
 
 
 
April 2, 2010 
 
 
Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55101-2147 
 
RE: Comments of the Minnesota Office of Energy Security 
 Docket No. G007/M-09-1282 
 
Dear Dr. Haar: 
 
Attached are the Comments of the Minnesota Office of Energy Security (OES) in the following 
matter: 
 

A request (Petition) submitted by Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation-NMU (MERC-
NMU or Company) for approval of changes in demand entitlements on its NMU Purchased 
Gas Adjustment (PGA) system. 

 
The Petition was filed on November 2, 2009 by: 
 
 Greg Walters 

Regulatory and Legislative Affairs Manager 
 Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation 
 519 1st Avenue SW 
 PO Box 6538 
 Rochester, MN  55903-6538 
 
Based on concerns associated with MERC-NMU’s design-day calculations, the OES withholds 
recommendation in this proceeding until the Company provides additional information in its 
Reply Comments.  Specifically, the OES recommends that MERC-NMU provide the following in 
its Reply Comments: 
 

• a full discussion explaining why it uses a different wind chill calculation and what, if 
any, impact using the official wind chill calculation has on MERC-NMU’s design-day 
forecast; 

• a full justification of the peak day calculations the Company used to procure total 
entitlements for the Great Lakes and Centra pipelines; 

• a full explanation of whether there are sufficient entitlements to serve MERC-NMU’s 
Northern pipeline firm customers on a peak day;  

• a full explanation of how firm entitlements shift between MERC-NMU and MERC-
PNG on the Northern pipeline system; and 
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• a full discussion detailing how MERC-NMU intends to install telemetry equipment for 
transportation customers and an estimate of how long it will be before MERC-NMU 
has adequate daily data to more accurately estimate its firm design day. 

 
The OES is available to answer any questions that the Commission may have. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
/s/ ADAM JOHN HEINEN 
Rates Analyst 
 
AJH/sm 
Attachment 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 

BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 

COMMENTS OF THE 
MINNESOTA OFFICE OF ENERGY SECURITY 

 
DOCKET NO. G007/M-09-1282 

 

 
 

I. SUMMARY OF MERC-NMU’S PROPOSAL 
 
Pursuant to Minnesota Rules 7825.2910, subpart 2 (Filing Upon Change in Demand), on 
November 2, 2009, Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation-NMU (MERC-NMU or 
Company), submitted a demand entitlement filing (Petition) for its NMU Purchased Gas 
Adjustment (PGA) system.1  In its Petition, MERC-NMU requests the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission’s (Commission) approval to “change demand levels by type” on the NMU PGA 
system for service to its Minnesota firm customers.  Specifically, MERC-NMU requests to 
change its level of overall demand entitlement (capacity).  In addition, MERC-NMU requests 
approval to recover the associated demand costs in the monthly PGA effective November 1, 
2009.  The OES provides comments regarding MERC-NMU’s proposal below. 
 
 
II. OES ANALYSIS OF MERC-NMU’S DEMAND PROPOSAL 
 
The Minnesota Office of Energy Security (OES) reviewed MERC-NMU’s proposed design-day 
requirement, proposed demand entitlement, and resulting reserve margins.  Additionally, the 
OES compared this year’s amounts with previous years’ amounts.  The OES’s analysis of the 
Company’s request includes three parts: 

                                                 
1 MERC-NMU also serves Minnesota customers via its companion operating division MERC-PNG.  The MERC-
PNG operating system serves customers on three separate pipeline systems: the Viking Gas Transmission (Viking) 
pipeline system; the Great Lakes Transmission (Great Lakes) pipeline system; and the Northern Natural Gas 
(Northern) pipeline system.  On November 2, 2009, MERC-PNG submitted the following requests with respect to 
these three systems: 

• A request to change the Company’s demand entitlements on the Viking system for the 2009-2010 heating 
season in Docket No. G011/M-09-1285; 

• A request to change the Company’s demand entitlements on the Northern system for the 2009-2010 heating 
season in Docket No. G011/M-09-1284 and 

• A request to change the Company’s demand entitlements on the Great Lakes system for the 2009-2010 
heating season in Docket No. G011/M-09-1283. 
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• MERC-NMU’s proposed Design-Day Requirement, Demand Entitlement Level, and 
Reserve Margin;  

• MERC-NMU’s proposed demand entitlement changes; and 

• MERC-NMU’s Cost Recovery Proposal. 
 
