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STATE OF MINNESOTA 

BEFORE THE 

MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

 

 

In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 

Request for Determination that Transmission 

Investments are Eligible for Recovery 

Through the Company’s Transmission Cost 

Recovery Rider  

Docket No. E017/M-19-530 

 

OTTER TAIL POWER COMPANY 

REPLY COMMENTS  

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 

On August 16, 2019, Otter Tail Power Company (Otter Tail) petitioned the Minnesota 

Public Utilities Commission (Commission) under Minnesota Statutes § 216B.16, subd. 7b 

(TCRR Statute), requesting the Commission determine that a 115 kV transmission line in 

Southeast South Dakota (Lake Norden Project), an expansion of a 230/115 kV substation near 

Rugby, North Dakota (Rugby Project), and  a new 41.6kV breaker station near Granville, North 

Dakota (Granville Junction Project) (collectively the Projects) are eligible for rate recovery rate 

through Otter Tail’s Transmission Cost Recovery Rider (TCRR).  Otter Tail provided detailed 

descriptions of the need for and benefits of the Projects and the fact that all were approved in 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) Transmission Expansion Plans. 

On July 7, 2020, the Minnesota Department of Commerce’s Division of Energy 

Resources (Department) responded to Otter Tail’s August 2019 Petition, recommending that the 

Commission reject the Otter Tail’s request for eligibility because, in the Department’s view, the 

Projects do not adequately benefit Otter Tail’s Minnesota customers or otherwise benefit 

Minnesota.   

There are several reasons the projects should be found as eligible for TCRR cost 

recovery.   

1) The Department’s recommendation is not consistent with the express language of the 

TCRR statute.   

2) MISO has determined the Projects benefit Otter Tail, thereby satisfying the statutory 

requirement for eligibility.  
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3) The Department’s position is contrary to how the transmission system functions, the 

Commission’s recognition of that function and Minnesota Policy.   

For these reasons, Otter Tail requests that the Commission grant its application for eligibility for 

these three projects. 

II. THE DEPARTMENT’S CLAIMED LIMITATION FOR 

ELIGIBILITY FOR RECOVERY THROUGH THE TCRR IS NOT 

CONSISTENT WITH THE EXPRESS LANGUAGE OF THE TCRR 

STATUTE.  

 The TCRR Statute states that out-of-state transmission projects are eligible for recovery 

through the TCRR if they have been “determined by the Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator to benefit the utility or integrated transmission system.”1  The Department did not 

review the Projects under this statutory standard.  Instead, the Department asserts that the 

Projects must have demonstrated “benefit to Minnesota customers” or “Minnesota … benefits 

….”2  By adding this limitation, the Department violates the TCRR Statute and ignores the well-

recognized fact that transmission in one part of a utility’s system inevitably affects and benefits 

all customers on the system, and therefore, even if the limitation had been included in the statute, 

it would be satisfied.  The Projects benefit Otter Tail, and ultimately, all of Otter Tail’s 

customers, and they are therefore eligible for TCRR recovery.3 

 The TCRR eligibility criteria are clear.  Out-of-state projects must be: (i) “approved by 

the regulatory commission of the state in which the new transmission facilities are to be 

constructed, to the extent approval is required by the laws of that state” and (ii) “determined by 

the Midcontinent Independent System Operator to benefit the utility or integrated transmission 

system.”4  These words must be applied as written.5 

 
1 Minn. Stat. § 216B.16, subd. 7b(a)(2) (emphasis added). 
2 Department Comments, p. 3, 4, 5. 
3 Minn. Stat. § 216B.16, subd. 7b(a)(2).   
4 Minn. Stat. § 216B.16, subd. 7b(a)(2) (emphasis added).  The Department acknowledges that each of the Projects 

satisfies the first eligibility requirement of approval by the regulatory commission of the state in which the Project is 

located.  See Department Comments, p. 3-5. 
5 Minn. Stat. § 645.16 (“When the words of a law in their application to an existing situation are clear and free from 

all ambiguity, the letter of the law shall not be disregarded under the pretext of pursuing the spirit.”).  
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 The Department did not apply this standard.  Rather, it adopted additional limiting 

criteria that are not in the TCRR Statute.  For example, in discussing the Lake Norden Project, 

the Department stated: 

Regarding any benefit to the integrated transmission system or Otter Tail’s 

Minnesota customers, the Department notes that MISO found ‘no adverse system 

impact caused by the project’ but did not indicate that there would be any benefit 

to the system as a whole or to Minnesota customers. Instead, MISO’s 

determination said that the proposed facility ‘can reliably serve the new load’ in 

South Dakota. 

