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Dear Ms. Bergman, 
 

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

In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2025 Integrated Distribution 
Plan. 

Otter Tail Power Company’s (OTP or the Company) Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP) was filed on 
November 1, 2025. OTP’s Transportation Electrification Plan was filed concurrently.  
 
The Department recommends the Commission accept Otter Tail Power’s IDP with modifications and 
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. E017/M-25-141 
 

I. INTRODUCTION  

 
Every two years, Otter Tail Power Company (OTP or the Company) submits an Integrated Distribution 
Plan (IDP), which began with the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) February 20, 
2019 Order Approving Integrated Distribution Planning Filing Requirements for OTP.1 The primary 
mechanism by which IDPs operate is compliance with the Commission’s established filing 
requirements. The Commission accepts the IDP if it finds that OTP complies with its established filing 
requirements. 
 
The Department seeks to understand utility decision-making processes in order to cross-pollinate, 
when practicable, best practices among the rate-regulated utilities. At this stage, the Department is 
interested in the costs and benefits of different planning strategies. 
 
It is the Department’s goal to foster collaboration with each of the rate-regulated utilities, rather than 
to make recommendations that utilities oppose. However, with key affordability concerns identified 
across the IDPs, the Department intends to advocate for the analysis of potentially cost saving 
strategies. 

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND   

December 8, 2022 The Commission issued its Order in Docket Nos. E002/M-21-694, 
E999/CI-17-879.2 The Order approved combining the filing requirements 
of electric utility IDPs and TEPs.  
 

May 2023 The Minnesota Legislature established requirements for utility TEPs in 
2023 Minn. Laws. ch. 60, art. 12, sec. 12, codified at Minn. Stat. § 
216B.1615 – Electric Vehicle Deployment Program. Minn. Stat. § 
216B.1615 requires electric utilities to file TEPs, established certain 
content requirements, granted the Commission authority to approve, 
modify or reject TEPs, and established evaluation criteria.3 
 
 

1 In the Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order Adopting Integrated Distribution Plan 
Filing Requirements, February 20, 2019, Docket No. E017/CI-18-253, (eDockets) 20192-150449-02 (hereinafter “February 
20, 2019 Order”).  
2 In the Matter of a Commission Inquiry into Electric Vehicle Charging and Infrastructure; In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2021 
Integrated Distribution System Plan; In the Matter of Minnesota Power’s 2021 Integrated Distribution System Plan; In the 
Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order, December 8, 2022, Docket Nos. E-99/CI-17-
879, E-002/M-21-694, E-015/M-21-390, E-017/M-21-612 (eDockets) 202212-191192-01. 
3 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 (2023). 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BA0DA0B69-0000-C13C-8023-6B0911F35D22%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=7
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B30E7F284-0000-C810-9E0A-266C1B8B4815%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=12
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/216B.1615
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August 23, 2023 The Commission issued its Order Accepting Withdrawal of Clean 
Transportation Portfolio Subject to Conditions. The Order placed a 
number of conditions upon Xcel Energy, including that it file a TEP by 
November 1, 2023 consistent with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 and that 
various components and information be included in its filing.4 
 

October 31, 2025 OTP files its 2025 TEP and IDP.5 
 

November 13, 2025 The Commission issues its Notice of Comment Period in the present 
docket denoting.6 
 

April 7, 2026 The Department files initial comments in response to OTP’s 2025 IDP.7 
 
May 12, 2026 

 
OTP files reply comments for its 2025 IDP8 and TEP.9 

 
Topic(s) open for comment:  
 
2025 Otter Tail Power Integrated Distribution System Plan 
 

1. Should the Commission accept or reject Otter Tail Power’s IDP? 
2. Did Otter Tail Power adequately address the Commission’s IDP filing requirements and 

prior Orders, as outlined in Attachment A to this notice? 
3. Feedback, comments, and recommendations on the following areas of Otter Tail Power’s IDP: 

a. Forecasted distribution budget 
b. Distributed Energy Resource (DER) scenarios and forecasts 
c. Planned grid modernization initiatives 
d. Non-wires alternatives analysis and potential pilot project 

4. Other areas of Otter Tail Power’s IDP not listed above, along with any other issues or 
concerns related to this matter. 

  

 

4 In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order Accepting 2023 Integrated 
Distribution Plan and Transportation Electrification Plan, and Modifying Reporting Requirements, September 16, 2024, 
Docket No. E017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20249-210225-01 (hereinafter “2023 IDP Order”). 
5 In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Otter Tail Power Company, Integrated 
Distribution Plan, October 31, 2025, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 202511-224606-02 (hereinafter “2025 IDP”).  
6 Notice. 
7 Department, Comments, April 7, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20264-230104-02, (hereinafter 
“Department Initial Comments”). 
8 Otter Tail Power Company, Reply Comments, May 12, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20265-231736-02, 
(hereinafter “OTP Reply Comments”).  
9 Otter Tail Power Company, Reply Comments, May 12, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20265-231735-01, 
(hereinafter “OTP TEP Reply Comments”).  

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0C5FB91-0000-C916-A955-DB52917A97C5%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=20
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BF0884A9A-0000-C413-892E-3CC2F6EA6222%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B20FD689D-0000-CA10-A935-52C7C146969E%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=5
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/submissions/158337c8-1e5e-4de5-bba9-1fa8950017bc/documents/09f9bae5-e072-465c-b18c-94ba6d423e42/download
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BE00B1E9E-0000-C314-A1B2-18B587B00FAC%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
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2025 TEP 

5. Should the Commission approve, modify, or reject Otter Tail Power’s TEP? 
6. Did Otter Tail Power adequately address the Commission’s TEP filing requirements and 

prior Orders, as outlined in Attachment A to this notice?  
7. Are there gaps in Otter Tail Power’s transportation electrification programs the Commission 

should address to ensure equitable customer outcomes? 
8. Are there other issues or concerns related to this matter? 

III. DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS  

Before addressing OTP’s reply comments, the Department notes that OTP does not provide responses 
to the Department’s recommendations and only replies to the Department’s requests for information. 
Therefore, the Department maintains all of its recommendations made in initial comments. 

A. IDP SCHEDULE 

The current biennial IDP schedule creates a significant barrier to participation for the Department and 
other stakeholders; the volume of the IDPs creates a highly concentrated workload for parties, which 
makes it difficult to manage staff time and interrelated or competing deadlines. The Department is 
concerned that the biennial IDP schedule especially limits participation in the IDPs by other parties. To 
foster enhanced participation in the IDPs, the Department recommends a revised annual IDP schedule 
to allow commenters more time to participate in the IDP process. 
 
The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B: 
 

A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, and 
OTP file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 

B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are filed in 
even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 

 
The Department’s preference is A. However, B., or any modifications of A. or B. would be acceptable, 
so long as the workload is spread annually rather than biennially. The Department cross-files this 
recommendation in each of the rate-regulated utilities’ IDPs. 
 

A.1. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department makes one new recommendation: 
 
The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B: 

A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, and OTP 
file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 

B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are filed in 
even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 
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B. CAPACITY 

B.1. Substation Transformer Utilization 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP provide a substation transformer utilization 
histogram. The Department stated: 

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments, a summary 
histogram that plots the number of substation transformers in bins of 
substation transformer utilization (peak load /rated capacity) sized at 10% 
bin widths, from 0% to 100%, with an overflow bin of ≥ 100%. OTP should 
provide a second histogram of substation transformer utilization 
compared to emergency ratings, if this data is readily accessible. These 
histograms should exclude substations with either 0 measured load or no 
data logging capabilities.10 

OTP responds to the Department’s request in Figure 1 below. 
 

Figure 1: Histogram of OTP Substation Transformer Utilization With Normal Capacity Ratings 

 
Source: OTP Reply Comments at 2. 

 

 

10 Department Initial Comments, at 11. 
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Based on Figure 1, the median substation transformer utilization is between 60 – 70%, with the actual 
value likely around 60%.11 There are 7 substation transformers that experienced overloads between 
2021 and 2024. OTP explains that it does not directly maintain emergency capacity ratings for its 
distribution substation transformers, and therefore only data for normal capacity ratings is used in 
Figure 1.12 OTP’s estimated 60% median substation transformer utilization compares to 37.5% for 
Minnesota Power (MP),13 58.4% for Xcel,14 and 74.6% for the Dakota Electric Association (DEA).15 In 
addition, 1.6% of OTP’s substation transformers experienced overloads compared to normal capacity 
ratings. This proportion of overloads compares to 6.5% for MP,16 5.9% for Xcel,17 and 28.2% for DEA.18 
OTP’s substation capacity utilization is in line with the other investor-owned utilities, but diverges 
significantly from DEA.  
 
