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April 25, 2019 
 
 
Daniel P. Wolf 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147 
 
RE: Response Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy 

Resources 
Docket No. E-015/M-18-735 

 
Dear Mr. Wolf: 
 
Attached are the Response Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of 
Energy Resources (Department) in the following matter: 
 

Minnesota Power’s (MP or the Company) Petition for Approval of an Industrial Demand 
Response Product in Minnesota. 

 
The Application was filed on December 7, 2018 by: 
 

Jennifer J. Peterson 
Manager – Regulatory Affairs 
Minnesota Power 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 

 
The Department provides its revised recommendations herein. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ MICHAEL N. ZAJICEK 
Rates Analyst 
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
 

Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 
Division of Energy Resources 

 
Docket No. E-015/M-18-735 

 
I. BACKGROUND 
 
On December 7, 2018, Minnesota Power (MP or the Company) submitted a Petition for 
Approval of Minnesota Power’s Industrial Demand Response Product (Petition) to the 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission), requesting approval of new Demand 
Response (DR) products and cost recovery. 
 
On February 20, 2019, the Minnesota Department of Commerce (Department) and several 
other parties filed Comments responding to the Company’s proposed DR products and cost 
recovery methodology.  In its February 20, 2019 Comments, the Department recommended 
approval of the Company’s proposed DR products but withheld making a final recommendation 
on cost recovery until response comments.  The Department was generally concerned that the 
Company’s proposed cost recovery mechanisms lacked proper support and that the recovery of 
costs would be better done though the Company’s next rate case.  The Department also 
requested that MP provide additional information in reply comments. 
 
On March 13, 2019, the Company submitted reply comments responding to the Department 
and various other parties.  In addition, other parties filed comments and reply comments. 
 
II. DEPARTMENT’S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
The Department responds to the following concerns in comments: 
 

• concerns from several parties over whether the 150 MW of DR is actually necessary for 
the Company to obtain,  

• a clarification of comparisons of Product A and Product B,  
• a proposal by the Citizen’s Utility Board (CUB) to limit participant manipulation,  
• a proposal by Fresh Energy to remove the minimum period for Product B,  
• a proposal by Advanced Energy Management Alliance’s (AEMA) to allow demand 

aggregators to participate,  
• the Office of the Attorney General’s (OAG) proposal to require MP to include 

interruptible customers in cost recovery, and 
• the Company’s reply comments addressing the Department’s Comments on the 

$5/MWh adder for the buy-though of events, the physical interruptible energy credit 
justification, recovery of the avoided capacity benefit payments, and the cost recovery 
methods. 
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A. NECESSITY OF DR PRODUCT 
 
Several parties including the OAG and CUB expressed concerns about whether the 150 MW of 
proposed economic DR products were necessary for the Company to obtain.  The Company 
stated in response to OAG Information Request No. 10 that 150 MW of industrial demand was 
included in the base case of its most recent Commission approved resource plan in Docket No. 
E015/RP-15-690 (2015 IRP).  As DR resources are peaking resources, the Department took the 
inclusion of DR resources in the base case to indicate that the MP had a need for peaking 
resources.   
 
However after reviewing the comments of other parties in this case, the Department further 
reviewed the 2015 IRP and notes the following: 
 

• MP’s 2015 IRP did not identify 150 MW of DR resources in the base case, 
• Instead, MP included 150 MW of industrial DR in its base case in the Nemadji Trail 

Energy Center proceeding in Docket E015/AI-17-568 (NTEC), as an alteration to the 
Commission-approved 2015 IRP,   

• The Department’s Strategist models run in the 2015 IRP rarely identified any need for 
peaking resources for the Company. 

 
In addition, in the NTEC proceeding: 
 

• The Commission did not approve 150 MW of DR.  The Commission stated in the NTEC 
proceeding that demand-response options must be better developed before a rider is 
approved to address concerns such as the fact that “LPI’s proposal does not provide any 
assurance that customers would curtail their demand when needed, or explain how the 
cost of the program would be recovered.” 1 

• Instead, the Commission ordered that the Company “continue to develop a demand-
response rider and corresponding methodology for cost recovery in a new 
miscellaneous-docket filing.”2  

• Additionally, while the Commission approved MP’s acquisition of a Combined Cycle 
plant in the NTEC proceeding, based on record support for the construction of the NTEC 
facility, the Commission did not find there to be any new need for peaking resources for 
MP. 