The lack of benefit to Minnesota customers ….6 

The Department used virtually identical language in describing the Rugby Project and the 

Granville Junction Project.7  There can be no doubt that the Department is applying a standard 

that is not part of the TCRR Statute. 

 Contrary to the Department Comments, the TCRR Statute does not require a showing or 

demonstration of some distinct or separate benefit to Minnesota customers.  Under the TCRR 

Statute, projects that benefit “the utility” (in this case, Otter Tail) are eligible without a finding of 

distinct benefit to Minnesota customers: no analysis of state-specific effects is required.8  

Further, the TCRR Statute states a project must benefit “the utility”, not a particular jurisdiction 

served by the utility.  The Department’s focus on “Otter Tail’s Minnesota utility” – something 

that does not exist9 – is not contained in the TCRR Statute.   

 Courts “do not add words or phrases to an unambiguous statute” because doing so 

“would [] violate one of [the] basic cannons of statutory interpretation.”10  Neither courts nor the 

 
6 Department Comments, p. 3-4 (emphasis added). 
7 Department Comments, p. 4 (“As a result, the Department concludes that there are no Minnesota jurisdictional 

costs or benefits from the Rugby Project and that MISO has not determined by that the project benefits Otter Tail’s 

Minnesota utility or integrated transmission system.”) (emphasis added); p. 5 (“The Department concludes that there 

are no Minnesota jurisdictional costs or benefits and that MISO has not determined that the project benefits Otter 

Tail’s Minnesota utility or integrated transmission system.”) (emphasis added).  
8 Projects that benefit the integrated transmission system are also eligible.  Minn. Stat. § 216B.16, subd. 7b(a)(2). 
9 Otter Tail is a single utility that provides retail service in three jurisdictions (Minnesota, North Dakota, South 

Dakota), and also provides wholesale generation and transmission service in interstate commerce.  See In the Matter 

of the Petition of Otter Tail Power Company to Implement Personal Property Tax Savings Credit, Docket No. 

E017/M-02-515, Order Directing Refund and Rate Reduction, with Associated Compliance Filings, p. 4-5 (2002) 

(“Rates for OTP have been established in the past as if the Company operates one system covering portions of 

Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota.  Consistent with that approach, operating costs … have been allocated 

between the states ….”).  
10 County of Dakota v. Cameron, 839 N.W.2d 700, 709 (Minn. 2013) (“[The] alternative interpretation … would 

require us to violate one of our basic canons of statutory interpretation: we do not add words or phrases to an 

unambiguous statute.”). 
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Department “are [] free to substitute amendment for construction and thereby supply the 

omissions of the legislature”, nor may they “[adds] words or meaning to a statute that were 

intentionally or inadvertently left out.”11  

 As discussed in the sections below, there is good reason that the statute would not include 

such a limitation.  But, as indicated above, the language of the statute should control in any 

event.  Even if the Department may believe the TCRR Statute should be limited to projects that 

can be shown to provide some distinct benefit to Minnesota customers, that would be an 

argument for the Legislature. It would not be a basis to find the projects ineligible for TCRR 

recovery in this proceeding. 

III. MISO HAS DETERMINED THE PROJECTS BENEFIT THE 

UTILITY AND THE INTERGRATED TRANSMISSION SYSTEM, 

SATISFYING THE TCRR ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS. 

 There is no basis upon which to question whether MISO has “determined … [the 

Projects] benefit the utility or integrated transmission system.”  MISO has made this 

determination for each of the Projects, making them all eligible for TCRR recovery. 

 MISO is responsible for planning the transmission system across the MISO footprint, 

which includes Otter Tail’s service area, as well as all of Minnesota.  MISO conducts 

transmission planning through its transmission expansion planning protocol.  That protocol 

involves the development of MISO Transmission Expansion Plans (MTEP).  According to 

MISO, the MTEP: 

is developed annually through an inclusive and transparent stakeholder process. 