With the full substation capacity dataset now complete with OTP’s response, DEA stands out from all 
other rate-regulated utilities in its tolerance for the exceedance for normal capacity ratings. Over four-
times as many of DEA’s substation transformers were allowed to exceed their normal capacity ratings 
as the next highest utility: MP. This discrepancy may offer one explanation for the divergence in utility 
spending between DEA and all other rate regulated utilities.19 
 

B.2. Substation Transformer Capacity Mitigations 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how the Company plans for 
substation transformer capacity mitigations. The Department stated: 

The Department requests OTP explain in reply comments how the 
Company views capacity overload risks at its substations and the need for 
capacity mitigations with historic or existing substation transformer 
overloads. As applicable, OTP should discuss why the Company has no 
plans to mitigate substation transformer capacity overloads at any 
substation transformers that have not been identified for upgrades.20 

 

11 OTP does not provide the actual data, and therefore the Department estimates the median value based on the location of 
the median value compared to the total number of values within the median bin range. 
12 OTP Reply Comments, at 3. 
13 In the Matter of Minnesota Power’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Comments, March 13, 2026, Docket 
No. E015/M-25-140, (eDockets) 20263-229266-01, at 9 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on MP’s 2025 IDP”). 
14 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Initial Comments, February 27, 2026, 
Docket No. E002/M-25-142, (eDockets) 20262-228738-02, at 34 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on Xcel’s 2025 
IDP”). 
15 In the Matter of Dakota Electric Association’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Comments, March 24, 2026, 
Docket No. E111/M-25-139, (eDockets) 202511-229585-01, at 6 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on DEA’s 2025 
IDP”). 
16 Department Initial Comments on MP’s 2025 IDP, at 9. 
17 Department Initial Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP, at 34. 
18 Department Initial Comments on DEA’s 2025 IDP, at 9. 
19 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Public Reply Comments, April 23, 2026, 
Docket No. E002/M-25-142, (eDockets) 20264-230826-02, at 37 (hereinafter “Department Reply Comments on Xcel’s 2025 
IDP). 
20 Department Initial Comments, at 11. 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B3099E89C-0000-C512-8A5D-3039A2C6579D%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7b60159C9C-0000-CD1C-B6A8-4570CD2523CB%7d/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=17
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD05C209D-0000-CA18-A755-E805FB887833%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BE005BB9D-0000-C813-8E48-3432DEF32AB9%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=7
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OTP provides the following response to the Department’s request: 

OTP plans distribution substations to operate at or below transformer 
nameplate capacity (≤100% loading) under normal conditions, using this 
threshold as its primary benchmark for identifying capacity constraints. 
Substations nearing this level are evaluated for operational adjustments, 
load transfers, or capacity upgrades, with particular attention to 
maintaining sufficient margin in smaller or single-substation systems to 
accommodate localized variability and seasonal peaks. OTP also recognizes 
that transformers can safely operate above nameplate for limited 
durations and therefore evaluates the durations of these overloads to 
identify the amount of time the equipment spent above the nameplate 
rating to assess system resilience and inform the timing of mitigation 
actions. 

Rather than relying on a single threshold, OTP applies a risk-based 
approach to overload conditions, considering factors such as magnitude, 
frequency, duration, seasonal patterns, and available operational 
mitigation. This allows OTP to prioritize investments where reliability risk 
is sustained or material, while using alternatives such as feeder 
reconfiguration, load transfers, or other operational measures where 
appropriate. Substations exceeding nameplate capacity are actively 
monitored, and in cases where overloads are infrequent or short-duration, 
OTP may defer capital upgrades in favor of cost-effective, data-driven 
solutions that maintain reliable service.21 

OTP will pursue all other measures to mitigate capacity risks before making a transformer upgrade. 
While OTP allows for capacity exceedances on a limited basis, in practice, OTP has allowed for the least 
amount of overloads compared to all other rate-regulated utilities. This discrepancy in overloads 
however may be explained by OTP’s relatively flat or declining distribution load growth, which would 
not generally induce overloads.  
 

B.3. Feeder Utilization 
 
In its initial comments, the Department asked OTP to provide a feeder utilization histogram. The 
Department stated: 

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments, a feeder 
utilization histogram that is comparable to the Department’s requested 
substation transformer utilization histogram using OTP’s Feeder Data 
Spreadsheet.22 

 
 

21 OTP Reply Comments, at 3.  
22 Department Initial Comments, 12.  
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OTP responds to the Department’s request in Figure 2 below. 
 

Figure 2: Histogram of OTP Feeder Utilization with Normal Capacity Ratings 

 
Source: OTP Reply Comments at 4. 

 
Based on Figure 2, the median feeder utilization is between 40 – 50%, with the actual value likely 
around 42%.23 There are 2 feeders that experienced overloads between 2022 and 2024. OTP’s 
estimated 42% median feeder utilization compares to 58.2% for Xcel,24 while MP and DEA do not 
provide feeder utilization estimates. In addition, 1.7% of OTP’s feeders experienced overloads 
compared to normal capacity ratings. This proportion of overloads compares to 4.3% for Xcel.25  
 
OTP explains that its feeder utilization estimates have measurement issues, and likely represent higher 
utilization than actual conditions: 
 

OTP notes that the Feeder Utilization Histogram referenced above in 
Figure 2 is derived from the Company's internal Feeder Data Spreadsheet. 
This spreadsheet uses the distribution modeling software Synergi Electric 
to allocate known substation meter demand across individual feeders on 
a pro-rata basis. The allocation is based solely on downstream connected 

 

23 OTP does not provide the actual data, and therefore the Department estimates the median value based on the location of 
the median value compared to the total number of values within the median bin range. 
24 Department Reply Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP, at 37. 
25 Ibid. 
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kVA, which reflects the size and phasing of each downstream service 
transformer.  
 

Historically, this methodology has been the primary means by which OTP 
has obtained feeder-level insights prior to the full incorporation of 
Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) data into internal studies and 
planning methodologies.  
 

While this approach provides a general indication of individual feeder 
loading and overall system condition, the allocation methodology can at 
times produce inaccurate or potentially misleading results. Common 
examples include apparent phase imbalances, where one phase may 
appear thermally overloaded while the remaining phases are shown to be 
operating below normal limits. OTP has observed that although this 
methodology can help identify the potential presence of phase imbalance 
on the system, the Synergi Electric allocation process may depict these 
conditions as more severe than they are in actual field conditions. 
 

Accordingly, the feeder utilization histogram data should be interpreted 
within this context and should not be assumed to represent 
measurements obtained from physical meters installed directly on 
individual feeders.26 
 

OTP’s data and response are helpful to fill in data gaps with MP and DEA, which likely have access to 
similar tools and which can additionally provide Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) estimates 
when the data becomes available. In the 2027 IDPs, the Department will again seek data from these 
alternative sources from MP and DEA to draw cross utility comparisons. While OTP’s substation 
transformer utilization is equivalent to Xcel’s, its feeder utilization is significantly lower than Xcel’s. At 
this time, the Department notes this difference, but does not provide further comments. 
 

B.4. Substation Transformer Sizing Standard 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP provide an analysis of the cost 
effectiveness of a 2.0 MVA substation transformer compared to its existing sizes. The Department 
stated: 

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments a cost 
effectiveness analysis of a 1.5 MVA and 2.0 MVA substation transformer 
sizing standard compared to its 2.5 MVA standard.27 
 

OTP provides the following response: 
 

OTP currently stocks 1.0 MVA, 1.5 MVA, and 2.5 MVA units (updated from 
prior reporting). In response to the Department’s request, OTP reviewed 
the cost effectiveness of adding a 2.0 MVA standard in addition to 2.5 MVA 

 

26 OTP Reply Comments, at 4-5.  
27 Department Initial Comments, at 15. 



Docket No. E017/M-25-141 
Analyst(s) assigned: Ari Zwick, Rachel Wiedewitsch, Bhavin Pradhan, Diane Dietz, Krystal Binversie 
 
 
 

9 

versus utilizing 2.5 MVA transformers for all applications with required 
capacity between 1.5 MVA and 2.5 MVA. As described below, OTP 
concludes the incremental cost-effectiveness benefit associated with 
adding a 2.0 MVA standard would be limited. 

[…] 

This equates to a 3% increase in cost for a 25% increase in capacity. OTP 
estimates that, at best, approximately one to two of these annual 
applications would have load below 2.0 MVA and be suitable for a 2.0 MVA 
unit. 

[…] 

In addition, due to long lead times of transformers (2-3 years), OTP would 
be required to add at least 1, 2.0 MVA unit to standard inventory to 
maintain appropriate spare coverage and operational flexibility. This 
would require incremental inventory capital of the same price as the unit 
itself as well as ongoing carrying, storage, and management costs, which 
would further reduce the cost effectiveness of adding a new standard size 
relative to the limited annual purchase-cost savings. 

Adding a 2.0 MVA standard would also increase inventory complexity by 
introducing an additional standard size and associated planning and 
coordination requirements. Finally, selecting a 2.0 MVA unit in lieu of a 2.5 
MVA unit would provide less headroom for future load growth at the 
served location, potentially increasing the likelihood of an earlier upgrade 
or replacement if load increases. For these reasons, OTP concludes the 
cost-effectiveness benefit of standardizing on both 2.0 MVA and 2.5 MVA 
units would be limited compared to continuing to utilize 2.5 MVA units for 
requirements in the 1.5–2.5 MVA range, while maintaining the existing 1.0 
MVA and 1.5 MVA (with fan-upgrade capability) standards.28 

OTP provides excellent justification for its substation transformer standard sizing and provides a 
thoughtful publicly accessible response that outlines why a 2.0 MVA transformer size should not be 
used. Coupled with OTP’s justification for conductor standard sizing,29 OTP provides evidence of two 
instances in which oversizing equipment may have a very low marginal cost but significant operational 
cost saving benefits. This evidence suggests that in areas where utilities experience load growth, it may 
be significantly less expensive to oversize transformers and conductors to account for uncertain load 
growth than to conservatively size equipment and risk early replacement. Based on OTP’s analysis and 
explanation, it may be economical to drop the 1.5 MVA transformer size and only use the 1.0 and 2.5 
MVA transformer sizes. The example provided above relates to small substation transformers, and 
similar dynamics may not translate to transformers in the tens of megawatts. At this time, the 

 

28 OTP Reply Comments at 5-6. 
29 Department Initial Comments, at 13-15. 
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Department is still evaluating the rationale for distribution planning decisions, and therefore does not 
make any recommendations. 
 