A. MERC-NMU’S PROPOSED DESIGN-DAY REQUIREMENT, PROPOSED DEMAND 

ENTITLEMENT LEVEL, AND RESULTING RESERVE MARGIN  

 
 1. Design-Day Requirement 

 
a. Peak-Day Calculation 

 
In its Petition and in response to informal OES discovery, MERC-PNG explained the peak-day 
models it uses to determine its design-day requirement and provided the model results in its 
response (OES Attachment 1).  Based on its review, the OES concludes that MERC-NMU 
conducted its design-day study using statistically valid models.  However, the OES is still 
concerned that the Company’s design-day analysis may not ensure sufficient volumes on a peak 
day under Commission practice.2 
 
Before discussing its concerns with MERC-NMU’s design-day calculations, the OES provides a 
brief description of the Company’s design-day analysis. 
 
MERC-NMU conducts its design-day and peak-day analyses using statistical techniques, 
specifically ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions.  MERC-NMU’s design-day analysis differs 
from the MERC-PNG pipeline design-day analyses in that MERC-NMU has a consolidated PGA 
that is comprised of four separate pipeline systems: Centra, Viking, Great Lakes, and Northern.  
Since these pipelines serve unique areas, it is necessary for the Company to estimate four 
separate design-day and peak-day calculations.  MERC-NMU’s regression analyses are based on 
daily system throughput, wind-adjusted heating degree days (AHDDs)3 from four weather 
stations (International Falls, Fargo, Bemidji, and Cloquet),4 and other significant independent 
variables (e.g., month, day of the week)5 for the months of December through February over the 
past three heating seasons (i.e., 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009).  The OES notes that MERC-
NMU’s adjusted HDD calculation is different than the official calculation used by the National 
Weather Service (NWS).  Given this difference, the OES recommends that MERC-NMU  

                                                 
2 Minnesota Rules 7825.2400, subp. 13d, defines a design-day as: “a 24-hour-day period of the greatest possible gas 
requirement to meet firm customer needs.”  The Commission later clarified this definition to mean a 24-hour period 
with an average temperature of -25°F (90 heating degree days (HDD)).  The 90 HDD event corresponds to the 
coldest day in the last twenty years.  
3 Commission Staff has indicated concerns, in another utility’s demand entitlement filing, about using AHDD when 
conducting a design-day analysis.  The Company notes in its response to OES Information Request No. 3 (OES 
Attachment 2) in Docket No. G011/M-09-1284 that AHDDs produce more robust regression results than using non-
wind-adjusted HDDs.  
4 MERC-NMU uses International Falls as its weather station for the Centra pipeline, Fargo as its weather station for 
the Viking pipeline, Bemidji and Cloquet as its weather stations for the Great Lakes pipeline, and Cloquet as the 
weather station for the Northern pipeline. 
5 MERC-NMU’s Northern pipeline model only includes wind adjusted weather as a significant variable. 
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provide, in its Reply Comments, a full discussion explaining why it uses a different calculation 
and what, if any, impact using the official wind chill calculation has on MERC-NMU’s design-
day forecast.   
 
These regression analyses allow MERC-NMU to estimate weather’s (AHDDs) impact on 
pipeline system throughput and then compare this impact to the Company’s all-time system peak 
day on each individual pipeline.  This comparison then allows MERC-NMU to estimate pipeline 
system throughput, based on current customer counts and system characteristics, if a day similar 
to the specific pipeline system’s all-time peak sendout were to occur during the heating season.  
Finally, the Company includes a volume risk adjustment, removes interruptible and 
transportation customer usage, and applies a customer growth figure to its estimate of total 
system throughput.  MERC-NMU then aggregates these four separate analyses into a total PGA 
system peak-day entitlement projection. 
 
