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December 15, 2025 
 
 
Sasha Bergman 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission  
121 7th Place East, Suite 350  
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147  
 
 
RE: Supplemental Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 
 Docket No. E002/M-25-27 
 
 
Dear Ms. Bergman, 
 
Attached are the supplemental comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce (Department) in the 
following matter: 

In the Matter of Northern States Power Co. d/b/a Xcel Energy-Electric’s 2024 
Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report;  

The Report was filed by Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Company) on April 1, 2025. The Minnesota Department of 
Commerce (Department) filed its initial comments on July 15, 2025, and requested additional information from 
Xcel. Xcel filed its reply comments on August 8, 2025. The Department filed supplemental comments in response 
to the additional information provided by Xcel in reply comments on November 6, 2025. On November 19, 2025 
Xcel filed its Supplemental Addendum responding to the International Electric and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) 
Distribution Reliability Working Group (DRWG) 2024 reliability benchmarking results.  
 
The Department recommends approval of the Company’s 2024 Service Reliability Report and continues to 
support its recommendations to approve the Company’s Annual Safety and Service Quality Reports. The 
Department also provides an analysis of Xcel’s proposed alternative method for calculating the Company’s 
annual reliability goals in its Annual Service Reliability Report is available to answer any questions the Minnesota 
Public Utilities Commission may have. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
/s/ Dr. SYDNIE LIEB                            
Assistant Commissioner of Regulatory Analysis   
 
 
JK, RW/ad 
Attachment 
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 

   

Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 
 

Docket No. E002/M-25-27 
 

I. INTRODUCTION  

On April 1, 2025, Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Company) filed its 
2024 Annual Safety, Reliability and Service Quality Standards Report (2024 SRSQ Report or Annual 
Report) in Docket No. E002/M-25-27 in compliance with the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 
orders and the requirements of Minnesota Rules Chapter 7826.1 The information in the Annual SRSQ 
Report provides an overview of the utility’s operational performance for the previous year. It is also 
the filing in which the Commission determines an electric utility’s reliability goals for the following 
year. 
 
In initial comments, the Department requested additional information from Xcel to be provided in the 
Company’s reply comments.2 Xcel provided the requested information in reply comments.3 The 
Department responded in supplemental comments and recommended the Commission accept Xcel’s 
2024 Safety Report and 2024 Service Quality Report. In those supplemental comments, the 
Department withheld its final recommendation on the Company’s 2024 Reliability and Service Quality 
Standards Report, pending its review of Xcel’s compliance filing containing the International Electric 
and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) Distribution Reliability Working Group (DRWG) 2024 benchmarking 
results.4  
 
On November 7, Xcel filed supplemental comments detailing an alternative method to calculate 
medium and large utility second quartile benchmarks (Alternate Method) as IEEE had not yet provided 
its member utilities with all the statistical detail necessary for the Company to benchmark its 2024 
actuals to IEEE’s 2024 results.5  
 
Also on November 7, The IEEE DRWG provided its members, including Xcel, the 2024 reliability results 
by utility size metrics.6 
 

 

1 In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service 
Quality Report, Xcel Energy, SRSQ Report (all parts), April 1, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217138-01, 
20254-217138-03, and 20254-217138-05 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ”). 
2 Department, Comments, July 15, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20257-221024-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel 
SRSQ Department Comments”) at 83. 
3 Xcel, Reply Comments, August 8 2025, (eDockets) 20258-221894-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Reply Comments”). 
4 Department, Supplemental Comments, November 6, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-224709-01 
(hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Supplemental Comments”), at 3. 
5 Xcel, Compliance - Supplement, November 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-224729-01 (hereinafter 
“2024 Xcel SRSQ Xcel Supplement”), at 1-2. 
6 Xcel, Supplemental Addendum, Compliance, November 19, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-225082-
01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental - Addendum”), at 1-2. 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC0C6F695-0000-CE30-951B-FA27B96D6370%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=41
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BE0C6F695-0000-CF19-9261-ED8172EB4A8D%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=43
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0C6F695-0000-C935-AB21-57B528FF6AFD%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=45
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BF0EA0F98-0000-C238-9493-412BA38396F1%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=8
ttps://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BB0848A98-0000-CD1E-8CCF-C4DEE108A34E%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=25
ps://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B00BE5A9A-0000-C91C-BD68-9A5D710A08D3%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=13
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B70175F9A-0000-C81B-A93C-BAC0E0AC202D%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC0D39D9A-0000-CE17-ADC2-93986AD64914%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=5
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC0D39D9A-0000-CE17-ADC2-93986AD64914%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=5
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On November 19, Xcel filed a Supplemental Addendum in compliance with the Commission’s Order 
Points 6 and 7, in its Order Accepting Reports and Setting Additional Requirements dated January 13, 
2025 in the Company’s 2024 SRSQ docket.7, 8 
The present comments compare the Company’s 2024 reliability results with the appropriate IEEE 2024 
benchmarks. In addition, the Department reviews the Company’s alternative method for determining 
its annual reliability standards discussed in Xcel’s November 7 filing.  
 
The Department also notes that during its review of the Department’s July 15 comments in September 
2025, Commission Staff expressed concerns regarding some inputs into the call center metric. The 
Department closely reviewed the information Commission staff identified and acknowledged that 
Department staff had made errors in transferring certain information into the spreadsheet used in the 
analysis. The Department apologizes for this oversight and has included corrected tables as well as a 
discussion of the effects of those corrections on Xcel’s call center metrics for 2022, 2023, and 2024 in 
these comments.9 

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND  

April 1, 2025 Xcel filed its 2024 SRSQ Report.10  
 

April 7, 2025 Xcel filed an erratum that included updated Tables 28 and 29.11  
  

April 7, 2025 The Commission filed a notice of comment period on Phase 1 of Xcel’s 
Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report Proceedings. The scope of 
the Notice was Xcel’s remote reconnection proposals during extreme 
heat events and poor air quality alerts required by the Commission’s 
January 13, 2025, Order in Docket No. E-002/M-24-27.12 
 

April 30, 2025 The Commission issued a notice of comment period for the review of 
Xcel’s SRSQ Report.13 The present comments address this notice of 
comment. 
  

