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November 12, 2013 PUBLIC DOCUMENT 

 
 
Burl W. Haar 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147 
 
RE: PUBLIC Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy 

Resources 

 Docket No. E015/M-13-907 
 
Dear Dr. Haar, 
 
Attached are the PUBLIC comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of 
Energy Resources (Department) in the following matter: 
 

Petition of Minnesota Power for Approval of Investments and Expenditures in the Bison 4 
Wind Project for Recovery through Minnesota Power’s Renewable Resources Rider under 
Minn. Stat. §216B.1645. 

 
The Petition was filed on September 27, 2013 by: 
 

David R. Moeller 
Senior Attorney 
Minnesota Power 
30 West Superior Street 
Duluth, MN 55802 

 
The Department expects to recommend approval of Minnesota Power’s petition, pending receipt 
of additional information, and is available to answer any questions the Commission may have. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
/s/ CRAIG ADDONIZIO 
Financial Analyst 
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS OF THE 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

DIVISION OF ENERGY RESOURCES 
 

DOCKET NO. E015/M-13-907 
 

 
 
I. BACKGROUND 

 
On September 27, 2013, Minnesota Power (MP or the Company) filed a petition with the 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) to request approval of investments and 
expenditures related to the development of the Bison 4 Wind Project (Bison 4 or the Project).  
The Company filed this petition pursuant to Minn. Stat. §216B.1645 (Power Purchase Contract 
or Investment). 
 
Bison 4 is a 204.8 MW wind generation facility located in the New Salem, North Dakota area, 
adjacent to the Company’s Bison 1, 2, and 3 Wind Projects.  The Project’s scheduled commercial 
operation date is December, 2014. 
 
I. DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS 

 
A. GENERAL FRAMEWORK 

 
The Department’s analysis is organized as follows: 
 
First, the Department examines whether or not Bison 4 meets the requirements of Minn. Stat. 
§216B.1691 (Renewable Energy Objective).  This test is required by Minn. Stat. §216B.1645, 
the statute controlling MP’s filing.  Second, the Department analyzes MP’s need for wind 
resources as part of the Company’s optimal expansion plan.  Third, the Department analyzes the 
cost recovery process as required by Minn. Stat. §216B.1645.  Fourth, the Department analyzes  
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whether Bison 4 is reasonable and prudent, based on its cost.  Finally, the Department provides 
its conclusions and recommendations. 
 
B. THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS FOR COMMISSION APPROVAL 

 
MP requests Commission approval of its investments and expenditures in Bison 4 under Minn. 
Stat. §216B.1645 (Power Purchase Contract or Investment).  Minn. Stat. §216B.1645, subd. 1 
states: 
 

216B.1645 POWER PURCHASE CONTRACT OR 

INVESTMENT. 

Subdivision 1.  Commission authority.  Upon the petition 
of a public utility, the Public Utilities Commission shall approve or 
disapprove power purchase contracts, investments, or expenditures 
entered into or made by the utility to satisfy the wind and biomass 
mandates contained in sections 216B.169, 216B.2423, and 
216B.2424, and to satisfy the renewable energy objectives and 
standards set forth in section 216B.1691, including reasonable 
investments and expenditures made to:  

(1) transmit the electricity generated from sources 
developed under those sections that is ultimately used to provide 
service to the utility's retail customers, including studies necessary 
to identify new transmission facilities needed to transmit electricity 
to Minnesota retail customers from generating facilities 
constructed to satisfy the renewable energy objectives and 
standards, provided that the costs of the studies have not been 
recovered previously under existing tariffs and the utility has filed 
an application for a certificate of need or for certification as a 
priority project under section 216B.2425 for the new transmission 
facilities identified in the studies;  

(2) provide storage facilities for renewable energy 
generation facilities that contribute to the reliability, efficiency, or 
cost-effectiveness of the renewable facilities; or 

(3) develop renewable energy sources from the account 
required in section 116C.779. 

 
Therefore, given the facts in this proceeding, based on Minn. Stat. §216B.1645, subd. 1, the 
Commission may approve MP’s petition only if it meets the requirements in Minn. Stat. 
§216B.1691. 
 