As noted above, the OES concludes that MERC-NMU conducts its design-day analyses using a 
statistically valid technique.  However, the OES is concerned that these analyses may not be able 
to fully ensure system reliability on an all-time peak day for certain pipeline systems.  The OES’s 
primary concern relates to estimating firm throughput on a peak day.  To estimate daily use by 
firm customers, MERC-NMU must subtract estimated use by interruptible and transportation 
customers from total throughput  As mentioned in MERC-NMU’s Initial Petition, pages 10 and 
11, the Company states that it only has monthly billing cycle data, rather than daily data, for the 
majority of its interruptible and transportation customers.  Thus, the Company must estimate 
daily use by interruptible and transportation customers before estimating firm sales.  Since 
natural gas use by these non-firm customers are less sensitive to weather than firm customers, it 
is not unreasonable to assume, as MERC-NMU does, that these customers will consume roughly 
the same amount of gas each day.  Based on conversations with the Company, the OES notes that 
the Company bases its interruptible and transportation calculation on 20 days in the month, 
which indicates that MERC-NMU believes that these customers operate approximately five days 
a week.  The OES would prefer a more precise estimate, but notes that MERC-PNG is in the 
process of obtaining data for a more precise estimate of peak-day use, as discussed below. 
 
The OES conducted further peak day analysis by comparing MERC-NMU’s estimate of peak day 
use by interruptible and transportation customers to total peak day pipeline throughput estimates 
as referenced on pages 2 and 3 of the Company’s Initial Petition (OES Attachment 3).  Based on 
these comparisons, it appears that MERC-NMU’s design-day calculations may not be sufficient 
to ensure peak day reliability on three of its pipeline systems: Great Lakes, Centra, and Northern.  
Specifically, the OES observed that there was one day on the Great Lakes system, two days on 
the Centra system, and six days on the Northern system where estimated firm peak day sendout 
was greater than total pipeline system entitlements.  Although the numbers of deficient days on 
the Centra and Great Lakes systems are small, the OES notes that the estimated shortfalls on 
these days are quite large (some more than 1,000 Mcf/day) and indicate a possible issue in peak 
day calculations for these pipelines.6  Given the differences between calculated peak day use and  

                                                 
6 The OES’s firm peak day calculations are based on its interruptible usage estimates as provided by the Company in 
an informal information request (OES Attachment 4).  While discussing the OES’s calculation with the Company, 
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total entitlements procured for the Great Lakes and Centra pipelines, the OES recommends that 
MERC-NMU fully justify, in its Reply Comments, the peak day calculations it used to procure 
total entitlements for the Great Lakes and Centra pipelines.  
 
In terms of the Northern pipeline, the OES is concerned by the number of deficient days; 
however, based on MERC-PNG’s response to OES Information Request No. 4 in Docket No. 
G011/M-09-1284 (OES Attachment 5), overall firm service on a peak day may not be at risk.  As 
presented in OES Attachment 5, and stated by MERC-PNG, natural gas procurement on the 
Northern pipeline system is made on a macro level and not by specific PGA system: MERC-
NMU or MERC-PNG.  While reviewing the estimated firm peak day volumes for MERC-PNG’s 
Northern PGA system, the differences (surpluses) that the OES calculated between estimated 
firm usage on a peak day and total Northern system entitlements were quite large.7  Since the 
Company purchases Northern system entitlements for both MERC-NMU and MERC-PNG, it is 
possible that these peak day surpluses calculated in the MERC-PNG Northern demand 
entitlement could be used to balance the six days of deficient volumes calculated in this docket.  
Given the six days of calculated deficiencies and the Company’s Northern pipeline system 
planning process, the OES recommends that MERC-NMU provide the following in its Reply 

Comments:  
 

• a full explanation of whether there are sufficient entitlements to serve MERC-NMU’s 
Northern pipeline firm customers on a Commission-prescribed peak day; and 

• a full explanation of how firm entitlements shift between MERC-NMU and MERC-
PNG on the Northern pipeline system. 