 
This information impacts the analysis of the Company’s proposed products because the 
capacity cost savings the Company uses to estimate the cost effectiveness of the proposed 

                                                           
1 See Page 23 of the Commission’s January 24, 2019 ORDER APPROVING AFFILIATED INTEREST AGREEMENTS WITH 
CONDITIONS in Docket No. E015/M/AI-17-568. 
2 Id. 
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product was based on the assumption that DR Product B would replace the need for the 
Company to obtain a Combustion Turbine unit for peaking purposes (as DR is a peaking 
resource).  If a peaking resource is not needed, then there is no avoided capacity costs until the 
year in which such a resource is needed.   
 
Thus, to calculate the value of the capacity component of a demand-resource resource, it 
would be more appropriate to look at the Midcontinent Independent System Operator’s (MISO) 
Capacity Auction clearing price, as the price MP could sell this capacity into the market.  The 
MISO Capacity Auction cleared at $10/MW-day in the 2018/2019 auction for MISO as a whole, 
but only $1/MW-day in MISO Zone 1, which includes all of Minnesota.  Even at the higher 
MISO-wide result a MW of capacity would only cost $3,650 for an entire year, far lower than 
the over $7,000/MW-Month capacity value that the Company states would be gained by 
avoiding construction of a combustion turbine.3   
 
Since no capacity need has been identified for peaking resources and the proposed cost of the 
resource exceeds its value, it does not appear that the Company’s suggested capacity benefits 
would be gained by MP’s customers.  While it is still possible that this program could provide 
significant pollution abatement in the Company’s high externality scenario, as the Department 
stated in its initial comments these benefits could be lost if participating customers buy through 
events or use self-generation resources. 
 
Although the Department is generally supportive of demand response the benefits appear to be 
overstated.  As a result of the above analysis, the Department does not recommend approval of 
the Company’s proposed Product B at this time.  However, if the Commission chooses to 
proceed with the Company’s proposal, for example as a pilot project to assess the effects on 
emissions or other reasons, the Department offers further Comments below on other issues 
related to the Company’s proposal and other parties responses. 
 

B. COMPARING PRODUCTS A AND B 
 
Several parties also stated concerns about the cost of capacity of Product B verses the rates 
currently in place for Product A.4  The Department would like to clarify that comparison of the 
two products is not particularly useful as the products are vastly different.  Product A pays for 
emergency-only interruptions to protect grid integrity, and is in fact only usable if called on by 
MISO in an emergency event.  Product B meanwhile would be able to be called at any time 
(within proposed tariff limitations) for economic reasons by MP, most likely in response to a 
peak in energy demand.  If MP were reaching a system peak and did not have additional 
resources the Company could not call on the Product A DR if MP could purchase energy in the 

                                                           
3 See page 22-23 of the Company’s initial filing. 
4 See the OAG’s initial comments page 11 and CUB reply Comments page 2-3. 



Docket No. E-015/M-18-735 
Analysts Assigned: Michael N. Zajicek 
Page 4 
 
 

 

MISO Market.  Product A is not so much an energy resource as a last-minute option called on by 
MISO to prevent the grid from collapsing.  
 
The Department does not believe that the amount of Product A participation or the price 
affects whether the Commission should or should not approve Product B’s implementation. 
 

C. PROPOSAL TO LIMIT PARTICIPANT MANIPULATION 
 
In its initial comments CUB raised a concern about Product B participants being able to 
manipulate the amount of incentive they gain by increasing their load during the period after 
they have received notice of an event but prior to the event beginning.  CUB noted that the 
Company’s proposed Product B would base the available energy for physical curtailment on the 
“difference between the customer’s firm service level and the higher of the average of four 
hours before notification or four hours before the interruption period begins.”  Essentially CUB 
was concerned that “by giving customers advance notification of an event and allowing those 
customers to take the average of four hours before interruption begins allows for time to 
manipulate their demand to increase the amount of curtailable load, increasing the incentive 
those customers can earn.”  CUB was also concerned that such a short period of time might not 
be representative of that customer’s typical load.  CUB recommended using a longer time 
period from non-event days to set an average firm load; specifically, CUB suggested a period of 
the previous five non-event business days. 
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments AEMA supported CUB’s recommendation and suggested 
using an adjusted high 4 of 5 days baseline. 
 
