
  
 

 
 
April 6, 2018 
 
 
Daniel P. Wolf 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147 
 
RE: Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources 

 Docket No. G999/CI-18-41 
 
Dear Mr. Wolf: 
 
Attached are the reply comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of 
Energy Resources (Department) in the following matter: 
 

A Commission Investigation into Natural Gas Utilities’ Practices, Tariffs and 
Assignment of Cost Responsibility for Installation of Excess Flow Valves and 
Other Similar Gas Safety Equipment 
 

Comments submitted by five regulated investor-owned utilities and by United Natural Gas, LLC 
have been provided in response to a February 6, 2018 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
(Commission) Notice of Comment Period.  The Department offers the attached reply comments 
in response to those comments.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ SAMIR OUANES 
Rates Analyst 
 
SO/ja 
Attachment 



 
 
 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
 

 
Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 

Division of Energy Resources 
 

Docket No. G999/CI-18-41 
 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
In 2006, Congress passed the Pipeline Inspection, Protection, Enforcement, and Safety Act 
(2006 Act), which required the Department of Transportation to promulgate minimum 
standards for integrity management programs for distribution pipelines.  The 2006 Act also 
mandated that those minimum standards require the installation of excess flow valves (EFVs) 
on all newly installed or replaced service lines serving single-family residences.   
 
The EFV is a safety device installed on a gas service line that is designed to shut off the flow of 
natural gas automatically if the service line breaks.1 
 
Following subsequent amendments of pipeline safety regulation (Part 192-Transportation of 
Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline) by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration (PHMSA), EFVs are currently required for new or replaced gas service lines 
servicing single-family residences, multifamily residences and small commercial entities 
consuming gas volumes not exceeding 1,000 standard cubic feet per hour (SCFH).2 
 
PHMSA also amended Part 192 to require either installing a manual service line shut-off valve 
or, if possible, an EFV for any new or replaced service line with installed meter capacity 
exceeding 1,000 SCFH.3 
 
PHMSA amended Part 192 to require customer notification of the right to request an EFV on 
service lines not exceeding 1,000 SCFH unless one of the exceptions in 49 CFR § 192.383 (c) is 
present.4  

                                                      
1 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (b) & (e.2) included under Attachment 1.  Attachment 1 of these comments includes a 
copy of the relevant and current portions of the electronic code of federal regulations (CFR), 49 CFR § 192.381, 49 
CFR § 192.383 and 49 CFR § 192.385.  They are also available at: https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=1&ty=HTML&h=L&mc=true&=PART&n=pt49.1.192#se49.3.192_1383 
2 Specific requirements are provided in 49 CFR § 192.383 (b) included under Attachment 1.  Exceptions apply as 
described under 49 CFR § 192.383 (c).    
3 Source: 49 CFR § 192.385 included under Attachment 1. 
4 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (d-f) included under Attachment 1. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=1&ty=HTML&h=L&mc=true&=PART&n=pt49.1.192#se49.3.192_1383
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=1&ty=HTML&h=L&mc=true&=PART&n=pt49.1.192#se49.3.192_1383
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Finally, PHMSA has left the question of who bears the cost of installing customer-requested 
EFVs on service lines to the operator’s rate-setter.5 
 
II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY  
 
On August 18, 2017, in Docket No. G004/M-17-625, Great Plains Natural Gas Co. (Great Plains) 
filed a petition for approval of revisions to its natural gas tariffs to comply with the Federal 
Pipeline Safety Regulations requiring installation of EFVs in certain circumstances.  
 
On January 29, 2018, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) issued an Order 
(2018 Order) approving Great Plains’ proposed tariff change with the following modifications:6 
 

a. At the time the customer requests the installation of an EFV on an existing 
service line, Great Plains will provide the customer with a detailed explanation 
of the installation costs identifying specific line items and the per-hour rates 
that the customer would be charged;  
 

b. Great Plains must cover the cost of the EFV and any other physical plant placed 
in service to accomplish the installation of the EFV. The Company may add 
these costs to its physical plant for possible recovery in a future rate case.  