 
The OES notes the difficulty in estimating the daily amounts that interruptible and transportation 
customers use.  The Company is further attempting to mitigate the design day risk associated 
with transportation customers by requiring gas meter telemetry.  In its most recent general rate 
case, Docket No. G007,011/GR-08-835, MERC-PNG and MERC-NMU proposed a change in 
rate design requiring all transportation customers to install telemetry.  In its June 29, 2009 Order 
in this rate case, the Commission agreed with the Administrative Law Judge’s finding, and the 
Company’s proposal, that MERC-NMU be allowed to require telemetry for transportation 
customers, without exception.8  The OES agreed with this proposal. 

                                                                                                                                                             

MERC-NMU stated that it was not clear if the OES’s peak day calculations were entirely accurate.  The OES has not 
received additional information and, as such, it will continue its analysis using the best available information 
provided in this proceeding.  
7 While reviewing the MERC-PNG Northern demand entitlement filing, the OES received a correspondence from the 
Company stating that it had observed an error in the weather data that it uses to calculate its Northern PGA system 
peak day.  This error may impact the peak day estimates for the Northern pipeline system but, at this point, the OES 
has not received corrected data. 
8 Please note that the Commission included in its Order a requirement that MERC-NMU continue providing 
balancing service for its Small Volume Interruptible customers.  As a result, it will still be necessary for MERC-
NMU to estimate daily use by Small Volume Interruptible customers in its estimate of peak-day use by firm 
customers. 
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Based on the discussion above, the OES concludes that MERC-NMU made a reasonable attempt 
to estimate its design-day and peak-day sendout.  However, given the lack of daily data 
associated with MERC-NMU’s interruptible and transportation customers, the OES recommends 
that the Commission not endorse this technique until such time that MERC-NMU has adequate 
daily interruptible and transportation throughput data.  Further, the OES recommends that 
MERC-NMU provide, in its Reply Comments, a full discussion detailing how it intends to install 
telemetry equipment for transportation customers and an estimate of how long it will be before 
MERC-NMU has adequate daily data to more accurately estimate its firm design day.  
 

b. Volume-Risk Adjustment 

 
In its Initial Petition, MERC-NMU states that it adds a volume risk adjustment to its design-day 
estimate.  The purpose of the volume risk adjustment, as stated by the Company, is “to provide a 
confidence level that the daily metered load under design conditions would not exceed the daily 
metered regression estimate.”  In other words, MERC-PNG’s adjustment is intended to address 
the concern discussed above regarding the estimate of energy used on a peak day.  The 
confidence level MERC-NMU chose is 97.5 percent, which means that there is roughly a 2.5 
percent chance that any given design day estimate will exceed the daily throughput estimate at a 
given point.  In its response to OES Information Request No. 1 (OES Attachment 6), MERC-
NMU states that a 99.9 percent confidence level could also have been chosen, which means that 
there would be a roughly 0.1 percent chance that a given design day estimate would exceed 
throughput estimates.  Procuring demand contracts to meet a 99.9 percent confidence level would 
essentially assure full system integrity under any circumstance, but would also involve additional 
costs over MERC-NMU’s current 97.5 percent confidence level.  The OES concludes that 
MERC-PNG’s proposed adjustment is reasonable at this time.   
 