The Department also agrees with CUB’s recommendation.  If the Commission chooses to 
approve the Company’s proposed Product B then the Department recommends that the 
Commission adjust the product in a fashion similar to that which CUB or AEMA proposes. 
 

D. PRODUCT B MINIMUM PERIOD 
 
In its initial comments Fresh Energy recommended that Product B be modified to remove the 
minimum firm load control duration period of four hours so as to allow the Company more 
flexibility in calling events for the highest cost hours.  Fresh Energy stated that the average price 
of the most expensive 1% of hours for MP was $113 per MWh in 2017, but only four days had 
consecutive four-hour periods with an average price above $110 per MWh.  
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments LPI stated that it does not oppose Fresh Energy’s 
proposal but notes that large power customers generally cannot rapidly ramp up and down 
production operations and thus the minimum notice periods and minimum duration limit the 
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frequency and duration of interruptions are critical for customers to prepare the facilities and 
manage risk.   
 
The Department agrees with Fresh Energy that shorter periods would allow MP to target the 
most expensive hours more flexibility; however, there are several concerns.  As LPI’s comments 
note some customers may not be able to respond well to a short interruption, which may lead 
to more participating customers buying through events, which would in turn reduce any 
environmental benefits of the program.  The Department is not necessarily opposed to 
removing the minimum period, but believes there could be unintended consequences in doing 
so. 
 

E. AEMA AGGREGATION PROPOSAL 
 
AEMA proposed that the Commission allow customers the option to designate an MP-approved 
demand response aggregator to manage participation of some or all customers to reduce risks 
for customers if a participating customer is unable to respond as expected.  AEMA stated that 
demand-response aggregators would increase reliability and lower the overall costs of DR 
products.  
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments MP did not support AEMA’s proposal and instead stated 
that the Company’s programs work best if they directly connect with the customers due to 
automation of systems.  MP further stated that in Docket No. E999/CI-09-1449 the issue was 
discussed in depth and not approved.  Finally, the Company stated its belief that a third party 
administrator in MP’s service territory would impinge on the Company’s service territory.  
 
The Department notes that in Docket No. E999/CI-09-1449 the Commission prohibited 
“Aggregators of Consumption” (ARCs) from bidding demand response resources directly into 
the MISO wholesale energy and ancillary services market.5  AEMA’s proposal in this case is 
different since it involves delivery of DR interruptions directly to MP.  If the demand response 
aggregator worked with the Company and did not bid the products directly into MISO then it 
would not be prohibited by the Commission’s previous order.   
 
The Department’s position in Docket No. E999/CI-09-1449 was that if working with ARCs would 
expand participation or increase cost-effectiveness of DR resources, then it should be pursued.  
In this case AEMA’s proposal could potentially improve Product B by allowing customers 
participating in Product B to respond more flexibly.  However, it is not known how much 
AEMA’s proposal would cost or how it would affect participation, given the profile of MP’s 
customers.  Thus the Department believes that AEMA’s proposal potentially has merit, but 

                                                           
5 See the May 18, 2010, Order Prohibiting Bidding of Demand Response Into Organized Markets by Aggregators of 
Retail Customers and Requiring Further Filings by Utilities in Docket No. E999/CI-09-1449. 
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should be explored further if the Commission chooses to approve the Company’s Product B 
proposal. 
 

F. OAG’S COST RECOVERY PROPOSAL 
 
In its initial comments the OAG proposed that costs should be recovered from interruptible 
customers, as well as firm customers, as all customers benefit from the proposal, and that this 
approach would be consistent with how costs of a new power facility would be recovered if one 
were built.   
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments MP clarified that only the portion of the load that 
interruptible customers had associated with Product B would be excluded from cost recovery 
and that the rest of the customer’s firm load would have the costs of the Demand response 
products recovered from them. 
 
While the basis for OAG’s assertion that capacity costs of new a power facility would be 
charged to interruptible customers is unclear, MP has no capacity need for the foreseeable 
future, as discussed above.  Therefore, the Department recommends that the Commission 
disallow MP’s proposal to charge any ratepayers for the estimated $12.6 million for demand 
credits at this time.  However, it may be reasonable for costs for Physical Interruption Credits 
paid for economic interruptions to be charged to all ratepayers, if the Commission chooses to 
approve Product B.  This issue is discussed further below. 
 

