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additions of wind and solar capacity are least cost for MRES’s system.”™*° As noted in the
discussion under section A.1. above, the modeling performed by MRES does, in fact, result in the
conclusion that $76/MWh was the breakeven point for wind, and $95/MWh was the breakeven
cost for solar on the MRES system. The discussion above is equally applicable to these two
recommendations.

In regard to modeling for future resource plans, MRES recognizes that the analysis of wind
and solar may require additional or different inputs depending on the { ts regarding those
technologies when the next plan is prepared. It is premature to order these changes now. The
benefit of developing the additional data requested by the Department is outweighed by the limited
value of the outputs and the burden of constructing new models. Likewise, the inability of wind
and solar to provide capacity on demand demonstrates that heaping on additional data points does
not provide qualitative improvement for capacity expansion modeling. There is little usefulness in
constructing the suggested modeling for future resource plans to build out year-by-year pricing for
both MISO and SPP given what is known to y.

In its own analysis, the Department conceded that the MRES “modeling of fixed and
variable costs accurately portrays how actual costs are incurred.” *! Requiring future mod¢ ng to
add more data points will needlessly complicate the construction of each model and scenario (in
both MISO and SPP), and will extend the length of time needed to complete the capacity
expansion modeling. MRES respectfully requests that the Commission reject these
recommendations.

3. DSM Resources

“The Department recommends that the Commission advise MRES to continue to strive
to meet the energy savings of the Total Savings Base case.”

As noted earlier, MRES is aware of the challenges of attaining the statutory 1.5 percent
CIP goal, and has an established prog 1 and staff who work dil ntly to encour: :customer
participation to achieve the energy savings goal in the Base Case. Lil sise, the Department is
familiar with the MRES efforts and the trials involved in meeting this annual goal. MRES is
committed to doing its utmost to maximize the value of demand side resources. Historical results
demonstrate that meeting the full 1.5% per year reduction is very difficult, and the challenge
becomes more difficult once customers have adopted the most cost-effective measures ava ble.
Advances in technology, implementation, and customer education will be important to maximize
the efforts of MRES and its Members to strive to meet these goals.

40 i, e 41
41 ld., page 21.
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