B.5. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department does not make any recommendations in this section. 

C. RELIABILITY 

C.1. Reliability Performance and Outage Drivers 
 

In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP provide a short narrative linking each major 
reliability-driven program in Appendix B (of the 2025 IDP), by MN DIP Category, to specific outage 
causes reported in Table 3. The Department stated: 
 

The Department recommends that OTP, in its reply comments, provide a 
short narrative linking each major reliability-driven program in Appendix 
B, by MN IDP Category, to specific outage causes, reported in Table 3. The 
narrative should also quantify, where feasible, the share of each program’s 
Minnesota spend that is directed at each primary cause category.30 
 

In response, OTP provides Table 1 below.  
 
 

Table 1. OTP Reply Comments- Table D.1 - MN IDP Categories and Interruption Cause Mitigations 

 
 
Table 1 maps IDP categories to outage cause categories and states that “[i]t is not feasible to break out 
share of each program’s MN spend that is directed at these causes.”31 OTP also provides a 

 

30 Department Initial Comments, at 17. 
31 OTP Reply Comments, at 6. 
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supplemental table identifying outage cause distributions for specific localized projects, but notes that 
“[t]he share of each program’s Minnesota spend directed at annually reducing each primary outage 
cause category is not quantifiable.”32 
 
The Department appreciates the Company’s effort in producing Table 1, which provides a useful high-
level mapping between investment categories and outage causes. The Department recognizes that 
attributing program spend to specific outage causes is genuinely complex. At the same time, the 
Department notes that developing approximate cost shares for programs, for example, like Strategic 
OH-to-UG (overhead-to-underground) Conversions or Porcelain Cutout Replacement, where the 
dominant cause drivers are relatively well understood, would strengthen the Department’s ability to 
assess the overall spending portfolio. The Department looks forward to working with OTP on how this 
type of analysis might be developed over time, and welcomes further discussion on data and systems 
would be needed to make it feasible in future IDP cycles.  
 

C.2. Reasons Behind a Reduction in the Reliability and Power Quality Budget 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain the sharp decline in forecasted 
reliability and power quality spending. The Department noted that the 2025-2029 forecasted average 
is 74 percent lower than the historical average from 2020-2024, and stated:  

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the 
reasoning behind the significant reduction in the forecasted budget for 
reliability and power quality upgrades from 2025-2029.33 

OTP responded: 

The largest component of the historical spend within the reliability and 
power quality category is in response to storm recovery. In the past three 
years (2022, 2023, 2024), OTP has experienced significant storm damage 
funded from the budgets within this category. Currently, the forecast 
reflects a lower, more modest and normal storm budget (companywide).  
This is due to the fact we cannot predict storm damage in any given year. 
This is then reflected in lower power quality and reliability spend when 
compared to recent history.34   

The Department appreciates the Company’s clarification. The explanation that recent elevated 
spending was driven by extraordinary storm events rather than baseline program investment is 
reasonable and provides helpful context. The Department notes that relying on a hard-to-predict storm 
budget as an explanation for reduced reliability in investment may understate the level of spending 
needed to address persistent outage drivers.  
 

 

32 Id., at 7. 
33 Department Initial Comments, at 18.  
34 OTP Reply Comments, at 8.  
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The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to report, in future filings, that the 
forecasted budget remains sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already identified in 
prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery activity.  
 

C.3. Multiple Categories for OH-to-UG projects 
 
In its initial comments, the Department asked OTP to explain why OH-to-UG conversion projects 
appear under both the Power Quality (PQ) & Reliability Upgrades and Age-Related/Asset Renewal 
categories in Appendix B. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the 
reasoning behind classifying OH-to-UG conversion projects to two MN IDP 
Categories (PQ & Reliability Upgrades and Age Related/Asset Renewal) in 
Appendix B.35 

OTP responds that “this mapping is a manual process which can be subjective” and that “many projects 
can span both reliability and asset health categories.” OTP further notes that “IDP categories provide a 
general sense of where spend is occurring regardless of the assumptions made.”36   
 
The Department appreciates OTP’s explanation and makes no recommendation.  
 

C.4. Summary Table of Strategic OH-to-UG Projects and Selection Criteria 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested a project-level summary table documenting how 
each OH-to-UG project me the Company’s stated selection criteria. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide a short 
summary table for all Minnesota strategic OH-to-UG project planned or 
completed during 2025-2029. This table should specify which criteria 
(safety, customer impacted, outage history, restoration access, vegetation 
management access, backlot vs. front-lot routing) were determinative in 
selecting that project. Additionally, OTP should identify any feeders that 
met several criteria but were not selected and explain the reasons for their 
exclusion.37 

The Company declines to provide this table, stating that “developing the list of specific drivers for 
projects completed is not feasible” and that “[a]ccurate data is not readily available and would take 
substantial labor resources to complete.”38  
 
The Department finds this response inadequate. The Commission’s planning objectives for IDP require 
utilities to “Provide the Commission with the information necessary to understand utilities’ short-term 

 

35 Department Initial Comments, at 18.  
36 OTP Reply Comments, at 8.  
37 Department Initial Comments, at 20. 
38 OTP Reply Comments, at 9.  
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and long-term distribution system plans, the costs and benefits of specific investments, and a 
comprehensive analysis of ratepayer cost and value.”39 A summary table of selection criteria for the 
Company’s own planned OH-to-UG projects is a basic element of that transparency obligation. The 
Department understands that OTP’s size and resources differ from larger utilities, but encourages OTP 
to begin building the data system necessary to support this type of project-level documentation in the 
next IDP cycle.  
 

C.5. Pre- and Post-Project Feeder Reliability for Fergus Falls and Morris 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested pre- and post-project feeder-level reliability metrics 
for at least the Fergus Falls and Morris service areas. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide, for at 
least Fergus Falls and Morris, pre-project and post-project feeder-level 
SAIDI, SAIDI, and CAIDI values for at least the most recent 12-24 months.40 

 

The Company provided the following Table 2.41 
 

Table 2. Feeder-level SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI for Fergus Falls and Morris Service Areas42 

CSC Substation Feeder Year SAIDI CAIDI SAIFI 

Fergus Falls Ottertail 
City Sub 

North 
Feeder 

2024 678.64 251.90 2.69 
2025 84.21 76.19 1.11 

Morris Wheaton S. 
115 kV Sub 

North 
Feeder 

2024 621.52 215.11 2.89 
2025 139.04 277.63 0.50 

 
The Department appreciates OTP’s response to this request. The post-project reliability improvements 
at both Fergus Falls and Morris are meaningful, and the data confirm that OH-to-UG investments on 
those specific feeders have delivered substantial customer benefits. The Department reiterates that 
this type of project-level outcome reporting should become standard practice across OTP’s reliability 
portfolio, not limited to the two examples cited.   
 

C.6. Undergrounding vs. Overhead Cost Estimates 
 
In its initial comments, the Department questioned OTP’s cost estimates that showed single-phase 
underground taps as less expensive than single-phase overhead taps, which is atypical relative to 
industry norms. The Department stated: 

 

39 In the Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order Adopting Integrated Distribution Plan 
Filing Requirements, February 20, 2019, Docket No. E017/CI-18-253, (eDockets) 20192-150449-02. 
40 Department Initial Comments, at 21.  
41 OTP Reply Comments, at 9.  
42 Ibid. 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BA0DA0B69-0000-C13C-8023-6B0911F35D22%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=7
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The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain why its 
normalized generic cost estimates show underground taps as less costly 
than overhead taps, including: 1) what specific cost components (labor, 
materials, easements, restoration) are included for each case; 2) whether 
different design assumptions (e.g., conductor size, trenching conditions, 
service configuration) apply to the tap cases; and 3) whether these values 
reflect Minnesota specific or system-wide averages.43 

OTP explains that “the UG tap is estimated as less through the WO system as 80% of the project/tap is 
assumed to be plowed vs bored which equated to lower contractor costs.”44 OTP further notes that 
“[t]he costs provided are OTP system wide estimate and not MN specific” and that the estimates 
“include all Labor, Overhead, Material, Contractor, and Other costs required for 1 mile construction.”45 
 
The Department appreciates OTP’s clarification that the lower underground tap cost reflects a plowing 
assumption for majority of installations and finds the explanation plausible for OTP’s predominantly 
rural service territory. The Department makes no recommendation. 
 
 

C.7. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department makes one new recommendation: 

• The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to 
report, in future filings, that the forecasted budget remains 
sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already 
identified in prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery 
activity. 

The Department maintains the following recommendations: 

• The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its 
next IDP, to develop clear reporting metrics for its reliability 
projects (e.g., miles converted, segments addressed) and provide a 
clear methodology for selecting segments in its distribution system 
for reliability and power quality upgrades. 

• The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its 
next IDP, to quantify the value of major reliability and resiliency 
investments, such as strategic undergrounding, using a recognized 
customer interruption cost approach (e.g, an Interruption Cost 

 

43 Department Initial Comments, at 21. 
44 OTP Reply Comments, at 10.  
45 Ibid. 
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Estimate [ICE] calculator methodology) and to apply that value 
consistently in cost-benefit comparisons across alternatives. 