MISO evaluates various types of projects through the MTEP process that, when 

taken together, build an electric infrastructure to meet local and regional 

reliability standards, enable competition among wholesale capacity and energy 

suppliers in the MISO markets, and allow for competition among transmission 

developers.12  

MISO collaborates with MISO transmission owners, the Organization of MISO States (OMS) 

and the MISO planning advisory committee to develop the MTEP.13   

 
11 Genin v. 1996 Mercury Marquis, 622 N.W.2d 114, 117 (Minn. 2001). 
12 MISO Transmission Expansion Plan, https://www.misoenergy.org/planning/planning/. 
13 MISO Attachment FF, Section I.C. available at https://cdn.misoenergy.org/Attachment%20FF240221.pdf 

[hereinafter MISO Attachment FF]. 

https://www.misoenergy.org/planning/planning/
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/Attachment%20FF240221.pdf
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 MISO recommends projects to the MISO Board for inclusion in the MTEP.  These 

recommendations are made “with input from stakeholders and consideration all analysis 

performed to determine benefits and costs” of the particular project.14  According to the MISO 

tariff, MISO “present[s] the MTEP, along with a summary of relevant alternative projects that 

were not selected, to the [MISO] Board for approval on a biennial basis, or more frequently if 

needed.”15  Approval of the MTEP “certifies [the MTEP] as [MISO’s] plan for meeting the 

transmission needs of all stakeholders….”16   

 Each of the Projects was included in a MISO MTEP.17  By including the Projects in the 

applicable MTEPs, MISO has determined each of the Projects is part of an overall plan that 

meets the needs of all stakeholders, which includes Minnesota customers.   

 In addition to the certification that occurs through MTEP approval, MISO’s specific 

findings also support eligibility. 

1. Benefits of Lake Norden 

 The Lake Norden Project includes construction of approximately 47 miles of 115 kV line, 

along with upgrades to the existing Hetland, Lake Norden and Toronto substations, to provide an 

additional 115 kV transmission path to the area in the event the existing 115 kV transmission 

path is unavailable.  As discussed in Otter Tail’s Petition, the Lake Norden Project is needed to 

maintain reliability for the growing load in the area.18  MISO concluded the Lake Norden Project 

“offers better reliability at a lower cost” and “can reliably serve the new load”,19 clearly benefits 

for Otter Tail.  This determination alone satisfies the TCRR eligibility criteria. 

 MISO also expressly found that the Lake Norden Project benefits the integrated 

transmission system as part of MISO’s Expedited Project Review process.  That process allows 

 
14 MISO Business Practices Manual Transmission Planning, BPM-020-r22, Section 4.4.2.7 available at 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/BPM%20020%20-%20Transmission%20Planning113822.zip [hereinafter MISO BPM].  
15 MISO Attachment FF, Section IV.B. 
16 MISO Attachment FF, Section IV.C. 
17 The Lake Norden Project was included in MTEP18, while the Rugby and Granville Junction Projects were 

included in MTEP16. 
18 Otter Tail Petition, p. 5. 
19 MISO MTEP18 Expedited Project Review, OTP’s Load Addition at Lake Norden (Aug. 29, 2018), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180829%20WSPM%20Item%2005b%20OTP%20Expedited%20Project%20Review%

20Results269779.pdf. 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/BPM%20020%20-%20Transmission%20Planning113822.zip
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180829%20WSPM%20Item%2005b%20OTP%20Expedited%20Project%20Review%20Results269779.pdf
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180829%20WSPM%20Item%2005b%20OTP%20Expedited%20Project%20Review%20Results269779.pdf
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expedited review “for projects of urgent need.”20  MISO concluded that the Lake Norden Project 

and others under review for inclusion in MTEP18 were “the preferred solution” to the urgent 

needs being reviewed.21  Addressing these issues strengthens the entire transmission network.  

These kinds of system benefits, determined by MISO, make the Lake Norden Project eligible for 

TCRR recovery. 