 

7 Ibid. 
8 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2023 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report, Order Accepting Reports and 
Setting Additional Requirements, January 13, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-24-27, (eDockets) 20251-213880-01 (hereinafter 
“2023 SRSQ Order”).  
9 See Attachment DOC-1-SCA. 
10 2024 Xcel SRSQ. 
11 Xcel Energy, Errata Letter, April 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217326-01. 
12 In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service 
Quality Report, Notice of Comment Period on Phase 1 of Xcel Energy’s 2024 Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report 
Proceedings, April 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217296-01. 
13 In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service 
Quality Report, Notice of Comment Period on 2024 Electric Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Reports, April 30, 2025, 
Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-218387-01, (hereinafter “Commission Notice”). 

ttps://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BA0686194-0000-CF5D-97B5-807FE52FE4E9%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=12
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B30F11196-0000-CD14-BBC9-3957089230CB%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=40
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0831096-0000-C414-9EED-706E77FC7EBA%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=39
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B50458896-0000-C419-ADE5-2D1EE9659156%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=36
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July 11, 2025 The Environmental Law and Policy Center, and the Building Owners and 
Managers Association of Greater Minneapolis filed initial comments on 
the present matter. 
 

July 15, 2025 The Department filed its initial comments in the present matter.14 
 

August 8, 2025 Xcel Energy filed reply comments on the present matter.15  
 

November 6, 2025 The Department filed supplemental comments.16  
 

November 7, 2025 Xcel Energy filed its Alternate Method in the present docket.17 
 

November 19, 2025 Xcel filed its Supplemental Addendum in to present docket comparing its 
reliability performance to the results of the IEEE report.18 

  
 

Topic(s) open for comment:  

• Should the Commission accept the Electric Utilities’ 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service 
Quality (SRSQ) Reports? 
 

III. DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS  

A. COMPARISON OF XCEL’S 2024 RELIABILITY METRICS AND 2024 IEEE DRWG 
BENCHMARKING RESULTS 

On November 19, 2025, Xcel made a supplemental filing addendum in compliance with the 
Commission’s Order Points 6 and 7 of in its January 15, 2025, Order in Docket No. E002/M-23-73. The 
Commission required the Company to submit a supplemental filing 30 days after the Institute for 
Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) published its 2024 reliability benchmarking results. 
 
The submission of the 2024 IEEE Reliability Benchmarking information allows the Commission to 
compare Xcel’s actual 2024 performance against the IEEE information.  
 
Xcel noted in the November 19 filing that it exceeded four of the twelve work-center level, and one of 
the three state-wide IEEE benchmarks the Commission identified in its January 15th Order. The 
reliability goals the Company failed to meet were: 

 

14 2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments.  
15 2024 Xcel SRSQ Reply Comments.  
16 2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Supplemental Comments. 
17 2024 Xcel SRSQ Xcel Supplement. 
18 2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental – Addendum. 
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• System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) for the Company-wide 
Minnesota metric and Xcel’s Metro East and Metro West work centers. 

• Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) for Xcel’s Northwest and 
Southeast work centers. 

 
Table 1 summarizes Xcel’s results for 2024 compared to the appropriate IEED 2024 benchmarks. 
 

Table 1 – Xcel 2024 Reliability Performance vs. Commission-designated IEEE Benchmark 
Work Center Metric IEEE 

Benchmark 
Xcel 

Performance 
Met 

Benchmark? 

Metro-East 

SAIDI 120 115.5 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 1.08 No 

CAIDI 118 107.15 Yes 

Metro-West 

SAIDI 120 101.37 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 1.14 No 

CAIDI 118 88.58 Yes 

Northwest 

SAIDI 150 122.44 Yes 

SAIFI 1.15 0.92 Yes 

CAIDI 128 132.86 No 

Southeast 

SAIDI 150 121.49 Yes 

SAIFI 1.15 0.92 Yes 

CAIDI 128 131.52 No 

All Minnesota 
Customers 

SAIDI 120 110.04 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 1.08 No 

CAIDI 118 101.95 Yes 

 
A quick initial review could give the reviewer the perception that Xcel had very poor year in terms of 
reliability, as it missed one-third of the Commission’s reliability goals for the year.  
 
As the Department noted in its Comments: 

Xcel stated that many of the outages in 2024 were attributed to a high level 
of precipitation during June and then thunderstorms in July. The unusual 
weather led to many vegetation/weather events which damaged the 
distribution and transmission systems and were not lightning-related. 
These vegetation/weather-events, in turn, lead to overhead and 
underground equipment failures.19 

 

 

19 2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments, at 14. 
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Also, in the normalization discussion included in the Department’s Comments, the Department noted 
that Xcel identified 15 Major Event Days in 2024 across its Minnesota service-territory. That was the 
highest number of MED’s identified by year in the last six years.20, 21 

 
The Department’s interpretation of the Company’s 2024 reliability results is that unusually wet 
weather in June and thunderstorms in July resulted in a greater than normal surge in the number of 
outages on the Company’s electric distribution system. That result lead to an increase in the frequency 
of outages, which is reflected in Xcel’s exceeding the SAIFI IEEE threshold in both its metro cost centers 
and in its state-wide metric as well.22   
 
The Company’s 2024 CAIDI results for its Northwest and Southeast work centers focus on outage 
duration not frequency, so the rationale developed above for Xcel’s SAIFI results for its Metro-area 
work does not fit the situation. For example, the Northwest work center had 5 MEDs in 2024 as 
opposed to 1 MED in 2024, but its annual SAIFI only declined slightly while its annual SAIDI increased 
significantly. For the Southeast work center, the number of MEDs were identical at 1 for both years. Its 
SAIFI declined quite a bit in 2024 relative to 2023 while the SAIDI also increased significantly in 2024. 
The 2024 CAIDI results for both work centers increased, more so for the Northwest than the Southeast 
work center. Table 2 summarizes this information. 
 

Table 2 – Xcel 2023 and 2024 Reliability for Northwest and Southwest Work Centers 
 

Work Center Metric 2023 Results 2024 Results Difference 

Northwest 

SAIDI 95.39 122.44 27.05 

SAIFI 0.9 0.92 0.02 

CAIDI 105.85 132.86 27.01 

Southeast 

SAIDI 87.28 121.49 34.21 

SAIFI 0.71 0.92 0.21 

CAIDI 122.43 131.52 9.09 

 
Customer density also affects a utility’s CAIDI results. Hence, explaining CAIDI results becomes a more 
complicated explanation. Put simply, the Department doesn’t have the expertise to develop a rationale 
for why Xcel exceeded the IEEE CAIDI benchmark for 2024.  
 