• The Department recommends that targeted undergrounding be 
evaluated alongside other reliability mitigation methods that can 
materially reduce outage minutes on targeted feeders. 

D. AGE RELATED REPLACEMENTS AND ASSET RENEWAL 

D.1. Age of Undergrounding Projects 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how old its age-related 
undergrounding projects are. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an 
explanation of how old its four undergrounding projects are, and describe 
any reasons why each planned project is scheduled to be replaced before 
or after the 50 year depreciation period. The discussion should include 
OTP’s criteria used to prioritize Underground Asset Replacement 
projects.46 

OTP provides the following response: 

Please note that the observed average service life of all assets in a utility 
account represents a wide range of assets and therefore individual assets 
within that account will have widely varied actual service lives. It is 
expected that the average asset age at a particular facility will not always 
align with the account’s average service life. The applicable account’s 
average service life or depreciable life is an average of the observed and 
expected service lives of all assets within the broad group. 

Early underground cable from the 1970s and 1980s has a much shorter life 
expectancy than currently manufactured cable today. This is due to 
improvements in the insulation and jacketing that surround modern day 
cable. 

[…] 

These underground primary replacement budgets each represent over 100 
work orders, or individual projects, on any given year. Identifying the 
vintage of these projects would require individual field validation by 
project or work order. As is customary for all utilities, Otter Tail utilizes 
mass asset accounting by jurisdiction and does not specify each asset 
location for installed distribution underground applications and therefore 

 

46 Department Initial Comments, at 26. 
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specific vintage tracking by distribution underground facility is not readily 
available without significant further evaluation.47 

OTP’s response reflects a common theme amongst all rate-regulated utilities, which was discussed in 
the Distribution Data Reporting Workgroup. Outside of substation components, utilities do not track 
the age of system assets and therefore cannot provide data on how old its distribution system is. The 
Department’s request attempted to circumvent a system-wide request and instead focus on a small 
subset of projects, but as OTP’s response explains, even this task is too difficult. If OTP had provided 
the requested data, the Department would have compared the cable age to OTP’s 50-year 
depreciation window to determine how actual replacements compare to the expected age of 
replacement. The Department notes that “cable vintage” is listed as a project selection criterion, which 
generated the Department’s request, but it appears that “cable vintage” does not refer to a specific 
year. 
 
This data gap poses a significant challenge to understand the drivers of age-related spending, and is 
not endemic to OTP. 
 

D.2. Age of Substation Projects 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP explain how old its substation projects are. The 
Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an 
explanation of how old its nine substation projects are, and describe any 
reasons why each planned project is scheduled to be replaced before or 
after the 45 year depreciation period.48 

OTP provides the following response: 

As noted above, observed average service life of all assets in a utility 
account represents a wide range of assets and therefore individual assets 
within that account will have widely varied actual service lives. It is 
expected that the average asset age at a particular facility will not always 
align with its account’s average service life. The applicable account’s 
average service life or depreciable life is an average of the observed and 
expected service lives of all assets within the broad group. A substation is 
made up of many different components of varying lifespans. If a 
component fails or reaches end of life, it will be replaced and the rest of 
the substation assets will continue to remain in service. Thus, determining 
an average substation age is not a perfect calculation when considering 
variations of vintages within a substation. Finally, when a substation is 
upgraded or replaced, if there are components that can be re-used or 

 

47 OTP Reply Comments, at 10-11.  
48 Department Initial Comments, at 28. 
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salvaged, they are taken back into inventory. Thus, even if there was an 
asset that is “newer” it doesn’t mean the assets is thrown away if there is 
still useful life left in it. 

All that to say, the following represents the average age of the substations 
requested based on accumulated and escalated installed value. Escalations 
are based off Handy-Whitmen indexes. Also note when planners are 
looking at substation replacements, gathering of accounting book 
information is not a practice employed by engineers. Rather they are 
reviewing installed asset conditions and performance. 

• Bemidji BSU Substation – average age ~45 years 

• Brandon Substation – average age ~35 years 

• Clitherall substation – average age ~45 years 

• Elizabeth-Carlisle substation – average age ~46 years 

• Erhard substation – average age ~48 years 

• Frazee substation – average age ~53 years 

• Red Lake Falls substation – average age ~54 years 

• Rothsay substation – average age ~51 years 

• Vining substation – average age ~42 years49 
 

The substantial analysis provided by OTP is helpful to understand OTP’s substation replacement 
projects. Assuming that each of OTP’s nine substation projects fully replaces existing assets, OTP 
provides the data the Department requested. However, given that seven out of the nine projects 
involve rebuilds or consolidations, some substation equipment may be left in place; therefore, the data 
may not represent the intended data for analysis. Similar to the goal of the previous request, the 
Department intends to compare only equipment that is replaced within a project to OTP’s expected 
depreciation lifespan. For example, if only a transformer is replaced, then the Department seeks to 
compare only the transformer’s age to its expected lifespan and not the weighted average lifespan of 
all equipment.  
 
With this disclaimer, the data provided by OTP has a median substation age of 46 years, which aligns 
with OTP’s 45-year depreciation window for substation equipment.50 Based on this finding, the 
Department does not expect OTP’s substation replacement projects to grow or shrink OTP’s rate base, 
excluding the effects of all other factors such as inflation. OTP’s clarification that replaced equipment 

 

49 OTP Reply Comments, at 11-12. 
50 Department Initial Comments, at 24. 
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will be reused when possible is helpful, but equipment must be stored at a cost, and if not used over 
enough time, it may be discarded. 
 

D.3. Need for Substation Consolidation Projects 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain the rationale behind OTP’s 
consolidated and new substation projects. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an 
explanation of why OTP’s two substation Consolidation projects and two 
New Substation projects are necessary compared to replacing the 
substations like for like.51 

OTP provides the following response: 

The new substations at Carlos and Clearbrook require substation “new 
builds” because the old substation site equipment must stay in service 
until the new substation is constructed, commissioned, and existing 
feeders connected, so load can be served. 

The Clitherall-Vining and Elizabeth-Carlisle Substation consolidation 
project retires two old wood pole substations located within road ROW 
ditches along with aging equipment and replaces these with one new steel 
multi-feeder substation. This will increase reliability to each town listed by 
providing feeder tie backup capabilities at/from the new substation 
locations. Annual maintenance costs will also be reduced by eliminating a 
substation. 

In addition, the scope of the Brandon substation has now changed from a 
rebuild project to a transformer upgrade.52 

The information provided by OTP adds more detail to line-item budgets and the justification thereof. 
The Department does not seek further analysis of these projects. 
 

D.4. Risk of Oversized System Assets 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how it handles the risk of 
oversizing assets during asset replacement. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP explain, in reply comments, how the 
Company plans to address the risk of oversized system assets in its planned 
Age Related Replacements and Asset Renewal projects.53 

 

51 Id., at 28. 
52 OTP Reply Comments, at 12. 
53 Department Initial Comments, at 29.  
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OTP provides the following response: 

Age-Related Replacement and Asset Renewal projects are primarily driven 
by asset condition, safety, resilience, and reliability needs rather than by 
load growth expectations. When replacement is required, OTP evaluates 
whether the existing asset remains appropriately sized relative to current 
and forecasted local load and system configuration. Where replacement 
in-kind meets reliability and safety objectives, OTP generally pursues that 
option. Deviations from existing sizes are supported by engineering 
review.54 

OTP’s response does not directly address the Department’s concern about oversizing system assets 
during asset replacement. OTP generically describes how asset replacement decisions are made, but 
does not address how OTP’s flat or shrinking load growth is factored into this process. However, given 
the discussion in Section III.B, regarding the small marginal cost of oversizing system assets, the 
Department does not seek further information about asset sizing at this time. 
 

D.5. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department maintains the following recommendations: 

The Department recommends that all of OTP’s New Undergrounding 
projects under its Age Related Replacement Budget undergo the same cost 
effectiveness analysis as undergrounding projects in the System Expansion 
or Upgrades for Reliability and Power Quality budget category. 

The Department recommends that the Commission require OTP to provide 
a cost benefit analysis of its Cut-Out Replacement Program in OTP’s 2027 
IDP that weighs the reliability benefits of the program against the deferral 
benefits of replacing cut-outs at the end of their useful life. 

E. WILDFIRE 

E.1.  Fire Outages 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP delineate which of its fire-outages were 
caused by wildfires. The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP present in its reply comments a 
breakdown of all fire outages caused by wildfire compared to all fire 
outages caused by any other means. OTP should outline which specific 
outages in IR 5 correspond to actual wildfires.55 

 

54 OTP Reply Comments, at 13.  
55 Department Initial Comments, at 41. 
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OTP provides the following response: 

In reviewing the Department's assessment of wildfire risk, it appears as 
though a correlation between fire caused outages is being associated with 
wildfire risk. In this regard, OTP has had minimal interruptions to 
customers due to a fire. In 2023 and 2024, there were 3 fires that created 
interruptions to OTP customers.  

[…] 

However, there are more interruptions on the system annually that create 
a fire. This usually is a fire that is contained to the pole or a very localized 
area. That said, these are more closely aligned to the risk OTPs WMP is 
looking to mitigate; reducing the risk of energized utility assets creating an 
uncontrollable fire.   