2. Demand Entitlement Level 

 
In its Petition, MERC-NMU requests a decrease in total NMU PGA system entitlement levels 
between the 2008-2009 heating season and the 2009-2010 heating season of 1,052 Mcf/day.  
MERC-NMU’s requested changes in entitlement contracts are as follows: 
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Table 1:  MERC-NMU’s Proposed Changes to its  

System Demand Entitlements by Pipelines 

 

Contract Name Level of Change (Mcf) 

Northern  
TF-12 (Base and Variable) 3,460 

TF5 (3,460) 
TFX5 0 
SMS* (40) 

LS Power (52) 
Change in Northern 

Entitlements 
(52) 

  

Viking  
FT12 0 
FT5 0 

TF-12 1,397 
TF-5 (1,526) 

TFX12 (235) 
TFX5 363 

Change in Viking Entitlements (1) 
  

Great Lakes  
FT12 (1,000) 
FT5 0 

Change in Great Lakes 
Entitlements 

(1,000) 

  

Centra  
FT12 0 

Change in Centra Entitlements 0 
Total Change (1,053)^ 

* These volumes are not included in the total entitlement calculations.  
^  The difference between MERC-NMU’s proposed decrease of 1,052 
Mcf/day and the 1,053 Mcf/day change calculated in the above table are 
de minimus and likely the result of rounding. 

 
Given relatively mild temperatures during recent heating seasons, the OES investigated historical 
peak-day sendout per customer information.  OES Attachment 7 shows that the all-time estimate 
design-day sendout was 1.5198 Mcf/customer during the 1996-1997 heating season.9  As further 
indicated in OES Attachment 7, the firm peak-day sendout on MERC-PNG’s Northern PGA 
system for the 2008-2009 heating season was 46,401 Mcf/day, a decrease of 7,714 Mcf/day (or 
approximately 14.25 percent) over the 2007-2008 heating season.  The Company’s proposed  

                                                 
9  Prior to a heating seasons, utilities estimate the “design-day” needs of customers by estimating the sendout and the 
number of customers expected to be using service on a peak day.  After the heating season, it is possible to look back 
and determine the actual use per customer on the peak day. 
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design-day requirement results in an anticipated design-day use per customer of 1.4809 Mcf/day.  
The total entitlement per customer of 1.5506 Mcf/day is less than the 15-year average peak-day 
sendout of 1.6332 Mcf/day, but greater than the all-time peak day sendout of 1.5198 Mcf/day.  
These figures would generally indicate that there is sufficient capacity to serve customers on a 
peak day; however, given the consolidated nature of MERC-NMU’s PGA, and the issues 
discussed by the OES earlier in these Comments, these figures are not applicable to the overall 
reliability of MERC-NMU’s total PGA system.           
 
It is important to ensure that the Company does not over-estimate its need unreasonably and 
cause PGA rates to be too high.  The OES intends to continue working with the Company in 
refining its peak-day use per customer estimates, and looks forward to the information MERC-
PNG will provide in its Reply Comments related to its design-day calculations.   
  

3. Reserve Margin 

 
As shown in OES Attachment 7, the Company’s entitlement proposal results in a positive reserve 
margin for MERC-NMU’s PGA system customers of 4.70 percent, which is an increase of 2.96 
percent from the 2008-2009 reserve margin of 1.74 percent.  This reserve margin is within the 
OES’s five percent threshold and, as such, the OES concludes that MERC-NMU’s total system 
reserve margin is adequate, based on the information available at this time.  The OES will review 
MERC-NMU’s reply comments and provide further analysis if needed.         
 

C. MERC-PNG’S SPECIFIC PROPOSED DEMAND ENTITLEMENT CHANGES 

 
As MERC-NMU explains in its filing, there are two types of demand entitlement changes.  The 
first type is design-day deliverability, which, in this filing, represents changes in various firm 
transportation capacity available to NMU’s PGA customers during winter peak periods.  The 
second type does not affect the level of design-day deliverability, but does affect the demand 
costs recovered from ratepayers through the PGA.  Changes in the second type of demand 
entitlement changes are made to non-winter transportation and balancing contracts.  In its filing, 
MERC-NMU proposes changes in its System Management Service (SMS) contract, which is 
used to balance firm volumes.  The Company also proposes changes to its Firm Deferred 
Demand (FDD) storage contracts on the Northern pipeline system. 
 