Minn. Stat. §216B.1691, subd. 1 defines “eligible energy technology.”  Under this definition, a 
wind facility is an eligible energy technology.  Also, Minn. Stat. §216B.1691, subd. 2a sets the  
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following eligible energy technology standard for utilities not owning nuclear generating 
facilities: 
 

216B.1691 RENEWABLE ENERGY OBJECTIVES. 

Subd. 2a. Eligible energy technology standard. (a) Except 
as provided in paragraph (b), each electric utility shall generate or 
procure sufficient electricity generated by an eligible energy 
technology to provide its retail customers in Minnesota, or the 
retail customers of a distribution utility to which the electric utility 
provides wholesale electric service, so that at least the following 
standard percentages of the electric utility's total retail electric 
sales to retail customers in Minnesota are generated by eligible 
energy technologies by the end of the year indicated: 
 
(1) 2012 12 percent 
(2) 2016 17 percent 
(3) 2020 20 percent 
(4) 2025 25 percent. 

 
Figure 7 of MP’s petition shows that the Company’s current renewable resources produce 
enough energy to meet 17.8 percent of its projected 2025 sales, and that the addition of Bison 4 
would raise that percentage to 24.8 by the end of 2015.  Thus, Bison 4 would greatly assist MP in 
its effort to meet its renewable energy requirements in 2020 and 2025.  However, because MP 
needs no additional renewable energy to meet the requirements set forth in Minn. Stat. 
§216B.1691, subd. 2a, until 2020, it is also necessary to show that the addition of Bison 4 
represents a reasonable resource addition to allow MP to optimally meet its future resource 
needs. 
 
C. RESOURCE NEED 

 
MP’s most recent resource plan (Docket No. E015/RP-13-53) analyzed MP’s future resource 
needs in detail.  In its resource plan, MP determined that its least cost optimal expansion plan 
includes the addition of up to 200 MW of competitive wind in the next two to three years.1  After 
reviewing MP’s resource plan and conducting its own analysis, the Department recommended 
that the Commission require MP to add 100 to 200 MW of wind capacity in the 2014-2016 time 
frame as long as the resource is reasonably priced.2  On September 25, 2013, the Commission 
approved MP’s resource plan by motion.3  Based on this analysis and the Commission’s motion, 
the Department concludes that the proposed Bison 4 Wind Project would allow MP to meet its  

                                                 

1 See MP’s March 1, 2013 Integrated Resource Plan, page 77, in Docket No. E015/RP-13-53. 
2 See the Department’s June 3, 2013 Comments, page 51, in Docket No. E015/RP-13-53. 
3 The Commission has not yet issued a written order in Docket No. E015/RP-13-53. 
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optimal resource expansion plan, thus minimizing the net present value of MP’s future revenue 
requirements. 
 
D. COST RECOVERY 

 
Minn. Stat. §216B.1645, subd. 2 and subd. 2a identify the cost recovery process.  They state: 
 

Subd. 2.  Cost recovery.  The expenses incurred by the 
utility over the duration of the approved contract or useful life of 
the investment and expenditures made pursuant to section 
116C.779 shall be recoverable from the ratepayers of the utility, to 
the extent they are not offset by utility revenues attributable to the 
contracts, investments, or expenditures. Upon petition by a public 
utility, the commission shall approve or approve as modified a rate 
schedule providing for the automatic adjustment of charges to 
recover the expenses or costs approved by the commission under 
subdivision 1, which, in the case of transmission expenditures, are 
limited to the portion of actual transmission costs that are directly 
allocable to the need to transmit power from the renewable sources 
of energy. The commission may not approve recovery of the costs 
for that portion of the power generated from sources governed by 
this section that the utility sells into the wholesale market.  
 

Subd. 2a.  Cost recovery for utility's renewable facilities. 
(a) A utility may petition the commission to approve a rate 

schedule that provides for the automatic adjustment of charges to 
recover prudently incurred investments, expenses, or costs 
associated with facilities constructed, owned, or operated by a 
utility to satisfy the requirements of section 216B.1691, provided 
those facilities were previously approved by the commission under 
section 216B.2422 or 216B.243, or were determined by the 
commission to be reasonable and prudent under section 216B.243, 
subdivision 9. For facilities not subject to review by the 
commission under section 216B.2422 or 216B.243, a utility shall 
petition the commission for eligibility for cost recovery under this 
section prior to requesting cost recovery for the facility. The 
commission may approve, or approve as modified, a rate schedule 
that:  