2. Benefits of Rugby and Granville Junction  

 The Rugby Project and Granville Junction Project were reviewed by MISO in MTEP16.  

Like the Lake Norden Project, MISO found that the Rugby Project and Granville Junction 

Project result in benefits to Otter Tail.  As part of MTEP16, MISO stated that the Rugby Project 

and Granville Junction Project (and other projects) were “being built to enhance reliability on the 

41.6 kV system in North Dakota by adding sectionalizing capability, reducing exposure and 

adding operational flexibility.”22  These benefits accrue to Otter Tail and make the Rugby Project 

eligible for TCRR recovery.  Further, in response to comments on the Rugby Project and 

Granville Junction Project, MISO stated these Projects “meet local Transmission Owner [Otter 

Tail] needs…,”23 further solidifying eligibility.   

IV. THE DEPARTMENT’S POSITION IS CONTRARY TO HOW THE 

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM FUNCTIONS, THE COMMISSION’S 

RECOGNITION OF THAT FUNCTION AND MINNESOTA 

POLICY. 

 The Commission has long recognized that Minnesota customers benefit from Otter Tail’s 

integrated transmission system.  And the legislature, in enacting the TCRR Statute, has made it 

state policy to promote transmission investment, a policy that was most recently reaffirmed by 

Governor Walz in 2019 communications to MISO, as described below.  The Department 

position, if adopted, would undermine these policies. 

 
20 MTEP18 Expedited Project Review (Sept. 26, 2018), 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180926%20PAC%20Item%2005f%20MTEP18%20Expedited%20Project%20Review

%20Results277724.pdf. 
21 Id. 
22 MISO MTEP16, Appendix D1 West 2016, p. 32. 
23 MISO MTEP16, Appendix F, p.2. 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180926%20PAC%20Item%2005f%20MTEP18%20Expedited%20Project%20Review%20Results277724.pdf
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/20180926%20PAC%20Item%2005f%20MTEP18%20Expedited%20Project%20Review%20Results277724.pdf
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1. Transmission benefits all customers of a utility. 

 Otter Tail operates an integrated transmission system that spans three states (Minnesota, 

North Dakota and South Dakota).  That system serves all of Otter Tail’s retail customers across 

its entire 70,000 square mile, three-state service area.24 All Otter Tail customers benefit from the 

integrated transmission system, including those in Minnesota, regardless of proximity to the 

particular investment.  

 The Commission examined Otter Tail’s transmission system in Otter Tail’s 2007 and 

2010 rate cases.  In both cases, the Commission determined that Otter Tail operated a single, 

integrated transmission system.25  This transmission system allows Otter Tail to inject power into 

the system from facilities in North Dakota and South Dakota and remove it in Minnesota to serve 

Otter Tail’s Minnesota customers.26  This includes Otter Tail’s wind energy resources, the largest 

being the 150 MW Merricourt Wind Energy Center, scheduled to be online by the end of 2020. 

 The Department’s recommendation ignores the well-recognized fact that all parts of a 

utility’s transmission system are involved in serving all its customers, not just customers in the 

immediate area of a particular part of the system.  Each of the Projects provides benefits to all 

Otter Tail customers.  For example, if the Lake Norden Project was not built, the South Dakota 

load most directly served by that project would impose burdens on other parts of the Otter Tail 

system and have an adverse impact on all Otter Tail customers, including customers in South 

Dakota, Minnesota and North Dakota.  Similarly, if the Rugby Project and Granville Junction 

Project were not built, the lack of benefits offered by those projects would impose burdens on 

other parts of the Otter Tail system and have an adverse impact on all Otter Tail customers, 

including customers in South Dakota, Minnesota and North Dakota. 

 
24 Otter Tail 2007 Rate Case ALJ Report, ¶ 32.  The integrated transmission system is also used to provide interstate, 

wholesale transmission service.  Otter Tail 2007 Rate Case ALJ Report, ¶ 32 (“The majority of these lines serve 

multiple communities, and many serve loads of other utilities (including GRE, which serves no distribution 

function).”). 
25 See In the Matter of the Application of Otter Tail Power Company for Authority to Increase Rates for Electric 

Utility Service in Minnesota, Docket No. E017/GR-10-239, Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Recommendation, ¶ 

147  (Feb. 14, 2011) (“The integrated nature of OTP’s transmission system has not changed since … 1980.”) (Feb. 