D. MERC-NMU’S COST RECOVERY PROPOSAL  

 
The demand entitlement changes discussed above represent the demand entitlements that firm 
customers on MERC-NMU’s PGA system would pay under the Company’s proposal.  The 
Company’s Petition uses MERC-NMU’s October 2009 PGA as a means of comparison for its 
entitlement level cost changes since MERC-NMU proposes that the rate change take effect on 
November 1, 2009.  MERC-NMU’s proposed changes would result in the following bill impacts: 
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Table 2:  MERC-NMU’s PGA System Cost Recovery Monthly Rate Impact as  

Calculated by MERC-NMU Compared to the October 2009 PGA 

 

Customer 
Class 

Commodity 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Commodity 
Change 

(Percent) 

Demand 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Demand 
Change 

(Percent) 

Total 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Total 
Change 

(Percent) 

Effect on 
Annual Bill 

($) 
General 
Service 

$0.8990 24.34% $(0.0169) (1.55)% $0.8821 12.43% $123.28 

Large 
General 
Service 

$0.8990 24.34% $(0.0169) (1.55)% $0.8821 12.43% $6,101.33 

Small Vol. 
Interruptible 

$0.8990 24.34% $0.0000 0.00% $0.8990 19.11% $5,963.44 

Large Vol. 
Interruptible 

$0.8990 24.34% $0.0000 0.00% $0.8990 22.29% $33,365.86 

 
As shown in Table 2 above, and in MERC-NMU Attachment 4 in its Initial Petition, the 
Company’s proposed entitlement levels would result in the following estimated annual bill 
impacts: 
 

• an increase of approximately $123.28, or 12.43 percent, for an average General 
Service customer consuming 140 Mcf annually; 

• an increase of approximately $6,101.33, or 12.43 percent, for an average Large 
General Service customer consuming 6,917 Mcf annually; 

• an increase of approximately $5,963.44, or 19.11 percent, for an average Small 
Volume Interruptible customer consuming 6,333 Mcf annually; and  

• an increase of approximately $33,365.86, or 22.29 percent, for an average Large 
Volume Interruptible customer consuming 37,114 Mcf annually. 

 
The OES’s analysis is different from that shown in MERC-NMU’s Initial Petition for two 
reasons.  First, the OES holds the weighted average cost of gas constant, so as to isolate the 
increases in total gas costs associated solely with the demand cost of gas.  Second, the OES does 
not include storage costs in its demand cost calculations, but rather in the commodity portion of 
the PGA.  The OES notes that its decision to include FDD storage in the commodity portion of 
the PGA is the result of MERC-NMU’s conclusions in its Supplemental Comments in Docket 
No. G011/M-07-1402.  In that docket, the Company stated that it was appropriate to recover 
storage costs through the commodity portion of the PGA since all customers, not just firm 
customers, benefit from natural gas storage.10  The OES’s bill impacts are as follows: 

                                                 
10 Purchased gas costs passed through the monthly PGAs to customers are classified as either demand-delivered gas 
costs (demand costs) or commodity-delivered gas costs (commodity costs).  Generally, demand costs are recovered 
only from firm sales service customers and commodity costs are recovered from both firm and interruptible sales 
service customers.  However, both firm and interruptible sales customers use storage gas and both classes receive the 
benefit of the possible hedge against winter price increases resulting from the use of storage gas.  The Commission 
has not yet acted on this requested change in recovery of FDD Storage costs. 
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Table 3:  MERC-NMU’s PGA System Cost Recovery Monthly Rate  
Impact as Calculated by the OES Compared to MERC-NMU’s October 2009 PGA 

 

Customer 
Class 

Commodity 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Commodity 
Change 

(Percent) 

Demand 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Demand 
Change 

(Percent) 

Total 
Change 
($/Mcf) 

Total 
Change 

(Percent) 

Effect on 
Annual Bill 

($) 
General 
Service 

$0.0694 1.88% $(0.0654) (5.98)% $0.004 0.06% $0.56 

Large General 
Service 

$0.0694 1.88% $(0.0654) (5.98)% $0.004 0.06% $27.67 

Small Vol. 
Interruptible 

$0.0694 1.88% $0.0000 0.00% $0.0694 1.47% $439.51 

Large Vol. 
Interruptible 

$0.0694 1.88% $0.0000 0.00% $0.0694 1.72% $2,575.71 

Note:  The change in commodity cost relates to the implementation of Call Option costs for the 2009-2010 heating 
season and inclusion of FDD Storage in the commodity cost of gas. 