(1) allows a utility to recover directly from customers on a 
timely basis the costs of qualifying renewable energy projects, 
including: 
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(i) return on investment; 
(ii) depreciation; 
(iii) ongoing operation and maintenance costs; 
(iv) taxes; and 
(v) costs of transmission and other ancillary expenses 

directly allocable to transmitting electricity 
generated from a project meeting the specifications 
of this paragraph; 

(2) provides a current return on construction work in 
progress, provided that recovery of these costs from Minnesota 
ratepayers is not sought through any other mechanism; 

(3) allows recovery of other expenses incurred that are 
directly related to a renewable energy project, including expenses 
for energy storage, provided that the utility demonstrates to the 
commission's satisfaction that the expenses improve project 
economics, ensure project implementation, advance research and 
understanding of how storage devices may improve renewable 
energy projects, or facilitate coordination with the development of 
transmission necessary to transport energy produced by the project 
to market; 

(4) allocates recoverable costs appropriately between 
wholesale and retail customers; 

(5) terminates recovery when costs have been fully 
recovered or have otherwise been reflected in a utility's rates. 

(b) A petition filed under this subdivision must include: 
(1) a description of the facilities for which costs are to be 

recovered; 
(2) an implementation schedule for the facilities; 
(3) the utility's costs for the facilities; 
(4) a description of the utility's efforts to ensure that costs 

of the facilities are reasonable and were prudently incurred; and 
(5) a description of the benefits of the project in promoting 

the development of renewable energy in a manner consistent with 
this chapter. 

 
The Department notes that Minn. Stat. §216B.1645 contains two provisions related to 
Commission approval: 
 

1. Subd. 1 requires the Commission to approve or disapprove the investment and 

expenditures associated with the renewable energy facilities, and 
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2. Subd. 2 states that upon petition of the public utility the Commission shall approve or 

or approve as modified a rate schedule providing for the automatic adjustment of 

charges to recover the expenses or costs approved by the Commission under 

subdivision 1.  Moreover, subdivision 2a more specifically itemizes the cost 

components that may be recovered by a utility that constructs, owns, or operates the 

renewable energy facility. 

 
The Department further notes that the second cost recovery provision is closely related to the 
first provision.  In particular, subdivision 2 of Minn. Stat. §216B.1645 allows for automatic 
adjustment of charges to recover the expenses or costs approved by the Commission under 
subdivision 2 for service to retail customers. 
 
Therefore, based on Minn. Stat. §216B.1645 and the discussion above, the Department 
concludes that Commission approval of the investment and expenditures for Bison 4, under 
subdivision 1, requires MP to include in its petition for automatic adjustment of charges only the 
investment and expenditures approved by the Commission under subdivision 1 for service to 
retail customers.  If MP’s petition is approved, then upon MP’s eventual filing for automatic 
adjustments to charges, the Department expects these cost adjustments to include only costs that 
were approved by the Commission under subdivision 1. 
 
 
II. IS THE PROPOSED BISON 4 WIND PROJECT REASONABLE AND 

PRUDENT? 

 
Given the Department’s discussion and analysis in Sections I and II of these comments, the 
Department concludes that Bison 4 is reasonable if its costs are reasonable.  Below is the 
Department’s analysis of Bison 4’s costs. 
 
A. COST COMPARISONS 

 
Below, the Department compares the estimated cost of Bison 4 to projects which were available 
to MP as alternatives to Bison 4, and to the costs of other wind projects which were recently 
approved by the Commission.   
 

1. RFP Process 

 
Bison 4 will be built and owned by the Company, but was selected among competing proposals 
via a competitive bidding process.  When a wind facility is secured via a competitive bidding 
process, the cost of the facility is likely to be competitive and reasonable.  MP issued a request 
for proposals (RFP) in March, 2013 for a wind project of up to 225 MW to be installed in the 
next two to three years.  MP submitted its own proposal into the RFP and an independent  
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evaluation was completed.  The opinion of the independent evaluator is included as Exhibit 1 to 
MP’s petition. 
 
