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March 16, 2017 
 
Senator Andrew Mathews 
95 University Avenue W. 
Minnesota Senate Bldg, Room 3409 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
 
Representative Jason Rarick 
431 State Office Building 
100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
 
Dear Senator Mathews and Representative Rarick: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SF 1177/HF1309, which would require economic growth 
and job retention and growth be considered during the utility ratemaking process. On behalf of the 
Citizens Utility Board of Minnesota, an independent advocate for residential and small business 
customers, I respectfully oppose this proposal. I believe it would result in longer and more expensive 
regulatory processes and would harm small ratepayers. 
 
Minnesota law already provides for competitive rates to support business customers subject to 
competition, if it is in the best interest of all the utility’s customers and the public (M.S. § 216B.162), and 
competitive rates for energy-intensive, trade-exposed (EITE) customers of two major utilities, if the rates 
will produce a net benefit to the state or the utility (M.S. § 216B.1696). 
 
It is difficult if not impossible to demonstrate the effect of utility rates on economic development and 
jobs. For evidence, we need to look no further than Minnesota Power’s 2016 proposal for a discount for 
11 EITE customers. After analysis from the utility, the Department of Commerce, the Office of the 
Attorney General, and other stakeholders, the Public Utilities Commission granted the discount, 
concluding that it’s impossible to say with certainty if it would have an effect on jobs and the economy, 
or how large an effect, but that lower costs are generally good for businesses. Even testifiers from the 
industries that stand to benefit made statements no stronger than this one from Lawrence Sutherland 
of US Steel Corporation: “It is reasonably likely that this discount could be one of the factors” that helps 
keep their plant competitive. 
 
Despite hundreds of hours of time by expensive analysts, this kind of analysis leaves plenty of room for 
doubt. If, as SF 1177 and HF 1309 stipulate, “any doubt . . . must be resolved in favor of supporting the 
economy, job growth, and job retention,” the Public Utilities Commission may feel compelled to always 
decide in favor of lower electric bills for business, regardless of costs that may be transferred to other 
ratepayers. 
 
Lowering business bills in this manner would cause residential bills to increase, but a consideration the 
effect on residential customers is missing from the proposal before us. Lower bills will, of course, always 



be good for business. However, lower bills are also always good for families. If we are to elevate 
economic development and jobs among the ratemaking considerations in statute, affordability for 
residential customers should likewise be elevated.  
 
Furthermore, I believe this proposal is likely to harm small businesses. Small businesses by nature have 
fewer resources than large businesses and are not nearly as well represented in utility regulatory 
proceedings. They generally pay under different rate structures, and have more in common with 
residential ratepayers than large industry. Though I believe the intent of this bill is to support businesses 
of all sizes, I believe the likely effect will be to harm small business. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my views on this proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Annie Levenson-Falk 
Executive Director 