The remaining fire-noted interruptions in IR5, and summarized in table 10 
in the DOC comments, are all related to OTP assets. This would include 
cross arm fires, pole fires, transformers fires, etc. None of these fires led 
to uncontrolled wildfire.56 

The Department is not solely interested in outages that are caused by wildfire, as both outages caused 
by wildfire and outages that begin with fires from OTP equipment are important to consider in a 
wildfire management plan (WMP). As the Department discusses in its initial comments, there were 29 
fire outages in 2023 and 2024,57 and with the subtraction of three outages caused by external fires, 26 
of these outages appear to be caused by OTP equipment starting fires. As OTP states, its WMP is most 
concerned with preventing wildfires rather than being resilient to them, which is supported by the data 
presented by OTP. 
 
In order to justify the expenses proposed by OTP’s WMP, OTP should be able to explain the new risk 
that OTP’s equipment fires pose to create wildfires in Minnesota. On a statewide level between 2021 
and 2025, there were an average of 42 fires caused by utility equipment per year, which burned an 
average of 77.4 acres per year, or 1.85 acres per fire, which is summarized in Figure 3.58,59 Over this 

 

56 OTP Reply Comments, at 13-14. 
57 Department Initial Comments, at 40. 
58 Data obtained from the InFORM Fire Occurrence Data Records Database. Data reporting changed significantly in 2021 
and makes comparisons to previous years impractical. Dataset filter on the field “Fire Cause General” was used with a value 
of “7,” which corresponds to the “Power generation / transmission / distribution” outage cause. Dataset also filtered to 
exclude fires without a calculated acreage because calculated acreage can be as low as 0.01 acres, which would indicate 
very limited spreading. InFORM Fire Occurrence Data Records. National Interagency Fire Center, (May 20, 2026). 
(hereinafter “InFORM Fire Occurrence Database”). Available at: https://data-
nifc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/nifc::inform-fire-occurrence-data-records/explore?location=45.577675%2C-
93.380653%2C8&showTable=true  
59 Methodology adapted from: Eagleston, H., Bester, M., Yusuf, J., Damodaran, A., & Reno, M. J. (2025). Systemic Drivers of 
Electric-Grid-Caused Catastrophic Wildfires: Implications for Resilience in the United States. Challenges, 16(1), 13. Available 
at: https://www.mdpi.com/2078-1547/16/1/13  

https://data-nifc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/nifc::inform-fire-occurrence-data-records/explore?location=45.577675%2C-93.380653%2C8&showTable=true
https://data-nifc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/nifc::inform-fire-occurrence-data-records/explore?location=45.577675%2C-93.380653%2C8&showTable=true
https://data-nifc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/nifc::inform-fire-occurrence-data-records/explore?location=45.577675%2C-93.380653%2C8&showTable=true
https://www.mdpi.com/2078-1547/16/1/13
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same time period, there was an average of 1,096 fires per year by any cause in Minnesota, which 
burned an average of 34,924 acres per year, or 31.9 acres per fire. Utility-caused wildfires between 
2021 and 2025 account for 3.8 percent of all fires in Minnesota and account for 0.04 percent of all 
acres burned, which means that utility fires are infrequent and burn significantly less acreage when 
they ignite compared to the average Minnesota fire.60 Assuming OTP maintains its distribution system 
in a similar manner to how it did between 2021 and 2025, OTP should be able to explain why the status 
quo that has resulted in a relatively low instance of utility caused fires for years is no longer 
acceptable. If resilience to fire is not a main goal of the WMP, then OTP should seriously consider 
prioritizing enhanced tree trimming and enhanced inspection programs, for example with drones, to 
ensure that it only replaces equipment that poses significant fire risks, rather than pursue blanket 
projects in high risk areas regardless of actual risk potential from the utility equipment. This strategy 
may be significantly less expensive than proactively undergrounding every steel and copper 
distribution line and every cut out and expulsion fuse in a high risk area.61 The Department expects 
that OTP will carefully weigh the costs and benefits of its WMP expenditures against feasible 
alternatives, including the status quo or end-of-life replacements only. 
 

Figure 3: Summary of Utility Caused Wildfires in Minnesota 

 
Source: InFORM Fire Occurrence Database 

 
At a statewide level, it is important to consider whether the hundreds of millions of dollars of proposed 
wildfire mitigation measures across the IOUs are worth the prevention of fires that have, in recent 
history, accounted for 0.04 percent of all acres burned by fire in Minnesota. Even though the utility-

 

60 Ibid. 
61 2025 IDP, at 47. 
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caused Stewart Trail Fire that burned 355 acres is the largest reported utility-caused fire to date,62 this 
fire only accounts for 1.0 percent of the annual average acreage burned in Minnesota in 2021-2025. As 
a state, Minnesota typically spends around $29 million annually to prevent and fight wildfires of any 
cause.63 Based on the proportion of utility-caused wildfires to all wildfires, the corresponding 
statewide annual fire expenditures are equivalent to $1.1 million.64 The internalization of wildfire 
prevention expenses into utility budgets should be carefully weighed against the alternative option to 
increase statewide wildfire prevention activities that may be much farther-reaching and more cost-
effective. While it is not within the Commission’s regulatory authority to affect wildfire prevention 
activities outside of utilities, it is important to consider the greater context in which these utility 
expenses are proposed. 
 
The Department is not opposed to increased utility expenditures to prevent and adapt to wildfires, but 
the Department is concerned about the effect of these expenditures on Minnesota ratepayers. 

E.2.  Contractual Services for WMP Review 
 
As WMPs are relevantly new for utility planning dockets as well as for regulator and stakeholder 
review, the Department anticipates that the review of each utility’s WMP would be significantly 
improved by the addition of a contractor. An outside contractor would bring additional insight and 
WMP expertise that is not currently housed within the Department. The Department estimates that 
contractual services could cost up to $300,000 in total, for the review of all four of the rate-regulated 
utilities. The Department estimates these costs in the context of the costs incurred for contractual 
services in Xcel and OTP’s ongoing rate cases to review proposed wildfire expenditures. The 
Department anticipates hiring one contractor for review of all the utilities’ WMPs in the next IDP 
cycle—resulting in approximately a two-year contract. The Department asserts that proper review of 
utility WMP could aid in balancing the risk of wildfire in each utility territory and the costs to 
Minnesota ratepayers. WMPs have the potential to be a significant spending category, which raises 
important affordability questions for Minnesota ratepayers.  
 
The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department to spend up to $300,000 to 
obtain contractual services for the review of all four rate-regulated utilities’ wildfire mitigation 
plans. 

E.3. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department maintains the following recommendations: 

The Department recommends that the Commission require Otter Tail to 
file its future (outside of the current rate case test year) Minnesota-specific 
Wildfire Mitigation Plan with the Commission as an attachment or 

 

62 LaPlante, Warren. Stewart Trail Fire Update. Lake County, Minnesota Government, (May 18, 2026). Available at: 
https://www.co.lake.mn.us/stewart-trail-fire/  
63 Warnke, Michael. Annual Report on Emergency Firefighting Expenditures - Fiscal Year 2025. Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources – Division of Forestry, (January 15, 2026). At 5. Available at: 
https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/reports/legislative/2025/fy2025-emergency-firefighting-fund-rpt-dnr.pdf  
64 If acres burned are used instead for normalization, the corresponding budget would be equivalent to $64,000 per year. 

https://www.co.lake.mn.us/stewart-trail-fire/
https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/reports/legislative/2025/fy2025-emergency-firefighting-fund-rpt-dnr.pdf
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supplement to its IDP. The Department recommends the Commission 
require OTP to include at least the following in its Wildfire Mitigation Plan: 

• A description of the intent of the Company in mitigating wildfire risk (i.e. 
mitigating utility-caused wildfires/minimizing liability or mitigating fire 
damage to utility assets). 

• A definition of “wildfire” as it is used for utility identification, planning 
and mitigation. 

• A discussion of its risk modelling, mapping and project prioritization 
process within its Wildfire Mitigation Plan. 

• Quantification of actual wildfire risk in OTP’s territory based on the 
probability and size of a fire, and land use. 

• Wildfire risk should be compared to other reliability and safety risks as 
well as the wildfire risk experienced in OTP’s other jurisdictions. 

• Quantification of wildfire damages by event size, including OTP-owned 
and other property damage, applicable liability, and any other costs OTP 
deems reasonable to include. 

• The most recent version of its wildfire risk map with a narrative 
explanation of the highest risk areas, and any changes from the last 
iteration of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan. 

• Reporting on the number and location of wildfires experienced in its 
territory, the number of outages caused by wildfire, and the average 
length of wildfire-related outage over the last ten years. 

• Reporting on the efficacy of its wildfire mitigation strategy in reducing 
wildfire-related outages (i.e. After deployment of the approved wildfire 
mitigation measures, showing that wildfire-related outages in OTP’s 
territory decreased by 50 percent; the average length of wildfire-related 
outage decreased by 20 percent.). 

• A full cost benefit analysis of any wildfire mitigation proposals. 

The Department makes the following new recommendation: 

The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department 
to spend up to $300,000 total to obtain contractual services for the review 
of all four rate-regulated utilities’ wildfire mitigation plans. 