 
49 CFR § 192.383 (d) gives the Commission the authority to determine the proper allocation of 
costs associated with installing EFVs on existing lines for requesting customers.  The 
Commission concluded that it needs more information to carry out its role.7  The Commission 
also concluded that it needs more information about each natural gas utility’s tariffs and 
customer notification practices relating to installation of EFVs for new, refurbished, and existing 
customer lines.8   
 
To that end, the Commission opened this separate docket to investigate all gas utilities under 
the jurisdiction of the Commission in order to gain more information on the following topics:9  
 

1. Each natural gas utility’s present tariffs and customer-notification practices as 
they relate to the installation of EFVs for new, refurbished, and existing 
customer lines;   

                                                      
5 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (d) included under Attachment 1. 
6 Source: 2018 Order in Docket No. G004/M-17-625. 
7 Source: 2018 Order. 
8 Id. 
9 Source: 2018 Order in Docket No. G004/M-17-625 and February 6, 2018 Notice of Comment Period in Docket No. 
G999/CI-18-41. 
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2. Any similar gas-safety requirements that customers may request on the utility 
system between the main and the meter outlet into the customer’s property;  
 

3. The appropriate amount of installation costs that should be socialized among 
ratepayers or paid by a specific customer in light of recent changes to federal 
pipeline safety regulations;  
 

4. Payment options for requesting customers along with how to appropriately 
address requests for EFV installations from low-income customers.  

 
The purpose of this investigation is to determine the appropriate charge and tariff language for 
each natural gas utility under the Commission’s jurisdiction.10 
 
On March 6, 2018, the following utilities provided initial comments on the Commission’s 
February 6, 2018 Notice of Comment Period: Xcel Energy (Xcel), Minnesota Energy Resources 
Corporation (MERC), CenterPoint Energy  Minnesota Gas (CPE), Greater Minnesota Gas, Inc. 
(GMG), Great Plains Natural Gas Co. (Great Plains) and United Natural Gas, LLC (UNG). 
 
The Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources (Department) offers 
the following observations regarding the comments submitted by the utilities. 
 
III. CUSTOMER NOTIFICATION RELATED TO EFV INSTALLATION ON EXISTING SERVICE LINE 
 
49 CFR § 192.383 (e) requires operators to notify customers of their right to request an EFV in 
the following manner: 
 

1) Except as specified in paragraphs (c) and (e)(5) of this section, each operator 
must provide written or electronic notification to customers of their right to 
request the installation of an EFV.  Electronic notification can include emails, 
Web site postings, and e-billing notices. 

2) The notification must include an explanation for the service line customer of the 
potential safety benefits that may be derived from installing an EFV.  The 
explanation must include information that an EFV is designed to shut off the 
flow of natural gas automatically if the service line breaks. 

3) The notification must include a description of EFV installation and replacement 
costs. The notice must alert the customer that the costs for maintaining and 
replacing an EFV may later be incurred, and what those costs will be to the 
extent known.  

                                                      
10 Source: 2018 Order. 
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4) The notification must indicate that if a service line customer requests 
installation of an EFV and the load does not exceed 1,000 SCFH and the 
conditions of paragraph (c) are not present, the operator must install an EFV at 
a mutually agreeable date. 
 

5) Operators of master-meter systems and liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) 
operators with fewer than 100 customers may continuously post a general 
notification in a prominent location frequented by customers. 
 

UNG stated that all their residential customers have EFVs installed already.11  The Department 
notes that “existing service line customers who desire an EFV on service lines not exceeding 
1,000 SCFH and who do not qualify for one of the exceptions in paragraph (c) of this section 
may request an EFV to be installed on their service lines.”12  Therefore, both residential and 
small commercial customers can request EFVs.  Although not specifically addressed in UNG’s 
comments, the Department assumes that all of UNG’s small commercial customers also have 
EFVs installed, since UNG’s retail natural gas business began after the 2006 Act. 
 
Based on our review of the other utilities’ notifications, the Department notes that Great Plains’ 
notification is the only utility that substantially complies with the customer notification 
requirement.13 
 
For example, Xcel and MERC’s notifications did not “alert the customer that the costs for 
maintaining and replacing an EFV may later be incurred.”14  (Emphasis added.)  Xcel and CPE’s 
notifications also omitted to clarify that “an EFV is designed to shut off the flow of natural gas 
automatically if the service line breaks.”15 (Emphasis added.)  MERC and CPE’s notifications 
omitted to “indicate that if a service line customer requests installation of an EFV and the load 
does not exceed 1,000 SCFH and the conditions of paragraph (c) are not present, the operator 
must install an EFV at a mutually agreeable date.”16 (Emphasis added.) 
 