The fact that Xcel’s 2024 CAIDI results for the Northwest (132.86 minutes) and Southeast (131.52) 
work centers were only slightly above the 2024 IEEE goal of 128 minutes does lessen the Department’s 

 

20 Ibid, at 13. 
21 Xcel uses the IEEE 1366 normalization method for storm normalization, which excludes data due to major events such as 
large storms. To determine which singular events should be excluded from the reliability metrics data, Xcel compares the 
SAIDI for individual events to the IEEE’s Major Event Threshold. In cases where a storm or other event Xcel experienced has 
a greater SAIDI than the threshold, the data collected during those events are removed and this time-period is called a 
Major Event or Major Event Day (MED) and removed from the normalization calculation. 
22 2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments, Table 4., at 13 identifies the highest annual number of MEDs in 2024 since at 
least 2018 for both those work-centers and the state-wide metric as well. 
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concern to some extent. The Department will continue to explore the Company’s CAIDI results in 
future filings. 
 
In addition, Xcel requested in the compliance that the Commission approve its proposed 2025 
reliability goals. Those goals are identical to the reliability goals the Commission approved in 2024.  
 
The Department recommends the Commission accept the information the Company submitted 
regarding the IEEE 2024 Reliability Benchmarking analysis and that the Commission adopt Xcel’s 
proposed 2025 reliability goals. 

B. XCEL ALTERNATE METHOD FOR CALCULATING RELIABILITY BENCHMARKS  

Xcel filed its supplemental Alternate Method while awaiting the republishing of the IEEE DRWG’s 
annual benchmarking results by utility size but later, following the republishing of the IEEE report, filed 
its Supplemental Addendum eliminating its Alternate Method. The Department notes that IEEE initially 
published Benchmark Year 2025 Results for 2024 Data on an all-respondent basis on August 15, 2025. 
IEEE later published updated results for the 2024 performance year which included utility-size based 
results on November 7, 2025.23 This tiered results publishing is consistent with how IEEE published 
results for the 2023 performance year, and to the best of the Department’s knowledge is the result of 
the Department or Minnesota electric utilities reaching out to IEEE to request utility-size based results 
the last two years. It is the Department’s understanding that the Company does not intend to utilize its 
Alternate Method in this case or in the future—the intent was to fill a gap, and meet the Commission’s 
supplemental comment period, while awaiting the IEEE reporting by utility size. 
 
The Department believes this exercise was productive for the Company, as the same reliability 
performance deficiencies identified by the IEEE benchmarks were also identified utilizing the 
Company’s Alternate Method, although the benchmarks varied slightly. The Department created table 
below summarizes the comparison between Xcel’s reliability performance, Xcel’s Alternate Method 
benchmarks, and the IEEE benchmarks per work center and across all of Xcel’s Minnesota customers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

23 IEEE Distribution Reliability Working Group - Benchmarking. IEEE (last visited November 13, 2025). Available at: 
https://cmte.ieee.org/pes-drwg/benchmarking/. 

https://cmte.ieee.org/pes-drwg/benchmarking/
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Table 3 – Reliability Performance vs. Commission-designated IEEE Benchmark vs. Xcel Alternate 
Method 

 

Work Center Metric IEEE 
Benchmark 

Alternate 
Method 

Benchmark 

Xcel 
Performance 

Met 
Benchmark? 

Metro-East 

SAIDI 120 126 115.5 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 0.98 1.08 No 

CAIDI 118 123 107.15 Yes 

Metro-West 

SAIDI 120 126 101.37 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 0.98 1.14 No 

CAIDI 118 123 88.58 Yes 

Northwest 

SAIDI 150 144 122.44 Yes 

SAIFI 1.15 1.09 0.92 Yes 

CAIDI 128 126 132.86 No 

Southeast 

SAIDI 150 144 121.49 Yes 

SAIFI 1.15 1.09 0.92 Yes 

CAIDI 128 126 131.52 No 

All Minnesota 
Customers 

SAIDI 120 126 110.04 Yes 

SAIFI 1.01 0.98 1.08 No 

CAIDI 118 123 101.95 Yes 

 
In its Supplemental Addendum eliminating its Alternate Method, the Company states: 

Given the IEEE benchmarking results for 2024, we will continue to use the 
applicable benchmarking standards for each work center. We support 
standards at the second quartile of the IEEE benchmark for large utilities 
for our Metro East and Metro West work centers, and at the second 
quartile of the IEEE benchmark for medium utilities for our Northwest and 
Southeast work centers.24 

As the Company is not proposing to move forward with its Alternate Method, the Department does not 
have a recommendation on the method at this time. 

C. CORRECTIONS TO DEPARTMENT COMMENTS REGARDING CALL RESPONSE 
TIME METRIC TABLES FOR 2023 AND 2024 

Commission staff emailed the Department with questions regarding the IVR call estimates in the call 
center metric summaries for 2022, 2023 and 2024 on September 16, 2025. Specifically, Commission 
Staff asked why the number of IVR calls in Xcel’s filing was different from the number of IVR calls in 

 

24 2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental – Addendum, at 9. 
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2024 in the Department comments and that the Department’s 2023 comments also contained 
inconsistent information.25 
 
The Department revisited its call center response times calculations for both 2023 and 2024 to 
determine an explanation for the inconsistency Commission Staff identified. The errors that resulted in 
the inconsistency were obvious and the Department notified and thanked Commission Staff in an email 
the following day for identifying the errors and provided an explanation of the effects of the 
corrections on Xcel’s call center response calculation. 
 
Table 2 identifies the errors in the 2023 and 2024 Department’s comments as well as the corrected 
figures. 
 

Table 2 – Summary of Corrections to Interactive-Voice-Response (IVR) Annual Call Volumes for 
Tables included in Department’s Comments in 2023 and 2024 Xcel Service Reliability and Quality 

Dockets 
 

 
 
Going from left to right in Table 1, the Department reversed the digits for the number of IVR calls in 
2023 at lines 8 (266,586) and 11 (266,856) in the 2023- Filed column. The 2023- Corrected column 

 

25 See Attachment DOC-1-SCA 

Line No. Year 2022 2023 - Filed
2023 - 

Corrected 2024 - Filed
2024 - 

Corrected

Category
Calls Offered 

to Agents
Calls - 
Agents

Calls - 
Agents Calls - Agents Calls - Agents

1. Residential 891,062        830,902         830,902         831,994           831,994            
2. BSC 56,525          54,029           54,029           54,019             54,019              
3. Credit 144,695        271,202         271,202         287,075           287,075            
4. PAR 24,715          43,812           43,812           48,930             48,930              
5. Total 1,116,997     1,199,945     1,199,945     1,222,018        1,222,018         

Category
Calls Handled 

by IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR
6. Non-billing Non-

outage 313,304           401,062         401,062         669,088           669,088            
7. Billing 1,264,854       1,244,194     1,244,194     1,362,568        1,362,568         
8. Outage 282,137           266,586         266,586         414,042           199,294            
9. Total 1,546,991       1,510,780     1,510,780     1,776,610        1,561,862         

Category Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls
10. Agents 168,888           174,110         174,110         214,748           214,748            
11. IVR 282,137           266,856         266,586         199,294           199,294            
12. Total 451,025           440,966         440,696         414,042           414,042            

Xcel All calls All calls All calls All calls All calls
13. Lines 5+8 1,399,134          1,466,531     1,466,531     1,636,060      1,421,312       
14. Lines 5+7+11 2,663,988          2,710,995     2,710,725     2,783,880      2,783,880       

DER All calls All calls All calls All calls All calls
15.