 
As shown in Table 3 above, and in OES Attachments 8 and 9, the Company’s proposed 
entitlement levels would result in the following estimated annual bill impacts: 
 

• an increase of approximately $0.56, or 0.06 percent, for an average General Service 
customer consuming 140 Mcf annually; 

• an increase of approximately $27.67, or 0.06 percent, for an average Large General 
Service customer consuming 6,917 Mcf annually; 

• an increase of approximately $439.51, or 1.47 percent, for an average Small Volume 
Interruptible customer consuming 6,333 Mcf annually; and 

• an increase of approximately $2,575.71, or 1.72 percent, for an average Large Volume 
Interruptible customer consuming 37,114 Mcf annually.  

 
 
III. THE OES’S RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on concerns associated with MERC-NMU’s design-day calculations, the OES withholds 
recommendation in this proceeding until the Company provides additional information in its 
Reply Comments.  Specifically, the OES recommends that MERC-NMU provide the following in 
its Reply Comments: 
 

• a full discussion explaining why it uses a different wind chill calculation and what, if 
any, impact using the official wind chill calculation has on MERC-NMU’s design-day 
forecast; 

• a full justification of the peak day calculations the Company used to procure total 
entitlements for the Great Lakes and Centra pipelines; 

• a full explanation of whether there are sufficient entitlements to serve MERC-NMU’s 
Northern pipeline firm customers on a Commission-prescribed peak day;  
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• a full explanation of how firm entitlements shift between MERC-NMU and MERC-
PNG on the Northern pipeline system; and 

• a full discussion detailing how it intends to install telemetry equipment for 
transportation customers and an estimate of how long it will be before MERC-NMU 
has adequate daily data to more accurately estimate its firm design day. 

 
 
/sm 
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Electronic Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Burl W. Haar burl.haar@state.mn.us Public Utilities Commission Suite 350
										121 7th Place East
										St. Paul,
										MN
										551012147

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Jack Kegel MMUA Suite 400
										3025 Harbor Lane North
										Plymouth,
										MN
										554475142

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

James D. Larson Avant Energy Services 200 S 6th St Ste 300
										
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Robert S Lee RSL@MCMLAW.COM Mackall Crounse & Moore
Law Offices

1400 AT&T Tower
										901 Marquette Ave
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										554022859

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

John Lindell agorud.ecf@state.mn.us Office of the Attorney
General-RUD

900 BRM Tower
										445 Minnesota St
										St. Paul,
										MN
										551012130

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Pam Marshall pam@energycents.org Energy CENTS Coalition 823 7th St E
										
										St. Paul,
										MN
										55106

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282



2

First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name

Brian Meloy brian.meloy@leonard.com Leonard, Street & Deinard 150 S 5th St Ste 2300
										
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Ann Seha seha.ann@dorsey.com Dorsey & Whitney Suite 1500
										50 South Sixth Street
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										554021498

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Eric Swanson eswanson@winthrop.com Winthrop & Weinstine 225 S 6th St Ste 3500
										Capella Tower
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										554024629

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

James R. Talcott Northern Natural Gas
Company

1111 South 103rd Street
										
										Omaha,
										NE
										68124

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282

Gregory Walters gjwalters@minnesotaenerg
yresources.com

Minnesota Energy
Resources Corporation

3460 Technology Dr. NW
										
										Rochester,
										MN
										55901

Paper Service No OFF_SL_9-1282_09-1282
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