F. NON-WIRES ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

In its initial comments, the Department requested additional information on OTP’s NWA projects. The 
Department stated: 
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The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, clarify and 
describe the types of projects it considers for its NWA analysis.65 

In response, OTP states that, in addition to capacity projects, the Company considers interconnection, 
sectionalizing and continency type projects as candidates that may require an NWA analysis.66  
 
In its initial comments, the Department also requested that OTP clarify its NWA analysis process per 
Commission Order Point 3 of the Commission’s 2023 IDP Order.67 The Department stated: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, describe the 
Company’s process for its NWA analysis.68 

In response, OTP provided the following high level NWA Initial Screening Process Flowchart that the 
Company plans to use for future NWA project analysis.69 
 

 
 
The Department finds OTP to be compliant with NWA-specific filing requirements.  
 

F.1. Final Recommendations 
 

65 Department Initial Comments, at 43. 
66 OTP Reply Comments, at 14. 
67 See Order Point 3. In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order Accepting 2023 
Integrated Distribution Plan and Transportation Electrification Plan, and Modifying Reporting Requirements, September 16, 
2024, Docket No. E017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20249-210225-01. 
68 Department Initial Comments, at 44. 
69 OTP Reply Comments, at 14-15.  

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0C5FB91-0000-C916-A955-DB52917A97C5%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=20
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The Department does not make any recommendations in this section. 

G. TRANSPORTATION ELECTRIFICATION PLAN (TEP) 

G.1. Historic and Future Spending 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested additional detail on OTP’s budget tables related to 
historic and future transportation electrification spending. The Department was interested in further 
understanding OTP’s allotments for Level 2 charger incentives, as home charging could help to reduce 
barriers to EV ownership in OTP’s rural territory. The Department requested: 

OTP, in reply comments, update tables 1 and 2 of its TEP to indicate the 
number of and expenditures related to level 2 charger rebates provided by 
the Company in the last five years and the planned rebates for the next 
five years [internal citation removed].70 

In its TEP reply comments, OTP includes Table 1 and Table 2 from its original filing, modified to include 
expenditures related to level 2 charger rebates for the periods requested by the Department.71 Table 1 
summarizes total rebate costs of $19,200 for forty-five Level 2 chargers enrolled in off-peak rates. 
Table 2 shows total projected customer rebate costs of $50,000, for an average of twenty Level 2 
chargers added annually over five years (100 chargers total), all participating on off-peak rates.72 OTP 
states that it expects an average of ten Level 2 chargers enrolled annually in its already existing off-
peak rates and ten Level 2 chargers to enroll annually in the new EVantage off-peak EV charging  
rate.73 
 
The Department appreciates OTP’s response. The Department looks forward to tracking how OTP’s 
level 2 charging rebates and the new EVantage rate increase EV adoption in its territory. Compared to 
the only 326 EVs in OTP’s territory (based on February 2026 data) an additional 100 level two chargers 
could significantly increase access to home charging in OTP’s territory.74 The Department has no 
additional recommendations at this time. 
 

G.2. Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(5) 
 
In its initial comments, the Department requested that, “OTP discuss, in reply comments, how its 
Transportation Electrification portfolio addresses the requirement of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 
3(5).”75 
 
In response, OTP states that all of its TEP initiatives aim to reduce the reliance on fossil fuels,  

 

70 Department Initial Comments, at 47. 
71 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 3. 
72 Id., at pdf 2. 
73 Ibid.  
74 Id., at pdf 4. 
75 Department Initial Comments, at 50.  
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thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5).76 
OTP states that its rate offerings, including its public Direct Current Fast Charger (DCFC) EV charging 
rates and its private level 2 off-peak EV charging rates, promote off-peak or low-cost charging. OTP 
states that the goal of its low-cost charging hours is to align charging with when renewable resources 
are producing energy at high levels in the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO). OTP 
asserts that, because of the strong energy output by renewable resources during off-peak hours, MISO 
localized marginal prices are driven lower, allowing affordable EV charging, displacing emission-
producing electric generation. Additionally, the Company states that it offers EV rebates, through its 
2024-2026 Energy Conservation and Optimization (ECO) portfolio, to customers that purchase an EV.77 
 
The Department appreciates the additional detail provided by OTP in its replies. The Department 
concludes that OTP has satisfied Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5).78 
 

G.3. Range of Future Spending 
 
In its initial comments, the Department assessed OTP’s compliance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 
3(9) regarding the requirement that the “Commission consider whether the TEP proposals are 
reasonably expected to ‘reasonably balance the benefits of ratepayer funded investments in 
transportation electrification and impacts on utility rates.’”79 
 
The Department remains relatively unconvinced that the Company’s TEP portfolio is causing an 
imbalance of ratepayer investments and utility rates, given the relatively early phase of transportation 
electrification in OTP’s territory. Nevertheless, the Department requested that OTP clarify what was 
included within its range of anticipated future spending on transportation electrification: “The 
Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the range of anticipated future 
transportation electrification spending depicted in its Table 2.”80 
 
Otter Tail states that the spending estimates in Table 2 reflect several scenarios based on early 
estimates and projections of the fate of its DCFC network. At the low end of the range, the Company 
states it could incur minimal maintenance costs if the Company is ordered to conclude the pilot 
program and divest the related infrastructure or pay for removal if equipment is end of life. A medium 
range scenario includes the possibility of keeping the existing DCFC infrastructure, maintaining it, and 
staying with the same or similar cost network provider. The medium range scenario presented by the 
Company relies heavily on both existing equipment not having major failures, and also the existing 
service providers remaining in the EV maintenance and networking marketplace. The medium range 
scenario is ideal for cost management, but in 2025 OTP states it experienced two of its vendors 
withdrawing from providing these services, thereby creating temporary gaps in its DCFC network.81 
 

 

76 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 4. 
77 Id., at pdf 3.  
78 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(5). 
79 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(9). 
80 Department Initial Comments, at 52.  
81 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 5. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/216B.1615#:%7E:text=(5)%20reduce%20statewide%20greenhouse%20gas%20emissions%2C%20as%20defined%20in%20section%20216H.01%2C%20and%20emissions%20of%20other%20air%20pollutants%20that%20impair%20the%20environment%20and%20public%20health%3B
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/216B.1615#:%7E:text=(9)%20reasonably%20balance%20the%20benefits%20of%20ratepayer%20funded%20investments%20in%20transportation%20electrification%20and%20impacts%20on%20utility%20rates%3B%20and
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At the high end, OTP could pursue reinvestment by proposing upgrades to aging equipment. Under the 
high range scenario, options under evaluation include new equipment, enhanced networking, and 
revised maintenance models that would replace current rates with a cost structure more closely tied to 
energy sales. Tying maintenance and networking costs to energy sales allows expenses to scale more 
efficiently, strengthens long-term cost control, and may reduce the need for ongoing subsidies beyond 
the initial capital investment. At this time, OTP states that it is monitoring conditions and is not 
proposing any changes beyond operating its current DCFC network.82  
 
OTP states that the wide range for potential ECO Rebate and Marketing expenditures largely depends 
on rebate levels and the sensitivity of participation rates. OTP discusses that small shifts in customer 
uptake could generate significant budget volatility related to ECO Rebate and Marketing expenses. OTP 
discusses states that its current draft estimates suggest ECO rebates could range from $2,000–$5,000 
per electric vehicle and approximately $25,000 per electric school bus. OTP discusses that the range of 
ECO Rebate and Marketing expenditures, specifically relating to rebate amounts, is also especially 
challenging to forecast because federal and state tax incentive programs have been drivers of 
customer participation and can be offered or terminated depending on election outcomes.83 
 
The Department appreciates the additional detail provided by the Company in its replies. The 
Department looks forward to continuing to track actual transportation electrification spending, in 
future TEP filings. The Department concludes that OTP has satisfied the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 
216B.1615, subd. 3(9). 
 

G.4. DCFC Pilot 
 
In its initial comments, related to OTP’s DCFC Pilot, the Department requested that: 

OTP, in reply comments, provide a five-year cost-benefit projection of its 
DCFC fleet, detailing rural-specific fixed and variable maintenance costs 
alongside targeted utilization strategies to improve revenue ratios. This 
analysis must include a clear roadmap toward financial self-sufficiency to 
protect non-EV-driving ratepayers from long-term O&M subsidies.84 

In response OTP states: 

The Company recognizes the importance of providing a cost-benefit 
analysis and is committed to reporting all costs and benefits in compliance 
with the Commission’s guidance when more information on performance 
of our DCFC network is available. The Company has only recently 
completed the installation of its final DCFC site in Bemidji, MN. The 
Company will be better positioned to conduct a comprehensive cost-
benefit analysis once we can gather two years of usage data across all 
locations. The Company plans to include this analysis and associated data 

 

82 Ibid. 
83 Ibid. 
84 Department Initial Comments, at 54. 
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in the Company’s next TEP, as well as the Company’s annual June 1 pilot 
filing updates [internal citation removed].85 

The Company also notes that it believes that its DCFC investments should not be assessed in isolation, 
but as a part of its larger, comprehensive transportation electrification strategy.86 The Company states: 

This integrated perspective does not diminish the Company’s awareness 
of long-term operations and maintenance costs associated with DCFC 
infrastructure. Rather, the Company emphasizes that the DCFC 
infrastructure represents a limited pilot intended to support data 
gathering, inform rate development, and accelerate electric vehicle 
adoption. As vehicle adoption increases, DCFC utilization is expected to 
rise, improving the long-term economics of these assets. The Company 
anticipates that the point at which DCFC investments approach breakeven 
on a standalone basis will align with increased participation by third-party 
investors.87 

The Department appreciates OTP’s commitment to continue the analysis of its DCFC pilot’s cost 
effectiveness in the next TEP. The Department remains concerned that the DCFC Pilot may not be a 
transitional market-making tool, but rather a longer-term regulated asset class in areas that remain 
unattractive to private developers.88 If the latter, the Department is concerned with the balance of 
ratepayer funded investments and those that could be made by private investment. The Department 
makes no additional recommendation at this time and looks forward to additional analysis and 
discussion in the Company’s next TEP. 
 