Lines 5+6+8+12 3,146,180       3,286,167     3,285,897     3,667,716        3,667,716         



Docket No. E002/M-25-27 
Analyst(s) assigned: John Kundert, Rachel Wiedewitsch 
 
 
 

9 

corrects that error. In 2024, the Department incorrectly included the total number of outage calls 
handled by IVR at line 12 (414,042) in line 8 – the number of outage calls handled by IVR. The 2024-
Corrected column identifies the correct figure of the number of outage calls handled by IVR (199,294) 
at line 11, which is consistent with the number of outage calls handled by IVR (line 8).  
 
The effects of the correction to the 2023 data resulted in 270 fewer calls for both Xcel and the 
Department’s number of calls at lines 14 and 15. That difference did not affect the percentage of calls 
answered within 20 seconds for either entity for 2023. For 2024, the correction did not have any effect 
on either Xcel or the Department’s total number of calls. So, the change did not affect those results 
either. Given that the correction did not result in material changes, the Department recommends the 
Commission accept and incorporate this corrected information in its analysis and decision-making.  

IV. DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on analysis of Xcel’s supplemental filings and the information in the record, the Department has 
prepared recommendations, which are provided below. The recommendations correspond to the 
subheadings of Section III above. 

A. COMPARISON OF XCEL’S 2024 RELIABILITY METRICS AND 2024 IEEE DRWG 
BENCHMARKING RESULTS 

The Department recommends the Commission accept the information the Company submitted 
regarding the IEEE 2024 Reliability Benchmarking analysis and that the Commission adopt Xcel’s 
proposed 2025 reliability goals. 

B  CORRECTIONS TO DEPARTMENT COMMENTS REGARDING CALL RESPONSE 
TIME METRIC TABLES FOR 2023 AND 2024 

The Department recommends the Commission accept and incorporate this corrected information in its 
analysis and decision-making.  
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From: Nikitas, Sophie (She/Her/Hers) (PUC)
To: Kundert, John (COMM)
Cc: Wiedewitsch, Rachel (She/Her/Hers) (COMM)
Subject: RE: Quick clarification on 25-27 initial comments SRSQ data
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 1:32:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Sounds good, thanks!

Sophie Nikitas
Rates Analyst|Economic Analysis Unit
Pronouns: She/Her

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place E, Suite 350 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147
E: sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us
P: 651-539-1062
mn.gov/puc

From: Kundert, John (COMM) <john.kundert@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 12:48 PM
To: Nikitas, Sophie (She/Her/Hers) (PUC) <sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us>
Cc: Wiedewitsch, Rachel (She/Her/Hers) (COMM) <Rachel.Wiedewitsch@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Quick clarification on 25-27 initial comments SRSQ data

Hi Sophie –

I don’t think I included that correction in our November 6th comments..  But thanks to
this email, I will be include the correction in our supplemental comments on December
15th.

Thanks for the reminder.

John Kundert
Financial Analyst
651-539-1740
mn.gov/commerce
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 280 | Saint Paul, MN 55101
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Line No. Category Calls - Agents Answered.< 20 Sec. %
1 Residential 831,994 351,301 42.22%
2. BSC 54,019 28,251 52.30%
By Credit 287,075 112,434 39.17%
4. PAR 48,930 28,983 59.23%
5. Total 1,222,018 520,969 42.63%
Calls - Answered.< 20 Sec. %
Nonbilling Nonoutage 669,088 669,088 [ 100.00%
Billing 1,362,568 1,362,568 | 100.00%
Outage 414,042 414,042 | 100.00%
Total 1,776,610 1,776,610 [ 100.00%
Outage calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %
10. Agents 214,748 91,551 42.63%
_é 11. . 199,294 199,294 | 100.00%
12. Total 414,042 290,845 70.25%
Xcel All calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %
13. Line5+Line 8 1,636,060 720,263 | 44.02%
14. Line 5 + Line 7 + Line 11 2,783,880 2,297,579 82.53%
Department All calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %
Line 5+ Line 6 + Line 8 +
15. Line 12 3,667,716 2,843,470 77.53%





Table 8 — Call Center Response Summary for 2023

2023 ]
Line No. Category Calls - Agents Answered within 20 %
1. Residential 830,902 473,517 56.99%
2. BSC 54,029 33,139 61.34%
3. Credit 271,202 214,766 79.19%
4. PAR 43,812 19,700 44.96%
5.  Total 1,199,945 741,122 61.76%
Calls - Answered within 20 %
6. Nonbilling/Nonoutage 401,062 401,062 100.00%
7. Biling 1,244,194 1,244,194 100.00%
8. Outage 266,586 266,586 _ 100.00%
9. Total r 1,510,780 1,510,780 100.00%
Outage calls Answered within 20 %
10.  Agents 174,110 107,536 61.76%
1. MR 255,586 255,586 100.00%
12.  Total 429,696 363,122 84.51%
Xcel All calls Answered within 20 %
13. Line5+Line 8 1,466,531 996,708 67.96%
Line 5 + Line 7 + Line
14. 1 2,699,725 2,251,902 83.41%
Department All calls Answered within 20 percent
Line 5 + Line 6 + Line 8
15. +Line 12 3,274,897 2,749,500 83.96%






CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This message is intended only for the use of the
individual(s) named above.  Information in this e-mail or any attachment may be
confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure by state or federal law.  Any
unauthorized use, dissemination, or copying of this message is prohibited.  If you are not
the intended recipient, please refrain from reading this e-mail or any attachments and
notify the sender immediately.  Please destroy all copies of this communication.

From: Nikitas, Sophie (She/Her/Hers) (PUC) <sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2025 11:20 AM
To: Kundert, John (COMM) <john.kundert@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Quick clarification on 25-27 initial comments SRSQ data

Hi John, did these corrections make it into comments you’ve already filed, or will they be in the
next round? Please let me know if I missed it!

