOR�NX�1000�����������������5�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�NO�PAGE�BREAKS�
��6�FOR�ALTERNATE�SPOOL�DEVICE��7�FOR�PROGRESS�WINDOW�(WITH�PAGE�BREAKS):�7�
�ENTER�LINE�LOADING�LIMIT�IN�PERCENT:�100�
�ENTER�1�TO�USE�RATEA,�2�FOR�RATEB,�3�FOR�RATEC�(DEFAULT=1):�1�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
680�
�
������PTI�INTERACTIVE�POWER�SYSTEM�SIMULATOR��PSS/E������FRI,�SEP�10�2010��10:51�
�2003�MISO�MODEL�(JANUARY�2003),�UPDATED�BY�RSGS�
�2009�SUMMER�PEAK�CASE�����UPDATED�(12/12/03)�
�������������������������OUTPUT�FOR�AREA�680�[DPC�����]�
�BRANCH�LOADINGS�ABOVE�100.0�%�OF�RATING�SET�A:�
�
�X�������FROM�BUS�������X��X��������TO�BUS��������X�������CURRENT(MVA)�
���BUS�����NAME��BSKV�� AREA�����BUS����� NAME���������BSKV�� AREA�� CKT����LOADING���RATING�� PERCENT�
�69522*�GENOA53G24.0�� 680�� 69523��� GENOA��5��161���� 680��� 1����� 385.0���� � 360.0���� 107.0�
�69542���JPM�����24.0��� 680��� 69543*� ALMA���5�� 161���� 680��� 1����� 418.2���� � 360.0���� 116.2�
�69547*�ROCHSTR5�161��� 680��� � 69549��� WABACO�5�161���� 680��� 1����� 201.3���� � 201.0���� 100.1�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
�
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North�Rochester�–�Northern�Hills�161�kV�CAPX�Line�Added�
�

1. Worst�Case�Prior�Outage�=�Byron���Maple�Leaf�161�kV�
2. Worst�Case�Contingency�=�North�Rochester�–�Northern�Hills�161�kV�
3. Overloaded�Facility�=�DPC/Rochester�–�Wabaco�161�kV�
4. Rochester�Area�Import�Limit�=�482.6�MW�

ACTIVITY?��
�Executing�activity�rate,area�
�
rate,area�
�
�ENTER�OUTPUT�DEVICE�CODE:�
��0�FOR�NO�OUTPUT���������������1�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�PAGE�BREAKS�
��2�FOR�A�FILE������������������3�FOR�\\rpuprint\GIS�
��4�FOR�NX�1000�����������������5�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�NO�PAGE�BREAKS�
��6�FOR�ALTERNATE�SPOOL�DEVICE��7�FOR�PROGRESS�WINDOW�(WITH�PAGE�BREAKS):�7�
�ENTER�LINE�LOADING�LIMIT�IN�PERCENT:�100�
�ENTER�1�TO�USE�RATEA,�2�FOR�RATEB,�3�FOR�RATEC�(DEFAULT=1):�1�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
680�
�
������PTI�INTERACTIVE�POWER�SYSTEM�SIMULATOR��PSS/E������FRI,�SEP�10�2010��11:34�
�2003�MISO�MODEL�(JANUARY�2003),�UPDATED�BY�RSGS�
�2009�SUMMER�PEAK�CASE�����UPDATED�(12/12/03)�
�������������������������OUTPUT�FOR�AREA�680�[DPC�����]�
�BRANCH�LOADINGS�ABOVE�100.0�%�OF�RATING�SET�A:�
�
�X�������FROM�BUS�������X��X��������TO�BUS��������X�������CURRENT(MVA)�
���BUS����NAME��BSKV�� AREA�� BUS����� NAME��� BSKV�� AREA�� CKT�� LOADING��� RATING�� PERCENT�
�63445*�CHESTER��161��� 613��� 69547��� ROCHSTR5� 161��� 680��� 15���� 501.0���� 302.0���� 165.9�
�69522*�GENOA53G24.0��� 680��� 69523��� GENOA��5�� 161��� 680��� 1����� 382.3���� 360.0���� 106.2�
�69542��JPM�����24.0��� 680��� 69543*�� ALMA���5��� 161��� 680��� 1����� 420.4���� 360.0���� 116.8�
�69547*�ROCHSTR5�161��� 680��� 69549��� WABACO�5��161��� 680��� 1����� 201.6���� 201.0���� 100.3�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
�
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Both�CAPX�Lines�Added:�North�Rochester�–�Northern�Hills�161�kV�and�
North�Rochester�–�Chester�161�kV�

�

1. Worst�Case�Prior�Outage�=�Byron���Maple�Leaf�161�kV�
2. Worst�Case�Contingency�=�North�Rochester�–�Chester�161�kV�
3. Overloaded�Facility�=�North�Rochester�–�Northern�Hills�161�kV�
4. Rochester�Area�Import�Limit�=�826.6�MW�

�
ACTIVITY?��
�Executing�activity�rate,area�
�
rate,area�
�
�ENTER�OUTPUT�DEVICE�CODE:�
��0�FOR�NO�OUTPUT���������������1�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�PAGE�BREAKS�
��2�FOR�A�FILE������������������3�FOR�\\rpuprint\GIS�
��4�FOR�NX�1000�����������������5�FOR�REPORT�WINDOW,�WITH�NO�PAGE�BREAKS�
��6�FOR�ALTERNATE�SPOOL�DEVICE��7�FOR�PROGRESS�WINDOW�(WITH�PAGE�BREAKS):�7�
�ENTER�LINE�LOADING�LIMIT�IN�PERCENT:�100�
�ENTER�1�TO�USE�RATEA,�2�FOR�RATEB,�3�FOR�RATEC�(DEFAULT=1):�1�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
613�
�
������PTI�INTERACTIVE�POWER�SYSTEM�SIMULATOR��PSS/E������FRI,�SEP�10�2010��12:52�
�2003�MISO�MODEL�(JANUARY�2003),�UPDATED�BY�RSGS�
�2009�SUMMER�PEAK�CASE�����UPDATED�(12/12/03)�
�������������������������OUTPUT�FOR�AREA�613�[SMMPA���]�
�BRANCH�LOADINGS�ABOVE�100.0�%�OF�RATING�SET�A:�
�
�X�������FROM�BUS�������X��X��������TO�BUS��������X�������CURRENT(MVA)�
���BUS����� NAME��BSKV�� AREA����BUS����� NAME��� � BSKV�� AREA�� CKT�� LOADING��� RATING�� PERCENT�
�63415*�� N�HILLS��161��� 613��� 63432��� NRST�161�� 161��� 613��� 1����� 470.7���� 470.0���� 100.2�
63431*�� NRST�345������� 600��� 63432��� NRST�161�� 161��� 613��� 1����� 495.3���� 448.0���� 110.6�
�ENTER�UP�TO�20�AREA�NUMBERS�
�
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