G.5. EVantage 
 
In its initial comments, related to the OTP’s EVantage program, the Department requested: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide the 
expected customer count, expected load shift, expected avoided system 
costs associated with the proposed EV Load Management Rate.89 

The Company responded with its Table 4,90 stating: 

As shown in Table 4, the Company is forecasting the addition of 10 
customers to the new EV Load Management Rate (EVantage) annually. By 
2030, the Company is anticipating 50 participants on this new rate, 
resulting in a shift of 355.9 kW and $49,843 of cumulative benefits 

 

85 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 6. 
86 Ibid. 
87 Id., at 6-7. 
88 Department Initial Comments, at 53. 
89 Department Initial Comments, at 55. 
90 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 7. 
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stemming from avoided system costs in 2030. Looking further ahead, 
customer participation is expected to continue to grow beyond this point 
as electric vehicle registrations in the Company’s service territory grow 
year over year.91 

The Department appreciates OTPs response. The Department notes that the Commission’s Order 
approving the Company’s EVantage proposal and the requirements of Order Point 6 requiring 
reporting on enrollments, control events, event opt-out capabilities and any issues the Company or its 
customers experience during control events.92 The Order specifies the reporting will start with the 
Company’s June 2027 EV Annual Report.93 The Department looks forward to future reporting on the 
EVantage program.  
 

G.6. OTP Clarification Adoption Forecast 
 
In its initial comments, the Department stated: 

The Department cautions that applying a statewide growth metric to the 
Company’s predominantly rural service territory likely overstates near-
term adoption. Historical uptake rates and recent academic literature 
suggest that rural adoption curves lag significantly behind state averages 
due to unique geographical and infrastructure barriers. For instance, 
recent studies in similar rural jurisdictions indicate that consumer intent to 
purchase battery electric vehicles (BEVs) remains as low as 5 percent with 
total registrations hovering near 0.3 percent of the total vehicle fleet. 
Consequently, the Department views a 37 percent growth rate as highly 
aggressive given the specific demographic and geographic characteristics 
of the Company’s service territory [internal citations omitted].94 

Otter Tail responds to the Department’s caution, and states that the electric vehicle registration data 
and growth metric of 37 percent used to create Figure A from the Company’s initial filing was based on 
registration data specific to Otter Tail, as provided by the Minnesota Public Utility Commission from 
Minnesota Department of Transportation data. The data below, in Table 5, highlights the electric 
vehicles served by Otter Tail Power and the Year-Over-Year growth:95 
 

 

91 Ibid. 
92 In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order, February 3, 2026, Docket No. E-
017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20262-227791-01, at Order Point 6. 
93 Ibid. 
94 Department Initial Comments, at 55. 
95 OTP TEP Reply Comments, at 7.  

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0E0249C-0000-C21E-A5BE-51402B2AA5C5%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
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Figure 4: OTP Table 5 

 
Source: OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 8. 

 
G.7. Approve, Reject, Modify 

 
The Department responds to the following notice topic: 

Should the Commission approve, modify, or reject Otter Tail Power’s TEP? 

The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 2025 TEP. 
 

G.8. Final Recommendations 
 
The Department makes one new recommendation: 

The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 
2025 TEP. 

IV. DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on analysis of Otter Tail’s 2025 IDP and the information in the record, the Department has 
prepared the final recommendations, which are provided below.  

A. IDP SCHEDULE  

• The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B: 
A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, 

and OTP file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 
B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are 

filed in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028. 

C. RELIABILITY  

• The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to report, in future filings, that 
the forecasted budget remains sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already 
identified in prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery activity. 
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• The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to develop clear 
reporting metrics for its reliability projects (e.g., miles converted, segments addressed) and 
provide a clear methodology for selecting segments in its distribution system for reliability and 
power quality upgrades. 

• The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to quantify the 
value of major reliability and resiliency investments, such as strategic undergrounding, using a 
recognized customer interruption cost approach (e.g, an Interruption Cost Estimate [ICE] 
calculator methodology) and to apply that value consistently in cost-benefit comparisons across 
alternatives. 

• The Department recommends that targeted undergrounding be evaluated alongside other 
reliability mitigation methods that can materially reduce outage minutes on targeted feeders. 

D. AGE RELATED REPLACEMENTS AND ASSET RENEWAL 

• The Department recommends that all of OTP’s New Undergrounding projects under its Age 
Related Replacement Budget undergo the same cost effectiveness analysis as undergrounding 
projects in the System Expansion or Upgrades for Reliability and Power Quality budget 
category. 

• The Department recommends that the Commission require OTP to provide a cost benefit 
analysis of its Cut-Out Replacement Program in OTP’s 2027 IDP that weighs the reliability 
benefits of the program against the deferral benefits of replacing cut-outs at the end of their 
useful life. 

E. WILDFIRE 

• The Department recommends that the Commission require Otter Tail to file its future (outside 
of the current rate case test year) Minnesota-specific Wildfire Mitigation Plan with the 
Commission as an attachment or supplement to its IDP. The Department recommends the 
Commission require OTP to include at least the following in its Wildfire Mitigation Plan: 

 

o A description of the intent of the Company in mitigating wildfire risk 
(i.e. mitigating utility-caused wildfires/minimizing liability or mitigating 
fire damage to utility assets). 

o A definition of “wildfire” as it is used for utility identification, planning 
and mitigation. 

o A discussion of its risk modelling, mapping and project prioritization 
process within its Wildfire Mitigation Plan. 

o Quantification of actual wildfire risk in OTP’s territory based on the 
probability and size of a fire, and land use. 

o Wildfire risk should be compared to other reliability and safety risks as 
well as the wildfire risk experienced in OTP’s other jurisdictions. 

o Quantification of wildfire damages by event size, including OTP-owned 
and other property damage, applicable liability, and any other costs 
OTP deems reasonable to include. 
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o The most recent version of its wildfire risk map with a narrative 
explanation of the highest risk areas, and any changes from the last 
iteration of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan. 

o Reporting on the number and location of wildfires experienced in its 
territory, the number of outages caused by wildfire, and the average 
length of wildfire-related outage over the last ten years. 

o Reporting on the efficacy of its wildfire mitigation strategy in reducing 
wildfire-related outages (i.e. After deployment of the approved 
wildfire mitigation measures, showing that wildfire-related outages in 
OTP’s territory decreased by 50 percent; the average length of wildfire-
related outage decreased by 20 percent.). 

o A full cost benefit analysis of any wildfire mitigation proposals. 
 

• The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department to spend up to 
$300,000 total to obtain contractual services for the review of all four rate-regulated utilities’ 
wildfire mitigation plans. 

G. TRANSPORTATION ELECTRIFICATION PLAN (TEP) 

• The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 2025 TEP. 
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� �������	
��	����	
� 

	�� ���	���	���� ������ ������� �������������� ������	���������������� ������	��������������������	
� ! "#$%&'( )$*'�+,--'.%,( /'0-$(1%2%&'3%456130$-78,3 9:;<9) =>?@@�A�B0C'DE'F#,(&'(08GAH�IIJ=4:KJ??<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K M N,O )-'.. O,O7'-'..6/,P%'73( 9'1P-0&'*Q(*P%&#$'%�;3&' KJJ�9'E�R#G0#&$(�BP&/'#"$(1�S#�N-E*9,,3�4JJL&7�T0P-�GAHIIKII<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K U 97�A'0- )--$,& #('--$,&&608'''7,#1 D3'#$80(;,P(8$-�.,#�0()('#12:)..$8$'(&)8,(,32 D;)))I=5�K?&/�L&AV�L&'�4JJV0%/$(1&,(R;H�=JJ?I<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K W A0*0E )(O0# ('(O0#6'X#$78,3 )T9Q KKK@�YP$(8'DE'N,P-*'#�;ZH>J[J?<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K \ S,/( F0##'-- ].0##'--6$-%#7,#1 Q(%&$&P&'�.,#B,80-�L'-.:9'-$0(8' =@=J�)7�==(*L&Q(%&$&P&'�.,#B,80-�L'-.:9'-$0(8'G$(('0X,-$%GAH�II?J4<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K ̂ ;/#$%&$0( F'(%&'#308/'#8/#$%&$0(7.'(%&'#308/'#6,_0&,((0P&$-$&$'%78,3 Z_0&,((0GP($8$X0-�TPO-$8<&$-$&$'% TZ�N,̀�>JJ=J>�L�V0-(P&DE'Z_0&,((0GAH�IIJ4J<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K a L/0#,( F'#1P%,( %/0#,(7.'#1P%,(6%&0&'73(7P% R'X0#&3'(&,.;,33'#8' >I�@&/�T-08')�L&'�=>JL0$(&�T0P-GAH�IIKJK:=K5><($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K  ;/#$%&$(' F,̀ 8.,̀6$&0%80:30(&#0X78,3 Q&0%80:G0(&#0X;,,X7�)-'8&#$8D%%(7 TZ�N,̀�K5=T0#C�90X$*%GAH�I4?@J<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K b ",#(O0P3 F#0(C .C,#(O0P363(X,_'#78,3 (P--�(P--H�(P--<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K c A0&/0( F#0(d'( (0&/0(6(0&$,(0-1#$*#'('_0O-'%78,3 e'#,($3,)('#12H�BB; >?JJA,#30(*0-'B0C'�N-E*L&'�K=JJN-,,3$(1&,(GAH�II?[@<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?Kb! R0E$* F#''%&0&' *.#''%&0&'6'X#$78,3 )T9Q 5?=�;,##$*,#T0#C�N-E*"(,̀E$--'�+AH[@5[=<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?KbM "0&'-2( F#2' C.#2'63(X,_'#78,3 G$(('%,&0T,_'# [J�V�LPX'#$,&L&RP-P&/�GAHII>J=:=J5[<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?KbU S'%%$80 F2/#$' ].2/#$'6,&X8,78,3 Z&&'#�+0$-�T,_'#;,3X0(2 TZ�N,̀�?54F'#1P%�F0--%GAH�I4I[>:J?54<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?KbW )*_0#* e0#E'2 10#E'2'*60,-78,3 9'%$*'(8' [=�B0_&,(�L&L0$(&�T0P-GAH�IIKJ=<($&'*�L&0&'% )-'8&#,($8L'#E$8' A, G:=I:K?K