14, 2011) [hereinafter Otter Tail 2010 Rate Case ALJ Report], adopted by Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and Order, 

p. 18-19 (April 25, 2011). 
26 Otter Tail 2007 Rate Case ALJ Report, ¶ 32 (“OTP inputs power on the transmission system, including the 41.6 

kV and 69 kV facilities, in North and South Dakota, and pulls it out in Minnesota.”). 
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 Minnesota customers clearly benefit from the integrated transmission system, including 

the Projects.  Thus, even if the Department’s claimed limitation on eligibility had basis in the 

TCRR Statute (which, it does not), the Projects would still be eligible for recovery. 

 Finally, it is important to recognize that Minnesota, FERC, MISO, North Dakota and 

South Dakota all have adopted rate treatment that is predicated on the fact that all customers 

benefit from the transmission system being an integrated network for the delivery of power.27  

That ratemaking treatment acknowledges that: 

the transmission system is comprised of highly integrated facilities which are 

designed and operated collectively to deliver public power supply from point to 

point on the system.  Thus, where facilities of various operating voltages form 

integrated transmission networks, each element within those networks is 

considered to be contributing to the economic and reliable operation of the overall 

system.28 

Therefore, “since all customers are generally expected to benefit from the strategy of overall 

transmission cost minimization, all should be expected to share the costs of the system.”29  This 

principle has served as the basis for North Dakota and South Dakota customers paying 

approximately 50 percent of the cost of Otter Tail’s retail integrated transmission system, 

regardless of location. 

2. Costs of Otter Tail transmission facilities in Minnesota are allocated to 

North Dakota and South Dakota customers.  

 While the Department Comments appear to object to Minnesota customers paying part of 

the costs of the Projects because they address “localized” needs outside of Minnesota, there it is 

common for, and there are several recent examples of North Dakota and South Dakota customers 

paying approximately half the cost of transmission projects that met “localized” Minnesota 

needs.  For example, the Monticello to Fargo transmission project was designed to address 

localized needs – the southern Red River Valley, Alexandria and St. Cloud.30  The Bemidji to 

 
27 See In the Matter of the Application of Otter Tail Power Company for Authority to Increase Rates for Electric 

Utility Service in Minnesota, Docket No. E017/GR-10-239, Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Recommendation, ¶ 

147 (Feb. 14, 2011) [hereinafter Otter Tail 2010 Rate Case ALJ Report], adopted by Findings of Fact, Conclusions, 

and Order, p. 18-19 (April 25, 2011). 
28 Otter Tail 2010 Rate Case ALJ Report, ¶ 144 (quoting National Association of Regulatory Commissioners, 

Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual, p. 71 (1992) [hereinafter NARUC Electric Cost Allocation Manual]). 
29 Otter Tail 2010 Rate Case ALJ Report, ¶ 144 (quoting NARUC Electric Cost Allocation Manual, p. 71). 
30 Application for Certificates of Need for the CapX 345-kV Transmission Projects, Docket No. ET2, E002, et 

al./CN-06-1115, ORDER GRANTING CERTIFICATES OF NEED WITH CONDITIONS at 13 (May 22, 2009). 
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Grand Rapids, Minnesota project was designed to address needs in the Bemidji area.31  These 

projects were both included in the TCRR, with Minnesota customers paying approximately 50 

percent of Otter Tail’s total retail investment (not 100 percent).32  The other approximately 50 

percent of the cost of Otter Tail’s total retail investment in the Monticello to Fargo and Bemidji 

to Grand Rapids projects were paid by customers in North Dakota and South Dakota. This is, of 

course, the method by which the costs transmission constructed for retail customers are 

allocated--by demand in each jurisdiction, not location or imputed local impacts.  