Sophie Nikitas
Rates Analyst|Economic Analysis Unit
Pronouns: She/Her

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place E, Suite 350 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147
E: sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us
P: 651-539-1062
mn.gov/puc

From: Kundert, John (COMM) <john.kundert@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 2:19 PM
To: Nikitas, Sophie (She/Her/Hers) (PUC) <sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us>; Wiedewitsch, Rachel
(She/Her/Hers) (COMM) <Rachel.Wiedewitsch@state.mn.us>
Cc: McShane, Sally Anne (PUC) <sally.anne.mcshane@state.mn.us>; Campbell, Nancy (COMM)
<nancy.campbell@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Quick clarification on 25-27 initial comments SRSQ data

Hi Sophie –

Thanks for bearing with me yesterday.  That was one tough day. 

As for your question, I think you have identified two errors in the Department’s
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comments in dockets 23-73 and 24-27.  Taking a closer look at the Department’s
spreadsheet and the source data from Xcel it looks like I included the wrong number in
the table – the 24-27 comments.  It should have been 199,294 as you correctly identified,
not 414,042.  In addition, the Total amount on Line 9 under Calls-IVR should be
1,561,862. Fortunately, line total on line 8 of the Table doesn’t contribute to the
Department’s calculation of the total number of calls, so the amount on line 15 wasn’t
affected. See Revised Table 8 – 2024 below.

Revised - Table 8
2024

Line No. Category
Calls -
Agents Answered.< 20 Sec. %

1. Residential 831,994 351,301 42.22%

2. BSC 54,019 28,251 52.30%

3. Credit 287,075 112,434 39.17%

4. PAR 48,930 28,983 59.23%

5. Total 1,222,018 520,969 42.63%

Calls - IVR Answered.< 20 Sec. %

6. Nonbilling Nonoutage 669,088 669,088 100.00%

7. Billing 1,362,568 1,362,568 100.00%

8. Outage 199,294 199,294 100.00%

9. Total 1,561,862 1,561,862 100.00%

Outage calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %

10. Agents 214,748 91,551 42.63%

11. IVR 199,294 199,294 100.00%

12. Total 414,042 290,845 70.25%

Xcel All calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %
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13. Line 5 + Line 8 1,421,312 720,263 50.68%

14. Line 5 + Line 7 + Line 11 2,783,880 2,082,831 74.82%

Department All calls Answered.< 20 Sec. %

15.
Line 5 + Line 6 + Line 8 +
Line 12 3,667,716 2,843,470 77.53%

I also made a mistake in the same table  in the 2023 SRSQ, although not the same one as
in 2024.  In 2023 it appears I fat-fingered the IVR outage calls on line 11.  The correct
number of outage calls handled by IVR was 266,586, not 255,586. That error did affect
the Departments estimate of the total number of all calls. The correct figure is
3,285,897, not 3,274,897. See the Corrected 2023 table below.

2023
Line
No. Category Calls - Agents Answered within 20 %

1. Residential 830,902 473,517 56.99%

2. BSC 54,029 33,139 61.34%

3. Credit 271,202 214,766 79.19%

4. PAR 43,812 19,700 44.96%

5. Total 1,199,945 741,122 61.76%

Calls - IVR Answered within 20 %

6. Nonbilling/Nonoutage 401,062 401,062 100.00%

7. Billing 1,244,194 1,244,194 100.00%

8. Outage 266,586 266,586 100.00%

9. Total 1,510,780 1,510,780 100.00%

Outage calls Answered within 20 %

10. Agents 174,110 107,536 61.76%

11. IVR 266,856 266,856 100.00%

12. Total 440,966 374,392 84.90%

Xcel All calls Answered within 20 %

13. Line 5 + Line 8 1,466,531 1,007,978 68.73%
Line 5 + Line 7 +
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14. Line 11 2,710,995 2,251,902 83.07%

Department All calls Answered within 20 percent

15.
Line 5 + Line 6 +
Line 8 + Line 12 3,286,167 2,760,770 84.01%

Thanks for checking with me on this question and identifying the error. We will correct it
in our supplemental comments and make sure it doesn’t happen next year.

John Kundert
Financial Analyst
651-539-1740
mn.gov/commerce
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 280 | Saint Paul, MN 55101

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This message is intended only for the use of the
individual(s) named above.  Information in this e-mail or any attachment may be
confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure by state or federal law.  Any
unauthorized use, dissemination, or copying of this message is prohibited.  If you are not
the intended recipient, please refrain from reading this e-mail or any attachments and
notify the sender immediately.  Please destroy all copies of this communication.

From: Nikitas, Sophie (She/Her/Hers) (PUC) <sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 11:04 AM
To: Kundert, John (COMM) <john.kundert@state.mn.us>; Wiedewitsch, Rachel (She/Her/Hers)
(COMM) <Rachel.Wiedewitsch@state.mn.us>
Cc: McShane, Sally Anne (PUC) <sally.anne.mcshane@state.mn.us>
Subject: Quick clarification on 25-27 initial comments SRSQ data

Hi folks,
We’re working on briefing papers for 25-27 and I had a quick clarification about your data on
Call Center Response Times (page 40).
I noticed that the totals for IVR outage calls seem to be different in different sections. Could
you explain why that is? The 199k number is what I see in Xcel’s attachment F.
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I also see there is a difference in last year’s filing:
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This is my first year working on this docket, so feel free to share any context I may have missed
from previous years!
Best,
Sophie

Sophie Nikitas
Rates Analyst|Economic Analysis Unit
Pronouns: She/Her

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place E, Suite 350 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147
E: sophie.nikitas@state.mn.us
P: 651-539-1062
mn.gov/puc
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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 
Supplemental Comments 
 
Docket No. E002/M-25-27 
 
Dated this 15th day of December 2025 
 
/s/Sharon Ferguson 
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December 15, 2025





Sasha Bergman

Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147 





RE:	Supplemental Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce

	Docket No. E002/M-25-27





Dear Ms. Bergman,



Attached are the supplemental comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce (Department) in the following matter:

In the Matter of Northern States Power Co. d/b/a Xcel Energy-Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report; 

The Report was filed by Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Company) on April 1, 2025. The Minnesota Department of Commerce (Department) filed its initial comments on July 15, 2025, and requested additional information from Xcel. Xcel filed its reply comments on August 8, 2025. The Department filed supplemental comments in response to the additional information provided by Xcel in reply comments on November 6, 2025. On November 19, 2025 Xcel filed its Supplemental Addendum responding to the International Electric and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) Distribution Reliability Working Group (DRWG) 2024 reliability benchmarking results. 