MP’s RFP generated responses representing over 32 distinct projects, some of which had more 
than one associated proposal.  Table A-1 of Exhibit 1 to MP’s contains a summary of the bids 
received and the independent evaluator’s initial estimate of each project’s levelized cost.4  As 
shown in the table, the levelized costs of the proposals received ranges from [TRADE SECRET 

DATA HAS BEEN EXCISED].5  MP and the independent evaluator conducted further analysis 
on the top ten bids and ultimately selected seven proposals, including MP’s Bison 4 proposal, for 
a final evaluation.  Table A-3 of Exhibit 1 contains the final ranking of the top seven projects.   
 
The Department notes that Bison 4 appears twice in Table A-3, with two different estimates of 
the levelized cost of energy from the project.  The difference between the two relates to MP’s 
ability to utilize the federal wind production tax credit and tax benefits associated with 
accelerated depreciation.  The less expensive of the two projects assumes that MP will be able to 
utilize all tax benefits generated by Bison 4 as those tax benefits are created.  The more 
expensive of the two projects, referred to in the table as “Minnesota Power – Bison 4 (tax delay)” 
assumes that the Company will not be able to fully utilize all of the tax benefits as they are 
generated.  MP explains on page 23 of its petition that it is anticipating a net tax operating loss in 
2015, which will force it to defer some of the anticipated tax benefits into the future.  To do so, 
MP will create deferred tax assets (DTAs) that will be included in rate base, increasing total 
allowed return and the levelized cost of Bison 4.  On page 24 of its petition, MP states that the 
total levelized cost of Bison 4 is about $30/MWh when all tax impacts are considered, thus, the 
Department considers the “tax delay” scenario to be representative of MP’s Bison 4 bid.6 
 
Table A-3 demonstrates that, per the independent evaluator’s analysis, the Bison 4 – Tax Delay 
project is the lowest cost option.7  The Department notes that final levelized cost estimates of 
each proposal, shown in Table A-3 in the column titled “Total Project Cost” are comprised of 
three separate components: the bid price, debt equivalence adjustment, and a transmission 
adjustment.  The bid price represents the levelized cost per MWh of each project.  For Bison 4, 
the bid price shown is a levelized revenue requirement.  All of the other projects shown in table 
A-3 are PPA proposals, and the bid prices represent the levelized contract price per MWh over 
the life of each PPA.   
  

                                                 

4 For projects which had multiple, distinct proposals, Table A-1 presents the levelized cost of the proposal with the 
lowest levelized cost. 
5 The Department notes that the initial levelized cost of Bison 4 was later revised upwards, as discussed below. 
6 Additionally, a representative of the Company confirmed during a telephone call that the Company considers the 
“tax delay” scenario to be the most likely scenario. 
7 The Department notes that the independent evaluator calculated two separate metrics to rank the projects: a total 
project cost (i.e. the levelized cost of energy per MWh) and a project market value which incorporates forecasts of 
energy and capacity costs.  The Department’s analysis focuses on the former. 
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The transmission adjustment is an adjustment made to reflect differentials between locational 
marginal prices (LMPs) at the injection node of each project and LMPs at MP’s load node.  For 
each of the PPA proposals, MP would purchase the energy at the wind facility and inject the 
energy into the transmission system near the wind facility, and withdraw the energy at its load 
node.  The structure of this transaction is such that the Midcontinent Independent System 
Operator will effectively buy the energy from the facility from MP at the prevailing LMP per 
MWh at the injection node, and then sell energy back to MP at the prevailing LMP at the 
withdrawal node.  While the LMPs at injection and withdrawal nodes are generally roughly 
equal, differences can arise due to transmission congestion and line losses, and MP’s ratepayers 
would be responsible for those differences.  The transmission adjustment represents a historical 
average of the differences between the LMPs at the relevant nodes for each proposal. 
 