 In Otter Tail’s 2016 Rate Case, Otter Tail included the Karlstad, Minnesota Capacitor 

Bank Project in its Test Year rate base.  The Karlstad, Minnesota Capacitor Bank project 

included the installation of two 10 MVAR capacitor banks on the 115 kV system at the Karlstad 

substation in order to address localized needs, making the Karlstad project very similar to the 

Rugby Project and the Granville Junction Project.33  Again, Minnesota customers did not pay all 

the costs of the project.  They paid approximately 50 percent of the cost of Otter Tail’s retail 

investment in the Karlstad project, with North Dakota and South Dakota customers paying the 

remaining 50 percent.34   

 The Department did not object to North Dakota and South Dakota customers paying 

approximately 50 percent of the costs of these projects.  To now argue that Minnesota customers 

should not contribute to the cost of out-of-state projects just because they are located out-of-state 

is unreasonable.  

 
31 Application a 230 kV Transmission Line from Bemidji to Grand Rapids, Minnesota, Docket No. E017, et al./CN-

07-1222, ORDER (July 14, 2009). 
32 See In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s Request for Approval of a Transmission Cost Recovery Rider 

Including the Proposed 2010 Transmission Factor, Docket No. E017/M-09-881, Comments of the Minnesota 

Department of Commerce, p.18-19 (Sept. 28, 2009) (“ OTP’s proposed rate design uses the transmission demand 

allocation factor, D2, which was used to allocate total revenue requirements from OTP’s last Minnesota general rate 

case, to allocate total revenue requirements to jurisdictions (Minnesota 50.79%) and rate classes. … OTP’s proposed 

rate design methodology is consistent with OTP’s most recent rate case and consistent with the methodology used in 

other recent Rider filings. Thus, based on our analysis and the information available at this time, the OES 

recommends approval of the rate design in the Company’s proposed Rider.”). 
33 Like the Rugby Project and the Granville Junction Project, the Karlstad project was included in MTEP10 as 

MTEP project 2826, facility 4956. 
34 See In the Matter of the Application of Otter Tail Power Company for Authority to Increase Rates for Electric 

Service in Minnesota, Docket No. E017/GR-15-1033, Direct Testimony of Stuart D. Tommerdahl, p. 18 and 

Schedule 6, p. 2-3. 



10 

3. State Policy Supporting Transmission 

 The TCRR Statute was enacted to promote investment in transmission.  In 2013, the 

TCRR Statute was expressly amended to allow for recovery of certain out-of-state projects.35  

Cost recovery mechanisms like the TCRR are important tools for building transmission projects, 

which, in turn, promote key State policies like renewable generation.  The Department’s 

unsupported limitation would undermine these public policies.   

 Further, there is a clear recognition that the integrated transmission system provides 

benefits to Minnesota and other states and transmission should be encouraged, regardless of 

location.  For example, a group of governors, including Governor Walz, sent a letter to MISO in 

2019 stating “Our current, interconnected grid provides great value to our states….”  The 2019 

letter also stated, “the electricity system MISO operates is critical to healthy communities and 

economically vibrant states.”  These statements were made in the context of “the region’s 

electricity system and transmission grid…,” not that of a particular state.  A copy of this letter is 

included as Attachment 1.  Resisting the allocation of costs among all users of a utility’s 

transmission system directly undermines the benefits of an integrated, regional transmission 

system and should be rejected. 

V. CONCLUSION 

 The Projects have been approved by the regulatory commission of the state in which they 

are located (to the extent approval is required by the laws of that state).  MISO determined they 

benefit Otter Tail and the integrated transmission system.  By extension, they benefit Minnesota 

customers.  The Commission should deem the Projects eligible for TCRR recovery effective 

January 1, 2020. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
35 2013 Minn. Laws Ch. 85, Art. 7, § 1.   
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Dated: July 21, 2020 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

OTTER TAIL POWER COMPANY 

 

By: /s/ BRYCE C. HAUGEN 

Bryce C. Haugen 

Supervisor Regulatory Analysis, Regulatory Administration 

Otter Tail Power Company 

215 S. Cascade Street 

Fergus Falls, MN 56537 

(218) 739-8385 

bhaugen@otpco.com 

 

 

By: /s/ CARY STEPHENSON 

Cary Stephenson 

Associate General Counsel 

Otter Tail Power Company 

215 S. Cascade Street 

Fergus Falls, MN 56537 

(218) 739-8956 

cstephenson@otpco.com 
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