G. $5/MWH ADDER FOR THE BUY THROUGH OF EVENTS 
 
In its February 20, 2019 Comments, the Department requested that the Company explain in 
reply comments whether the $5/MWh adder for customers that choose to buy through 
interruptions would be retained by the Company or returned to customers via the Fuel and 
Purchased Energy Adjustment.   
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments MP stated that the $5/MWh adder would be retained by 
the Company to account for the portion of fixed costs that are included in the current Large 
Power firm energy rate.  The Company estimated that the fixed cost recovery included in the 
firm energy rate is around $6.78/MWh.  The Company also noted that in MP’s next rate case 
the adder would become a revenue credit that would benefit customers.   
 
The Department does not agree with the Company’s proposal to keep the $5/MWh adder for 
shareholders.  If the adder is considered to be an increased incentive for participants of Product 
B not to buy through events, then the costs of this adder should be returned to MP’s customers 
to offset some of the cost of the program, if approved.  Therefore the Department recommends 
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that, if the Commission approves the Company’s Product B, all income from the $5/MWh adder 
should be returned MP’s customers. 
 

H. PHYSICAL INTERRUPTIBLE ENERGY CREDIT JUSTIFICATION 
 

In its February 20, 2019 Comments the Department requested that MP provide further support 
for its proposal, including justification for any rule variance that may be required to allow use of 
the Rider for Fuel and Purchased Energy (FPE Rider) to recover the costs of the $30 per MWh 
Physical Interruptible Energy Credit.  Minnesota Rules, parts 7825.2390 through 7825.2920 
state that utilities are able “to adjust rates to reflect changes in the cost of energy delivered to 
customers from those costs authorized by the commission in the utility’s most recent general 
rate case” and that this adjustment per kWh is calculated by subtracting the base electric cost 
(cost of fuel consumed in the generation of electricity and purchased power that is set in a rate 
case) per Kwh by the current period cost of energy purchased and fuel consumed per Kwh.  The 
cost of energy purchased is defined as “the cost of purchased power and net interchange 
defined by the Minnesota uniform system of accounts, … account 555 and purchased under 
federally regulated wholesale rates for energy delivered through interstate facilities.”  There is 
no definition in these rules for costs of power not purchased. 
 
In its March 13, 2019 reply comments MP stated that when customers physically curtail energy 
the Company avoids the need to generate energy or purchase energy from the market, and that 
the $30/MWh credit replaces the cost of this energy.  The Company concluded by saying that 
this program is unique and that there is unlikely to be any precedent for recovery of these costs 
through the FPE Rider. 
 
While the Department believes that it might make sense to recover these costs through the FPE 
Rider, the Company has not requested a rule variance or provided enough justification for its 
recovery there in the face specific language of what can be recovered through the FPE Rider in 
Minnesota Rules, parts 7825.2390 through 7825.2920.  As the costs the Company proposes to 
recover to not fit with Minnesota Rules, parts 7825.2390 through 7825.2920 and no party has 
requested a variance of these rules for this recovery the Department recommends that the 
Commission deny recovery of the physical interruptible energy credit through the FPE Rider.  
Instead, a separate rider would be required, as discussed in the next section. 
 

I. RECOVERY OF THE AVOIDED CAPACITY BENEFIT PAYMENTS 
 
In it February 20, 2019 Comments the Department did not support MP’s proposal to create a 
new rate rider for the capacity costs associated with demand response Product B and stated 
that recovery of such costs would be better suited for the Company’s upcoming rate case. 
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In its March 13, 2019 reply comments MP stated that due to the unique scale and nature of its 
large industrial customers, a current cost recovery rider is the most appropriate method of cost 
recovery.  MP further stated that a cost recovery rider was explicitly stated in both of the 
Commission’s orders directing the Company to develop a demand response program.  MP 
stated that the Company cannot implement a program for which the ability to recovery costs is 
uncertain. 
 
The Department recognizes that due to the uncertainty as to the actual cost of DR Product B, 
the Company would prefer to recover the costs through a rider.  As indicated above, MP has 
not supported its proposal to recover any capacity costs stemming from its proposal at this 
time.  However, if the Commission approves the Company’s product B, the Department 
concludes that the Commission should deny the Company’s proposal to recover any capacity 
costs in the rider but allow the Company to recover costs of the Physical Interruptible Energy 
Credit in the rider.  If the Commission chooses to approve the recovery of the Company’s 
proposed capacity costs the Department maintains its position from direct that there is 
inadequate support for the recovery of these costs through a new rider, and that instead these 
costs should be recovery in the Company’s next rate case. 
 