The Department recommends approval of the Company’s 2024 Service Reliability Report and continues to support its recommendations to approve the Company’s Annual Safety and Service Quality Reports. The Department also provides an analysis of Xcel’s proposed alternative method for calculating the Company’s annual reliability goals in its Annual Service Reliability Report is available to answer any questions the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission may have.





Sincerely,







/s/ Dr. SYDNIE LIEB                           

Assistant Commissioner of Regulatory Analysis  
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission

		

Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce



Docket No. E002/M-25-27



[bookmark: _Toc174055957]INTRODUCTION 

On April 1, 2025, Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Company) filed its 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability and Service Quality Standards Report (2024 SRSQ Report or Annual Report) in Docket No. E002/M-25-27 in compliance with the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) orders and the requirements of Minnesota Rules Chapter 7826.[footnoteRef:2] The information in the Annual SRSQ Report provides an overview of the utility’s operational performance for the previous year. It is also the filing in which the Commission determines an electric utility’s reliability goals for the following year. [2:  In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report, Xcel Energy, SRSQ Report (all parts), April 1, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217138-01, 20254-217138-03, and 20254-217138-05 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ”).] 




In initial comments, the Department requested additional information from Xcel to be provided in the Company’s reply comments.[footnoteRef:3] Xcel provided the requested information in reply comments.[footnoteRef:4] The Department responded in supplemental comments and recommended the Commission accept Xcel’s 2024 Safety Report and 2024 Service Quality Report. In those supplemental comments, the Department withheld its final recommendation on the Company’s 2024 Reliability and Service Quality Standards Report, pending its review of Xcel’s compliance filing containing the International Electric and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) Distribution Reliability Working Group (DRWG) 2024 benchmarking results.[footnoteRef:5]  [3:  Department, Comments, July 15, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20257-221024-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments”) at 83.]  [4:  Xcel, Reply Comments, August 8 2025, (eDockets) 20258-221894-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Reply Comments”).]  [5:  Department, Supplemental Comments, November 6, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-224709-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Supplemental Comments”), at 3.] 




On November 7, Xcel filed supplemental comments detailing an alternative method to calculate medium and large utility second quartile benchmarks (Alternate Method) as IEEE had not yet provided its member utilities with all the statistical detail necessary for the Company to benchmark its 2024 actuals to IEEE’s 2024 results.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Xcel, Compliance - Supplement, November 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-224729-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Xcel Supplement”), at 1-2.] 




Also on November 7, The IEEE DRWG provided its members, including Xcel, the 2024 reliability results by utility size metrics.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Xcel, Supplemental Addendum, Compliance, November 19, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 202511-225082-01 (hereinafter “2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental - Addendum”), at 1-2.] 




On November 19, Xcel filed a Supplemental Addendum in compliance with the Commission’s Order Points 6 and 7, in its Order Accepting Reports and Setting Additional Requirements dated January 13, 2025 in the Company’s 2024 SRSQ docket.[footnoteRef:8], [footnoteRef:9] [8:  Ibid.]  [9:  In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2023 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report, Order Accepting Reports and Setting Additional Requirements, January 13, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-24-27, (eDockets) 20251-213880-01 (hereinafter “2023 SRSQ Order”). ] 


The present comments compare the Company’s 2024 reliability results with the appropriate IEEE 2024 benchmarks. In addition, the Department reviews the Company’s alternative method for determining its annual reliability standards discussed in Xcel’s November 7 filing. 



The Department also notes that during its review of the Department’s July 15 comments in September 2025, Commission Staff expressed concerns regarding some inputs into the call center metric. The Department closely reviewed the information Commission staff identified and acknowledged that Department staff had made errors in transferring certain information into the spreadsheet used in the analysis. The Department apologizes for this oversight and has included corrected tables as well as a discussion of the effects of those corrections on Xcel’s call center metrics for 2022, 2023, and 2024 in these comments.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  See Attachment DOC-1-SCA.] 


[bookmark: _Toc174055958]PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

		April 1, 2025

		Xcel filed its 2024 SRSQ Report.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  2024 Xcel SRSQ.] 






		April 7, 2025

		Xcel filed an erratum that included updated Tables 28 and 29.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Xcel Energy, Errata Letter, April 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217326-01.] 


 



		April 7, 2025

		The Commission filed a notice of comment period on Phase 1 of Xcel’s Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report Proceedings. The scope of the Notice was Xcel’s remote reconnection proposals during extreme heat events and poor air quality alerts required by the Commission’s January 13, 2025, Order in Docket No. E-002/M-24-27.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report, Notice of Comment Period on Phase 1 of Xcel Energy’s 2024 Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report Proceedings, April 7, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-217296-01.] 






		April 30, 2025

		The Commission issued a notice of comment period for the review of Xcel’s SRSQ Report.[footnoteRef:14] The present comments address this notice of comment. [14:  In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy—Electric’s 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Report, Notice of Comment Period on 2024 Electric Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality Reports, April 30, 2025, Docket No. E002/M-25-27, (eDockets) 20254-218387-01, (hereinafter “Commission Notice”).] 


 



		July 11, 2025

		The Environmental Law and Policy Center, and the Building Owners and Managers Association of Greater Minneapolis filed initial comments on the present matter.





		July 15, 2025

		The Department filed its initial comments in the present matter.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments. ] 






		August 8, 2025

		Xcel Energy filed reply comments on the present matter.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Reply Comments. ] 






		November 6, 2025

		The Department filed supplemental comments.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Supplemental Comments.] 






		November 7, 2025

		Xcel Energy filed its Alternate Method in the present docket.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Xcel Supplement.] 






		November 19, 2025

		Xcel filed its Supplemental Addendum in to present docket comparing its reliability performance to the results of the IEEE report.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental – Addendum.] 




		

		







Topic(s) open for comment: 

Should the Commission accept the Electric Utilities’ 2024 Annual Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality (SRSQ) Reports?



Department analysis 

Comparison of Xcel’s 2024 Reliability Metrics and 2024 ieee DRWG benchmarking results

On November 19, 2025, Xcel made a supplemental filing addendum in compliance with the Commission’s Order Points 6 and 7 of in its January 15, 2025, Order in Docket No. E002/M-23-73. The Commission required the Company to submit a supplemental filing 30 days after the Institute for Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) published its 2024 reliability benchmarking results.



The submission of the 2024 IEEE Reliability Benchmarking information allows the Commission to compare Xcel’s actual 2024 performance against the IEEE information. 



