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Comments must be received by July 28,2016 at 4:30pm

Topics for Public Comment:

o Are MERC's proposed investments in the Rochester Natural Gas Extension Project prudent,
reasonable, and necessary for MERC to be able to provide service to MERC's Rochester service area

now and in the future?
¡ Is it reasonable for MERC to recover the Rochester Project costs as proposed or should all project

costs be recovered from all of MERC's Minnesota customers or only from its Rochester area

customers? If not, what alternative would be more reasonable?

¡ Is other funding available to cover the Rochester Project costs?

o Are there other project-related issues or concems? _,
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1904 South Lake Irving Drive S.V/.
Bemidji, MN 56601
July 4,2016

ECIEM

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
IzL 7th Place E
Suite 350
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55 101

Re: Docket 15-895

Dear Sirs:

I have the following objections to the MERC charges for
extension to Rochester Minnesota.

The notice of hearing is inadequate because there is no
statement of the duration over which the proposed rate
increases need to occur to pay for the project. The hearing
locations are inadequate for a proposal to spread the costs
throughout the State of Minnesota, since all but one location
are in the Rochester, MN area. There needs to be hearing sites
across the State for this purpose.

I oppose spreading the cost of increasing the capacity of
service to Rochester, MN throughout the State. When the City
of Bemidji extended sewer and water past my house and
required me to pay and connect, they spread the costs over
only the active project area,not the entire City. This is the
appropriate model to pay for the extension or increased
capacity of public utilities. In addition, the increased needs of
Rochester, MN for natural gas depend in great pafton the
expansion of the Mayo Clinic. This expansion is one to which
we have already contributed through tax subsidies. It is



inappropriate to provide further subsidy to the development of
Rochester to accommodate Mayo's expansion needs in guise
of Public Utility Regulation. The ans\ryer to the question of
"What alternative would be more reasonable?" seems
transparent. Residents and businesses of the Rochester aÍea
served by the pipeline expansion should pay the costs of
expansion.

Please enter these as official comments to the proposed
regulation and answer each of them, including the comments
about the adequacy of the notice.

Y

Lance Egley,
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Comments must be received by July 28,2016 at 4:30pm

Topics for Public Comment:

o Are MERC's proposed investments in the Rochester Natural Gas Extension Project prudent,

reasonable, and necessary for MERC to be able to provide service to MERC's Rochester service area

now and in the future?

o Is it reasonable for MERC to recover the Rochester Project costs as proposed or should all project

costs be recovered from all of MERC's Minnesota customers or only from its Rochester area

customers? If not, what altemative would be more reasonable?

¡ Is other funding available to cover the Rochester Project costs?

o Are there other project-related issues or concerns?

MERC Rochester Natural Gas Extension Project Cost Recovery

PUC Docket Number G-011/M-15-395 - OAH Docket Number - 68-2500-33191
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Comments must be received by July 28,2016 at 4:30pm

Topics for Public Comment:

o Are MERC's proposed investments in the Rochester Natural Gas Extension Project prudent,

reasonable, and necessary for MERC to be able to provide service to MERC's Rochester service area

now and in the future?

o Is it reasonable for MERC to recover the Rochester Project costs as proposed or should all project

costs be recovered from all of MERC's Minnesota customers or only from its Rochester area

customers? If not, what alternative would be more reasonable?

o Is other funding available to cover the Rochester Project costs?

o Are there other project-related issues or concems?

MERC Gas Extension Project Cost Recovery
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1ñ Comments must be received by July 2812016 at 4:30pm

Topics for Public Comment:

o Are MERC's proposed investments in the Rochester Nafural Gas Extension Project prudent,

reasonable, and necessary for MERC to be able to provide service to MERC's Rochester service area

now and in the future?

o Is it reasonable for MERC to recover the Rochester Project costs as proposed or should all project

costs be recovered from all of MERC's Minnesota customers or only from its Rochester area

customers? If not, what alternative would be more reasonable?

o Is other funding available to cover the Rochester Project costs?

o Are there other project-related issues or concerns?
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MERC Rochester Natural Gas Extension Project Cost Recovery
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