The debt equivalence adjustment is an adjustment made to reflect the impact of each project on 
MP’s overall cost of capital.  In its response to Department Information Request No.  11, MP 
explained that credit ratings agencies view PPAs as having debt-like qualities, and thus after 
executing a PPA, a utility must issue equity to preserve its capital structure and maintain its 
credit rating.8  The debt equivalence adjustment reflects the costs associated with that additional 
equity.  As part of the same response, MP provided a document from Standard & Poor’s (S&P) 
titled “Standard & Poor’s Methodology For Imputing Debt for U.S. Utilities’ Power Purchase 
Agreements.”  The first paragraph of that document states: 
 

For many years, Standard & Poor’s Ratings Services has viewed 
power supply agreements (PPA) in the U.S. utility sector as 
creating fixed, debt-like, financial obligations that represent 
substitutes for debt-financed capital investments in in generation 
capacity.  In a sense, a utility that has entered into a PPA has 
contracted with a supplier to make the financial investment on its 
behalf.  Consequently, PPA fixed obligations, in the form of 

capacity payments, merit inclusion in a utility’s financial metrics 
as though they are part of the utility’s permanent capital structure 
and are incorporated in our assessment of a utility’s 
creditworthiness [emphasis added]. 

 

Based on this language, as well as the remainder of the document, the Department concludes that 
the debt equivalence adjustment is appropriate only if the PPA includes a fixed capacity 
payment. 
 
In response to Department Information Request No. 10, MP provided the Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet used to calculate the levelized bid price and debt equivalence adjustment for each 
proposal.  Based on the Department’s review of that spreadsheet, it appears that the PPA  

                                                 

8 MP’s response to Department Information Request No. 11 is included with these Comments as Attachment 1. 
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proposals are for energy-delivery only, and do not require fixed capacity credits.  Thus, the 
Department concludes that the debt equivalence adjustment is inappropriate.  The Department 
requests that MP indicate in reply comments whether the PPA proposals shown in Table A-3 
include fixed capacity payments.   
 
Additionally, the Department notes that MP’s estimated levelized cost for the Bison 4 – Tax 
Delay scenario differs slightly from the independent evaluator’s estimated levelized cost.  As 
noted above, on page 24 of its petition, MP states that, when the total impact of the net operating 
loss (NOL) and production tax credit (PTC) DTAs are included, the total levelized cost of Bison 
4 is about $30/MWh (excluding the transmission adjustment).9  Column [e] in Table 1 below 
presents the total costs of each project excluding the debt equivalence adjustment.  Table 1 also 
presents MP’s estimate of the levelized cost of Bison 4 – Tax Delay, in addition to the 
independent consultant’s estimate. 

 

Table 1 

Total Project Cost 

Excluding Debt Equivalence Adjustment 

As Presented in Petition, Table A-3 Total Cost

Debt Final Total Excluding

Equivalence Transmission Project Debt Equivalence

Capacity Term Bid Price Adjustment Adjustment Cost Adjustment

Project (MW) (Yrs.) ($/MWh) ($/MWh) ($/MWh) ($/MWh) ($/MWh)

[a] [b] [c] [d]=[a]+[b]+[c] [e]=[a]+[c]

Bison 4 - Tax Delay 208 35

Bison 4 - Tax Delay MP ESTIMATE 208 35

National Wind - High Country 150 25 TRADE SECRET DATA HAS BEEN EXCISED

National Wind - Lake Country 40 25

Geronimo - Odell 200 20

RES Americas - Pleasant Valley 200 25

Duke - Thunder Spirit 150 25

RES Americas - Border Winds 150 20

Source:  Petition, Exhibit 1, Table A-3.  Bison 4 - Tax Delay MP ESTIMATE Bid price from page 24 of MP's petition.  
 
As shown, when debt equivalence adjustments are removed from the levelized cost estimates, the 
Bison 4 project is no longer the lowest cost option, although the levelized costs of the top 
proposals are tightly clustered, and the differences between the projects are small.  Additionally, 
the Department notes that of the four projects which have lower levelized costs than Bison 4, one 
(National Wind – Lake Country) is only 40 MW, two (Geronimo – Odell and RES Americas – 
Pleasant Valley) recently executed agreements with Xcel Energy and are presumably no longer  
  

                                                 

9 The Company provided the Department the revenue requirements used to calculate the $30/MWh levelized cost 
reflecting the impacts of the DTAs.  A summary of those revenue requirements is included in Attachment 2.  
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available to MP.10  Additionally, National Wind recently announced that it has terminated the 
High Country project.11 
 
The Department has one additional concern related to MP’s estimate of Bison 4’s levelized cost.  
In its analysis, MP assumes a capacity factor of 46.5 percent.12  The Department notes that the 
assumed capacity factors for Bison 1, 2, and 3 were 45.12 percent, 41.31 percent, and 39.68 
percent.13  Thus, while Bison 4’s assumed capacity factor is not clearly unreasonably high, it is 
slightly higher than the average capacity factor for the other three, geographically similar, Bison 
projects.  The Department requests that MP provide additional support for its assumed capacity 
factor in reply comments and explain the differences between Bison 4 and the other three Bison 
projects. 
 