Xcel noted in the November 19 filing that it exceeded four of the twelve work-center level, and one of the three state-wide IEEE benchmarks the Commission identified in its January 15th Order. The reliability goals the Company failed to meet were:

· [bookmark: _Hlk215991312]System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) for the Company-wide Minnesota metric and Xcel’s Metro East and Metro West work centers.

· Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) for Xcel’s Northwest and Southeast work centers.



Table 1 summarizes Xcel’s results for 2024 compared to the appropriate IEED 2024 benchmarks.



[bookmark: _Hlk216169948]Table 1 – Xcel 2024 Reliability Performance vs. Commission-designated IEEE Benchmark

		Work Center

		Metric

		[bookmark: RANGE!C103]IEEE Benchmark

		Xcel Performance

		Met Benchmark?



		Metro-East

		SAIDI

		120

		115.5

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		1.08

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		107.15

		Yes



		Metro-West

		SAIDI

		120

		101.37

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		1.14

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		88.58

		Yes



		Northwest

		SAIDI

		150

		122.44

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.15

		0.92

		Yes



		

		CAIDI

		128

		132.86

		No



		Southeast

		SAIDI

		150

		121.49

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.15

		0.92

		Yes



		

		CAIDI

		128

		131.52

		No



		All Minnesota Customers

		SAIDI

		120

		110.04

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		1.08

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		101.95

		Yes







A quick initial review could give the reviewer the perception that Xcel had very poor year in terms of reliability, as it missed one-third of the Commission’s reliability goals for the year. 



As the Department noted in its Comments:

Xcel stated that many of the outages in 2024 were attributed to a high level of precipitation during June and then thunderstorms in July. The unusual weather led to many vegetation/weather events which damaged the distribution and transmission systems and were not lightning-related. These vegetation/weather-events, in turn, lead to overhead and underground equipment failures.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments, at 14.] 




Also, in the normalization discussion included in the Department’s Comments, the Department noted that Xcel identified 15 Major Event Days in 2024 across its Minnesota service-territory. That was the highest number of MED’s identified by year in the last six years.[footnoteRef:21], [footnoteRef:22] [21:  Ibid, at 13.]  [22:  Xcel uses the IEEE 1366 normalization method for storm normalization, which excludes data due to major events such as large storms. To determine which singular events should be excluded from the reliability metrics data, Xcel compares the SAIDI for individual events to the IEEE’s Major Event Threshold. In cases where a storm or other event Xcel experienced has a greater SAIDI than the threshold, the data collected during those events are removed and this time-period is called a Major Event or Major Event Day (MED) and removed from the normalization calculation.] 




The Department’s interpretation of the Company’s 2024 reliability results is that unusually wet weather in June and thunderstorms in July resulted in a greater than normal surge in the number of outages on the Company’s electric distribution system. That result lead to an increase in the frequency of outages, which is reflected in Xcel’s exceeding the SAIFI IEEE threshold in both its metro cost centers and in its state-wide metric as well.[footnoteRef:23]   [23:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Department Comments, Table 4., at 13 identifies the highest annual number of MEDs in 2024 since at least 2018 for both those work-centers and the state-wide metric as well.] 




The Company’s 2024 CAIDI results for its Northwest and Southeast work centers focus on outage duration not frequency, so the rationale developed above for Xcel’s SAIFI results for its Metro-area work does not fit the situation. For example, the Northwest work center had 5 MEDs in 2024 as opposed to 1 MED in 2024, but its annual SAIFI only declined slightly while its annual SAIDI increased significantly. For the Southeast work center, the number of MEDs were identical at 1 for both years. Its SAIFI declined quite a bit in 2024 relative to 2023 while the SAIDI also increased significantly in 2024. The 2024 CAIDI results for both work centers increased, more so for the Northwest than the Southeast work center. Table 2 summarizes this information.



Table 2 – Xcel 2023 and 2024 Reliability for Northwest and Southwest Work Centers



		Work Center

		Metric

		2023 Results

		2024 Results

		Difference



		Northwest

		SAIDI

		95.39

		122.44

		27.05



		

		SAIFI

		0.9

		0.92

		0.02



		

		CAIDI

		105.85

		132.86

		27.01



		Southeast

		SAIDI

		87.28

		121.49

		34.21



		

		SAIFI

		0.71

		0.92

		0.21



		

		CAIDI

		122.43

		131.52

		9.09







Customer density also affects a utility’s CAIDI results. Hence, explaining CAIDI results becomes a more complicated explanation. Put simply, the Department doesn’t have the expertise to develop a rationale for why Xcel exceeded the IEEE CAIDI benchmark for 2024. 



The fact that Xcel’s 2024 CAIDI results for the Northwest (132.86 minutes) and Southeast (131.52) work centers were only slightly above the 2024 IEEE goal of 128 minutes does lessen the Department’s concern to some extent. The Department will continue to explore the Company’s CAIDI results in future filings.



In addition, Xcel requested in the compliance that the Commission approve its proposed 2025 reliability goals. Those goals are identical to the reliability goals the Commission approved in 2024. 



[bookmark: _Hlk216170242]The Department recommends the Commission accept the information the Company submitted regarding the IEEE 2024 Reliability Benchmarking analysis and that the Commission adopt Xcel’s proposed 2025 reliability goals.

Xcel alternate method for calculating reliability benchmarks 

Xcel filed its supplemental Alternate Method while awaiting the republishing of the IEEE DRWG’s annual benchmarking results by utility size but later, following the republishing of the IEEE report, filed its Supplemental Addendum eliminating its Alternate Method. The Department notes that IEEE initially published Benchmark Year 2025 Results for 2024 Data on an all-respondent basis on August 15, 2025. IEEE later published updated results for the 2024 performance year which included utility-size based results on November 7, 2025.[footnoteRef:24] This tiered results publishing is consistent with how IEEE published results for the 2023 performance year, and to the best of the Department’s knowledge is the result of the Department or Minnesota electric utilities reaching out to IEEE to request utility-size based results the last two years. It is the Department’s understanding that the Company does not intend to utilize its Alternate Method in this case or in the future—the intent was to fill a gap, and meet the Commission’s supplemental comment period, while awaiting the IEEE reporting by utility size. [24:  IEEE Distribution Reliability Working Group - Benchmarking. IEEE (last visited November 13, 2025). Available at: https://cmte.ieee.org/pes-drwg/benchmarking/.] 