J. COST RECOVERY METHODS 
 
The Department provides its final recommendation on cost recovery methods.  In initial 
comments, the Department stated: 
 

As an initial matter, the Company proposes to use the generation demand 
allocator for the DR program Avoided Capacity Benefit costs to allocate costs 
between wholesale and retail since the product is essentially serving as a 
replacement for new generation infrastructure.  Since the proposed Product B is 
open to a maximum of 150 MW of participation, the maximum cost for 
implementing Product B is $12.6 million.  The Department agrees with MP that the 
Company’s approved generation demand allocator (D-01) from MP’s 2016 rate 
case would be reasonable to use to allocate costs to retail customers.  Using this 
allocator the Company would aim to recover up to $10.6 million from retail 
customers if Product B is fully subscribed.  The Company then proposes two 
options for allocating the $10.6 million among the retail customers.  

 
Given the analysis above indicating that MP has no capacity needs and the corresponding 
recommendation that the Commission deny recovery of the $12.6 million in capacity costs, the 
Department does not recommend use of the D-01 allocator to allocate costs between 
wholesale and retail customers.   
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Instead, if the Commission chooses to approve the proposed Product B, the Department 
recommends that the Commission require MP: 1) to recover only costs of the Physical 
Interruptible Energy Credit in the rider net of all revenue from the $5/MWh adder discussed 
above and 2) to use of the energy allocator from its last rate case to allocate costs both 
between wholesale and retail customers and among retail customer classes, including 
interruptible classes, for non-participating interruptible customers and participating customers 
that choose to buy through an interruption.   
 
III. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Department maintains the following recommendations from initial comments: 
 

• approve the Company’s proposed Product A; 
• require the Company to include an analysis for updating the Product A credit per kW in 

an annual Compliance Filing each year for Commission approval; and 
• approve the Company’s proposed Product C. 

 
Due to the analysis above of the necessity of peaking generation for the Company, the 
Department recommends the following regarding proposed Product B.  Overall, the 
Commission should deny the Company’s proposed Product B given that the costs of the 
proposed Product B outweigh the expected benefits.  However, if the Commission chooses to 
approve the Company’s Product B then the Department recommends that the Commission: 
 

• require the Company to file an annual compliance report including at least the following 
information: 

o the number of Firm Load Control Periods the Company called,  
o the number of hours per period that the Company called, 
o how many periods met the criteria for the Company to call a Firm Load Control 

Period but a Firm Load Control Period was not called, and an explanation for why 
each period was not called, 

o how many customers responded to each event,  
o the amount of curtailed energy,  
o how many customers bought though each period, 
o how many emergency events were called, 
o customer response rates to each emergency DR request, and 
o any other data the Commission determines would be useful;  

• modify the Product B in a fashion similar to that which CUB or AEMA proposes regarding 
the measurement of the baseline for the credit; 

• include interruptible customers for the purposes of cost recovery if the Commission 
chooses to approve Product B; 
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• order that all income from the $5/MWh adder from Product B be returned MP’s 
customers; 

• deny recovery of the physical interruptible energy credit through the FPE Rider but 
allow recovery through the new rider, along with all revenue from the $5/MWh rider; 

• deny recovery of any capacity costs in the rider; and 
• require the Company to allocate costs of the rider both between wholesale and retail 

jurisdictions and among all firm and interruptible customer classes using the energy 
allocator from MP’s last rate case. 

 
 
/ar 



 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I, Sharon Ferguson, hereby certify that I have this day, served copies of the 
following document on the attached list of persons by electronic filing, certified 
mail, e-mail, or by depositing a true and correct copy thereof properly 
enveloped with postage paid in the United States Mail at St. Paul, Minnesota. 
 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 
Response Comments 
 
Docket No. E015/M-18-735 
 
 
Dated this 25th day of April 2019 
 
/s/Sharon Ferguson 
 
 



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

Christopher Anderson canderson@allete.com Minnesota Power 30 W Superior St
										
										Duluth,
										MN
										558022191

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Ben Bratrud benb@cubminnesota.org Citizens Utility Board of
Minnesota

332 Minnesota St Ste
W1360
										
										St. Paul,
										MN
										55101

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Jon Brekke jbrekke@grenergy.com Great River Energy 12300 Elm Creek
Boulevard
										