The Department recommends that Xcel, MERC and CPE provide in reply comments an updated 
version of their notifications to fully comply with the requirements of 49 CFR § 192.383 (e) as 
described above. 
  

                                                      
11 UNG’s March 6, 2018 comments at 1 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
12 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (d) included under Attachment 1. 
13 See Exhibit 2 of Great Plains’ March 6, 2018 comments in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
14 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (e.3) included under Attachment 1. 
15 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (e.2) included under Attachment 1. 
16 Source: 49 CFR § 192.383 (e.4) included under Attachment 1. 
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GMG did not provide a copy of its customer notification in its initial comments.  The 
Department recommends that GMG provide in reply comments a copy of the required 
customer notification and/or revised notification as needed and explain how its notification 
and/or revised notification complies with the requirements of 49 CFR § 192.383 (e) as described 
above. 
 
IV. UTILITY TARIFFS RELATED TO EFV INSTALLATION ON EXISTING SERVICE LINE 
 
Great Plains filed its Commission-approved tariff specific to EFVs in its February 16, 2018 
compliance filing in Docket No. G004/M-17-625.17 
 
According to their initial comments, Xcel, MERC, CPE and GMG do not have a tariff specific to 
EFVs.  However, they indicated that any customer requesting the installation of an EFV on an 
existing service line would/should be charged for the actual cost of providing the service.  The 
Department recommends that Xcel, MERC, CPE and GMG provide in reply comments proposed 
tariffs specific to EFVs consistent with Great Plains’ EFV-specific tariff. 
 
V. SIMILAR GAS SAFETY REQUIREMENTS THAT CUSTOMERS MAY REQUEST 
 
Great Plains and GMG stated that they were not aware of any gas safety requirements that 
customers may request on the service line between the gas main and the meter outlet into the 
customer’s property other than the EFV. 
 
Xcel, MERC and CPE identified a manual service line shut-off valve (or curb valve) as a safety 
device in place of an EFV.  However, as stated by CPE,  
 

In rules effective April 2017, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration (PHMSA) established a requirement that any 
new or replaced service line with a flow rate of over 1,000 SCFH be 
fitted with either an EFV or a curb valve, but it did not extend this 
requirement to lower‐flow‐rate service lines such as those for 
single‐family residences. These service lines are still only required 
to have EFVs, and only required to have them when technically 
possible. 

 
The Department notes that 49 CFR § 192.385 (“Manual service line shut-off valve installation”) 
only requires operators to “install either a manual service line shut-off valve or, if possible, 
based on sound engineering analysis and availability, an EFV for any new or replaced service   

                                                      
17  
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line with installed meter capacity exceeding 1,000 SCFH.” (Emphasis added).  As a result, there 
would be no current (customer notification) requirements related to EFV or manual service line 
shut-off valve installation on existing service lines exceeding 1,000 SCFH. 
 
VI. APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF INSTALLATION COSTS THAT SHOULD BE SOCIALIZED 
 
There appears to be a consensus among the utilities that:18 
 

The costs of EFVs installed on new and replacement service lines 
should be socialized because their installation is required by 
PHMSA regulations; conversely, the costs of installing EFVs on 
existing service lines should not be socialized because they are not 
required under the regulations.3 

3 “Although PHMSA determined that mandatory installation on all existing lines 
would not be cost‐effective due to excavation and labor costs, some individual 
households might have a high willingness‐to‐pay for EFVs due to differences in 
risk aversion, rate of time preference, and other factors.” Fed. Reg. Report, page 
70996. 

 
Xcel added that:19  
 

The costs directly attributable to the installation of an EFV 
requested by a customer are higher than the installation of an EFV 
in conjuction with the installation of a new or replacement service. 
This is because the cost to access the service and restore surfaces 
are being taken on purely for the EFV. When an installation is 
occurring in conjuction with a new service install or service 
replacement, the installation of an EFV only generates marginal 
incremental costs for the part itself and some additional labor. 