The Department believes this exercise was productive for the Company, as the same reliability performance deficiencies identified by the IEEE benchmarks were also identified utilizing the Company’s Alternate Method, although the benchmarks varied slightly. The Department created table below summarizes the comparison between Xcel’s reliability performance, Xcel’s Alternate Method benchmarks, and the IEEE benchmarks per work center and across all of Xcel’s Minnesota customers.























Table 3 – Reliability Performance vs. Commission-designated IEEE Benchmark vs. Xcel Alternate Method



		Work Center

		Metric

		IEEE Benchmark

		Alternate Method Benchmark

		Xcel Performance

		Met Benchmark?



		Metro-East

		SAIDI

		120

		126

		115.5

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		0.98

		1.08

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		123

		107.15

		Yes



		Metro-West

		SAIDI

		120

		126

		101.37

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		0.98

		1.14

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		123

		88.58

		Yes



		Northwest

		SAIDI

		150

		144

		122.44

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.15

		1.09

		0.92

		Yes



		

		CAIDI

		128

		126

		132.86

		No



		Southeast

		SAIDI

		150

		144

		121.49

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.15

		1.09

		0.92

		Yes



		

		CAIDI

		128

		126

		131.52

		No



		All Minnesota Customers

		SAIDI

		120

		126

		110.04

		Yes



		

		SAIFI

		1.01

		0.98

		1.08

		No



		

		CAIDI

		118

		123

		101.95

		Yes







In its Supplemental Addendum eliminating its Alternate Method, the Company states:

Given the IEEE benchmarking results for 2024, we will continue to use the applicable benchmarking standards for each work center. We support standards at the second quartile of the IEEE benchmark for large utilities for our Metro East and Metro West work centers, and at the second quartile of the IEEE benchmark for medium utilities for our Northwest and Southeast work centers.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  2024 Xcel SRSQ Supplemental – Addendum, at 9.] 


As the Company is not proposing to move forward with its Alternate Method, the Department does not have a recommendation on the method at this time.

Corrections to Department Comments regarding call Response time Metric Tables for 2023 and 2024

Commission staff emailed the Department with questions regarding the IVR call estimates in the call center metric summaries for 2022, 2023 and 2024 on September 16, 2025. Specifically, Commission Staff asked why the number of IVR calls in Xcel’s filing was different from the number of IVR calls in 2024 in the Department comments and that the Department’s 2023 comments also contained inconsistent information.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  See Attachment DOC-1-SCA] 




The Department revisited its call center response times calculations for both 2023 and 2024 to determine an explanation for the inconsistency Commission Staff identified. The errors that resulted in the inconsistency were obvious and the Department notified and thanked Commission Staff in an email the following day for identifying the errors and provided an explanation of the effects of the corrections on Xcel’s call center response calculation.



Table 2 identifies the errors in the 2023 and 2024 Department’s comments as well as the corrected figures.



Table 2 – Summary of Corrections to Interactive-Voice-Response (IVR) Annual Call Volumes for Tables included in Department’s Comments in 2023 and 2024 Xcel Service Reliability and Quality Dockets



[image: ]



Going from left to right in Table 1, the Department reversed the digits for the number of IVR calls in 2023 at lines 8 (266,586) and 11 (266,856) in the 2023- Filed column. The 2023- Corrected column corrects that error. In 2024, the Department incorrectly included the total number of outage calls handled by IVR at line 12 (414,042) in line 8 – the number of outage calls handled by IVR. The 2024-Corrected column identifies the correct figure of the number of outage calls handled by IVR (199,294) at line 11, which is consistent with the number of outage calls handled by IVR (line 8). 



The effects of the correction to the 2023 data resulted in 270 fewer calls for both Xcel and the Department’s number of calls at lines 14 and 15. That difference did not affect the percentage of calls answered within 20 seconds for either entity for 2023. For 2024, the correction did not have any effect on either Xcel or the Department’s total number of calls. So, the change did not affect those results either. Given that the correction did not result in material changes, the Department recommends the Commission accept and incorporate this corrected information in its analysis and decision-making. 

[bookmark: _Toc174055968]DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on analysis of Xcel’s supplemental filings and the information in the record, the Department has prepared recommendations, which are provided below. The recommendations correspond to the subheadings of Section III above.

[bookmark: _Toc174055969]Comparison of Xcel’s 2024 Reliability Metrics and 2024 ieee DRWG benchmarking results

The Department recommends the Commission accept the information the Company submitted regarding the IEEE 2024 Reliability Benchmarking analysis and that the Commission adopt Xcel’s proposed 2025 reliability goals.

B 	Corrections to Department Comments regarding call Response time Metric Tables for 2023 and 2024

The Department recommends the Commission accept and incorporate this corrected information in its analysis and decision-making. 





Docket No. E002/M-25-27

Analyst(s) assigned: John Kundert, Rachel Wiedewitsch









2

2



[bookmark: _Toc174055972]Attachments 















image1.png

m COMMERCE
DEPARTMENT






image2.emf

Line No. Year 2022 2023 - Filed


2023 - 


Corrected 2024 - Filed


2024 - 


Corrected


Category


Calls Offered 


to Agents


Calls - 


Agents


Calls - 


Agents Calls - Agents Calls - Agents


1. Residential


891,062         


830,902           830,902           831,994             831,994             


2. BSC


56,525           


54,029             54,029             54,019               54,019               


3. Credit


144,695         


271,202           271,202           287,075             287,075             


4. PAR


24,715           


43,812             43,812             48,930               48,930               


5. Total


1,116,997      


1,199,945       1,199,945       1,222,018          1,222,018          


Category


Calls Handled 


by IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR Calls - IVR


6.


Non-billing Non-


outage


313,304             401,062           401,062           669,088             669,088             


7.


Billing


1,264,854         1,244,194       1,244,194       1,362,568          1,362,568          


8.


Outage


282,137             266,586           266,586           414,042             199,294             


9.


Total


1,546,991         1,510,780       1,510,780       1,776,610          1,561,862          


Category Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls Outage calls


10.


Agents


168,888             174,110           174,110           214,748             214,748             


11.


IVR


282,137             266,856           266,586           199,294             199,294             


12.


Total


451,025             440,966           440,696           414,042             414,042             


Xcel All calls All calls All calls All calls All calls


13. Lines 5+8


1,399,134            1,466,531       1,466,531      


1,636,060        1,421,312        


14.


Lines 5+7+11


2,663,988            2,710,995       2,710,725      


2,783,880        2,783,880        


DER All calls All calls All calls All calls All calls


15.


Lines 5+6+8+12


3,146,180         3,286,167       3,285,897       3,667,716          3,667,716          