										Maple Grove,
										MN
										553694718

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Christina Brusven cbrusven@fredlaw.com Fredrikson Byron 200 S 6th St Ste 4000
										
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										554021425

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Generic Notice Commerce Attorneys commerce.attorneys@ag.st
ate.mn.us

Office of the Attorney
General-DOC

445 Minnesota Street Suite
1800
										
										St. Paul,
										MN
										55101

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Riley Conlin riley.conlin@stoel.com Stoel Rives LLP 33 S. 6th Street
										Suite 4200
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Ian Dobson residential.utilities@ag.stat
e.mn.us

Office of the Attorney
General-RUD

1400 BRM Tower
										445 Minnesota St
										St. Paul,
										MN
										551012131

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Sharon Ferguson sharon.ferguson@state.mn
.us

Department of Commerce 85 7th Place E Ste 280
										
										Saint Paul,
										MN
										551012198

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Edward Garvey garveyed@aol.com Residence 32 Lawton St
										
										Saint Paul,
										MN
										55102

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Barbara Gervais toftemn@boreal.org Town of Tofte P O Box 2293
										7240 Tofte Park Road
										Tofte,
										MN
										55615

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official



2

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

Allen Gleckner gleckner@fresh-energy.org Fresh Energy 408 St. Peter Street
										Ste 220
										Saint Paul,
										Minnesota
										55102

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Janice Hall N/A Cook County Board of
Commissioners

411 W 2nd St
										Court House
										Grand Marais,
										MN
										55604-2307

Paper Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Katherine Hamilton katherine@aem-
alliance.org

Advanced Energy
Management Alliance

1200 18th St, NW
										Ste 700
										Washington,
										DC
										20036

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Kimberly Hellwig kimberly.hellwig@stoel.co
m

Stoel Rives LLP 33 South Sixth Street
										Suite 4200
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Lori Hoyum lhoyum@mnpower.com Minnesota Power 30 West Superior Street
										
										Duluth,
										MN
										55802

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Sarah Johnson Phillips sarah.phillips@stoel.com Stoel Rives LLP 33 South Sixth Street
										Suite 4200
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Michael Krikava mkrikava@briggs.com Briggs And Morgan, P.A. 2200 IDS Center
										80 S 8th St
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

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

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Daryl Maxwell dmaxwell@hydro.mb.ca Manitoba Hydro 360 Portage Ave FL 16
										PO Box 815, Station Main
										Winnipeg,
										Manitoba
										R3C 2P4
										
											Canada

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official



3

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

Marion Ann McKeever N/A Satellites Country Inn 9436 W Hwy 61
										
										Schroeder,
										MN
										55613

Paper Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Herbert Minke hminke@allete.com Minnesota Power 30 W Superior St
										
										Duluth,
										MN
										55802

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

David Moeller dmoeller@allete.com Minnesota Power 30 W Superior St
										
										Duluth,
										MN
										558022093

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Andrew Moratzka andrew.moratzka@stoel.co
m

Stoel Rives LLP 33 South Sixth St Ste 4200
										
										Minneapolis,
										MN
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

David Niles david.niles@avantenergy.c
om

Minnesota Municipal Power
Agency

220 South Sixth Street
										Suite 1300
										Minneapolis,
										Minnesota
										55402

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Samantha Norris samanthanorris@alliantene
rgy.com

Interstate Power and Light
Company

200 1st Street SE PO Box
351
										
										Cedar Rapids,
										IA
										524060351

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Thom Petersen Thom.Petersen@state.mn.
us

MN Department of
Agriculture

625 North Robert St
										
										Saint Paul,
										MN
										55155

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Jennifer Peterson jjpeterson@mnpower.com Minnesota Power 30 West Superior Street
										
										Duluth,
										MN
										55802

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Britt See Benes britt@ci.aurora.mn.us City of Aurora 16 W 2nd Ave N
										PO Box 160
										Aurura,
										MN
										55705

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

John Linc Stine john.stine@state.mn.us MN Pollution Control
Agency

520 Lafayette Rd
										
										Saint Paul,
										MN
										55155

Paper Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official



4

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

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

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_18-735_Official

Daniel P Wolf dan.wolf@state.mn.us Public Utilities Commission 121 7th Place East
										Suite 350
										St. Paul,
										MN
										551012147

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_18-735_Official
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