 
Finally, GMG stated that:20 
 

It would be unfair to all ratepayers to socialize the cost of 
retroactively applying safety advancements to every service line 
installed before such advancements were made. If customers with 
older lines have the option to receive additional and/or 
subsequently developed components without any cost, it is 
reasonably foreseeable that all affected customers would request 

                                                      
18 Source: CPE’s March 6, 2018 comments at 2 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
19 Source: Xcel’s March 6, 2018 comments at 3 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
20 Source: GMG’s March 6, 2018 comments at 3 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
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installation of such advancements; and, GMG is beholden to treat 
customers in a nondiscriminatory manner. In GMG’s case, the 
Company estimates that the cost of paying for EFV installation on 
every residential service line that does not currently have one could 
increase its rate base by roughly ten percent. Additionally, 
socializing the cost of EFV installation would set a precedent for 
how future retrofitting of safety advancements might be 
handleded [sic]. The impact on customer rates would be adverse 
and could be very severe. The only way to prevent rates from 
snowballing due to retroactively adding after-developed safety 
devices is to treat those additions as customer-requested changes 
to facilities at the customers’ individual cost. 

 
The Department concludes that the recent Commission-approved EFV tariff in Docket No. 
G004/M-17-625 would be consistent with the utilities’ concerns and positions regarding the 
appropriate EFV tariff language for the installation of an EFV on an existing service line.  As 
explained in section II, the Commission-approved EFV tariff requires the customer to pay the 
cost to install the requested EFV, but excludes the cost of the EFV itself and any other physical 
plant placed in service to accomplish the installation of the EFV.  However, the Commission 
allowed Great Plains to add these costs to its physical plant for possible recovery in a future 
rate case. 
 
VII. PAYMENTS OPTIONS FOR REQUESTING CUSTOMERS 
 
Xcel and CPE indicated that they did not have a payment plan for the installation of an EFV on 
an existing service line.   
 
Xcel raised the following concerns regarding offering a payment option for the installation of an 
EFV on an existing service line given that “the Company treats this as a non-commodity charge, 
distinct from commodity charges for natural gas usage and other related charges collected 
through our normal billing process:”21 
 

The Company’s billing system cannot easily keep non-commodity 
and commodity charges separate.  Without being able to separate 
the two, it may be difficult to differentiate if a customer falls behind 
on a non-commodity charge versus commodity charges 

  

                                                      
21 Source: Xcel’s March 6, 2018 comments at 4 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
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GMG and Great Plains stated that they would offer their customers, including low-income 
customers, a payment plan for the installation of an EFV on an existing service line.  Great 
Plains’ payment plan would consist of “a twenty-five percent down payment and up to 24 
monthly payments to lessen the upfront cost burden associated with installing an EFV on an 
existing service line.”22   GMG would provide “a payment plan for customers who request 
installation of an EFV but cannot pay for it up front to spread the cost over a period 16 to 18 
months.”23 
 
MERC stated that it has a payment plan available for the installation of an EFV on an existing 
service line, “Even Payment Plan” under Tariff Sheet No. 820.24  Following discovery from the 
Department, MERC provided a copy of its payment plan and the following description of its 
payment plan:25 
 

MERC’s even payment plan option allows customers to equalize 
bills over the course of the year, thereby mitigating large 
fluctuations in monthly payments.  Using this option, customers 
who choose to install an EFV on an existing service could spread 
repayment of costs over one year.    

 
The importance of the distinction between commodity and non-commodity costs in Xcel’s 
billing system is not entirely clear.  Absent persuasive support for the prohibitive difficulty 
involved in establishing a payment plan for requested EFV installation, the Department 
recommends that the Commission require Xcel and CPE to offer payment plans. 
 
VIII. DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Department recommends that the Commission require Xcel and CenterPoint to offer 
payment plans for the installation of customer-requested EFVs. 
 
The Department requests that Xcel, MERC and CPE provide in reply comments an updated 
version of their notifications to fully comply with the requirements of 49 CFR § 192.383 (e). 
 
The Department requests that GMG provide in reply comments a copy of the required 
customer notification and/or revised notification as needed and explain how its notification 
and/or revised notification complies with the requirements of 49 CFR § 192.383 (e).  

                                                      
22 Source: Great Plains’ March 6, 2018 comments at 2 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
23 Source: GMG’s March 6, 2018 comments at 2 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
24 Source: MERC’s March 6, 2018 comments at 4 in Docket No. G999/CI-18-41. 
25 Source: Attachment 2 to these comments. 
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The Department requests that Xcel, MERC, CPE and GMG provide in reply comments proposed 
tariffs specific to EFVs consistent with Great Plains EFV specific tariff. 
 
 
/ja 
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	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
	Dated this 6th day of April 2018
	/s/Sharon Ferguson
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