2. Recent Wind Projects 

 
Table 2 below compares the levelized cost of Bison 4 to the levelized costs of MP’s three other 
Bison projects and five projects approved recently by the Commission. 
  

                                                 

10 See Docket No. E002/M-13-603. 
11 A copy of a news article regarding National Wind’s announcement is included in these comments as Attachment 
3.  
12 On page 11 of its petition, MP states that Bison 4’s estimated annual average energy production will be 835,000 
MWh, which, on a 204.8 MW facility translates to a 46.5 percent capacity factor (835,000 MWh / (204.8 MW x 
8760 hours per year)). 
13 See MP’s petitions in Docket Nos. E015/M-09-285, E015/M-11-234, and E015/M-11-626.  The capacity factors 
were calculated in the manner demonstrated in footnote 12. 
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Table 2 

Levelized Cost Comparison 

Levelized Cost

Project Docket No. ($/MWh)

MP

Bison 1 E015/M-09-285

Bison 2 E015/M-11-234

Bison 3 E015/M-11-626

Xcel Energy

Odell E002/M-13-603 TRADE SECRET DATA

Courtenay E002/M-13-603 HAS BEEN

Pleasant Valley E002/M-13-603 EXCISED

Border Winds E002/M-13-716

Otter Tail Power

Ashtabula Wind III E017/M-13-386

Average of Xcel and Otter Tail Projects

Bison 4 (Proposed) 30.10

 
 

As shown, the levelized cost of Bison 4 is slightly higher than the average levelized cost of the 
five recently approved projects shown. 
 

3. Conclusion Regarding the Cost of the Bison 4 Wind Project 

 
Bison 4 is slightly more expensive than other recently approved projects, however its cost is 
generally competitive with those projects and the other options available to MP.  Therefore, the 
Department concludes that the cost of Bison 4 is reasonable. 
 
B. TRANSMISSION AND CURTAILMENT 

 
In its petition, MP states that it will use its DC line and available non-firm AC transmission to 
transmit the output of Bison 4 from North Dakota to the Company’s service territory.  The DC 
line is a 500 MW transmission line owned by MP and shared with Minnkota Power.  By the time 
Bison 4 is placed into service in late 2014, the Company expects to have completed an upgrade 
to its DC line which will increase the line’s capacity from 500 MW to 550 MW, and Minnkota 
Power will have discontinued using the DC line, giving MP full access to the line.  The upgraded 
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DC line by itself, however, will not meet the full transmission needs of the Company, and MP 
will have to rely on available non-firm transmission on the AC system.   
 
To assess the availability of non-firm capacity on the AC transmission system, MP included in 
its petition an analysis of the export limit around North Dakota’s north, south, and east borders, 
referred to as NDEX.  On page 16 of its petition, MP states that although the total current firm 
transfer capability of the NDEX is reserved under long-term contracts, [TRADE SECRET 

DATA HAS BEEN EXCISED]. 

 
Additionally, in its response to Department Information Request No. 7,14 the Company explained 
that it has approval from the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) for Network 
Resource Integration Service (NRIS) interconnection status for Bison 4.  To be awarded NRIS 
status, a project must be demonstrated to be capable of delivering into the transmission system 
while maintaining all reliability standards under a variety of stressed conditions.   
 
Based on this analysis, the Department concludes that the risk of curtailment for Bison 4 is low.  
However, as it has with MP’s other Bison wind projects, the Department recommends that the 
Commission require MP to report the dates and amount of any curtailment of Bison 4 output 
resulting from use of the AC system. 
 
 
III. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Based on the analysis above, the Department expects to recommend approval of MP’s petition, 
but requests that MP provide in reply comments further support for its assumed capacity factor 
for Bison 4.  The Department will make a final recommendation to the Commission after it 
reviews MP’s reply comments. 
 
 
/ja 

                                                 

14 MP’s response to Department Information Request No. 7 is included with the Comments as Attachment 3. 
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