� �������	
��	����	
� 

	�� ���	���	���� ������ ������� �������������� ������	���������������� ������	��������������������	
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Sasha Bergman
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place East, Suite 350
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2147





RE:	Reply Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce

	Docket No. E017/M-25-141



Dear Ms. Bergman,



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

In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan.

Otter Tail Power Company’s (OTP or the Company) Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP) was filed on November 1, 2025. OTP’s Transportation Electrification Plan was filed concurrently. 



The Department recommends the Commission accept Otter Tail Power’s IDP with modifications and 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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		AMI

		Advanced Metering Infrastructure



		BESS

		Battery Energy Storage System



		CAIDI

		Customer Average Interruption Duration Index



		DER

		Distributed Energy Resource



		DOE

		United States Department of Energy



		ECO

		Energy Conservation & Optimization



		EV
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		FERC
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		Otter Tail Power Company



		PUC

		Public Utilities Commission
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		System Average Interruption Duration Index 
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		System Average Interruption Frequency Index
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission

		

Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce



Docket No. E017/M-25-141



[bookmark: _Toc231379323]INTRODUCTION 



Every two years, Otter Tail Power Company (OTP or the Company) submits an Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP), which began with the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) February 20, 2019 Order Approving Integrated Distribution Planning Filing Requirements for OTP.[footnoteRef:2] The primary mechanism by which IDPs operate is compliance with the Commission’s established filing requirements. The Commission accepts the IDP if it finds that OTP complies with its established filing requirements. [2:  In the Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order Adopting Integrated Distribution Plan Filing Requirements, February 20, 2019, Docket No. E017/CI-18-253, (eDockets) 20192-150449-02 (hereinafter “February 20, 2019 Order”). ] 




The Department seeks to understand utility decision-making processes in order to cross-pollinate, when practicable, best practices among the rate-regulated utilities. At this stage, the Department is interested in the costs and benefits of different planning strategies.



It is the Department’s goal to foster collaboration with each of the rate-regulated utilities, rather than to make recommendations that utilities oppose. However, with key affordability concerns identified across the IDPs, the Department intends to advocate for the analysis of potentially cost saving strategies.

[bookmark: _Toc231379324]PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND  

		December 8, 2022

		The Commission issued its Order in Docket Nos. E002/M-21-694, E999/CI-17-879.[footnoteRef:3] The Order approved combining the filing requirements of electric utility IDPs and TEPs.  [3:  In the Matter of a Commission Inquiry into Electric Vehicle Charging and Infrastructure; In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2021 Integrated Distribution System Plan; In the Matter of Minnesota Power’s 2021 Integrated Distribution System Plan; In the Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order, December 8, 2022, Docket Nos. E-99/CI-17-879, E-002/M-21-694, E-015/M-21-390, E-017/M-21-612 (eDockets) 202212-191192-01.] 






		May 2023

		The Minnesota Legislature established requirements for utility TEPs in 2023 Minn. Laws. ch. 60, art. 12, sec. 12, codified at Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 – Electric Vehicle Deployment Program. Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 requires electric utilities to file TEPs, established certain content requirements, granted the Commission authority to approve, modify or reject TEPs, and established evaluation criteria.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 (2023).] 






		August 23, 2023

		The Commission issued its Order Accepting Withdrawal of Clean Transportation Portfolio Subject to Conditions. The Order placed a number of conditions upon Xcel Energy, including that it file a TEP by November 1, 2023 consistent with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 and that various components and information be included in its filing.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order Accepting 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan and Transportation Electrification Plan, and Modifying Reporting Requirements, September 16, 2024, Docket No. E017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20249-210225-01 (hereinafter “2023 IDP Order”).] 






		October 31, 2025

		OTP files its 2025 TEP and IDP.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Otter Tail Power Company, Integrated Distribution Plan, October 31, 2025, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 202511-224606-02 (hereinafter “2025 IDP”). ] 






		November 13, 2025

		The Commission issues its Notice of Comment Period in the present docket denoting.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Notice.] 






		April 7, 2026

		The Department files initial comments in response to OTP’s 2025 IDP.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Department, Comments, April 7, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20264-230104-02, (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments”).] 




		

May 12, 2026

		

OTP files reply comments for its 2025 IDP[footnoteRef:9] and TEP.[footnoteRef:10] [9:  Otter Tail Power Company, Reply Comments, May 12, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20265-231736-02, (hereinafter “OTP Reply Comments”). ]  [10:  Otter Tail Power Company, Reply Comments, May 12, 2026, Docket No. E017/M-25-141, (eDockets) 20265-231735-01, (hereinafter “OTP TEP Reply Comments”). ] 








Topic(s) open for comment: 



2025 Otter Tail Power Integrated Distribution System Plan



1. Should the Commission accept or reject Otter Tail Power’s IDP?

2. Did Otter Tail Power adequately address the Commission’s IDP filing requirements and prior Orders, as outlined in Attachment A to this notice?

3. Feedback, comments, and recommendations on the following areas of Otter Tail Power’s IDP:

a. Forecasted distribution budget

b. Distributed Energy Resource (DER) scenarios and forecasts

c. Planned grid modernization initiatives

d. Non-wires alternatives analysis and potential pilot project

4. Other areas of Otter Tail Power’s IDP not listed above, along with any other issues or concerns related to this matter.




2025 TEP

5. Should the Commission approve, modify, or reject Otter Tail Power’s TEP?

6. Did Otter Tail Power adequately address the Commission’s TEP filing requirements and prior Orders, as outlined in Attachment A to this notice? 

7. Are there gaps in Otter Tail Power’s transportation electrification programs the Commission should address to ensure equitable customer outcomes?

8. Are there other issues or concerns related to this matter?

[bookmark: _Toc231379325]DEPARTMENT ANALYSIS 

Before addressing OTP’s reply comments, the Department notes that OTP does not provide responses to the Department’s recommendations and only replies to the Department’s requests for information. Therefore, the Department maintains all of its recommendations made in initial comments.

[bookmark: _Toc231379326]IDP Schedule

The current biennial IDP schedule creates a significant barrier to participation for the Department and other stakeholders; the volume of the IDPs creates a highly concentrated workload for parties, which makes it difficult to manage staff time and interrelated or competing deadlines. The Department is concerned that the biennial IDP schedule especially limits participation in the IDPs by other parties. To foster enhanced participation in the IDPs, the Department recommends a revised annual IDP schedule to allow commenters more time to participate in the IDP process.



The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B:



A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, and OTP file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.

B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are filed in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.



The Department’s preference is A. However, B., or any modifications of A. or B. would be acceptable, so long as the workload is spread annually rather than biennially. The Department cross-files this recommendation in each of the rate-regulated utilities’ IDPs.



[bookmark: _Toc231379327]Final Recommendations



The Department makes one new recommendation:



The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B:

A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, and OTP file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.

B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are filed in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.




[bookmark: _Toc231379328]Capacity

[bookmark: _Toc231379329]Substation Transformer Utilization



In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP provide a substation transformer utilization histogram. The Department stated:

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments, a summary histogram that plots the number of substation transformers in bins of substation transformer utilization (peak load /rated capacity) sized at 10% bin widths, from 0% to 100%, with an overflow bin of ≥ 100%. OTP should provide a second histogram of substation transformer utilization compared to emergency ratings, if this data is readily accessible. These histograms should exclude substations with either 0 measured load or no data logging capabilities.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Department Initial Comments, at 11.] 


OTP responds to the Department’s request in Figure 1 below.



[bookmark: _Toc231386977]Figure 1: Histogram of OTP Substation Transformer Utilization With Normal Capacity Ratings

[image: Bar chart]

Source: OTP Reply Comments at 2.



Based on Figure 1, the median substation transformer utilization is between 60 – 70%, with the actual value likely around 60%.[footnoteRef:12] There are 7 substation transformers that experienced overloads between 2021 and 2024. OTP explains that it does not directly maintain emergency capacity ratings for its distribution substation transformers, and therefore only data for normal capacity ratings is used in Figure 1.[footnoteRef:13] OTP’s estimated 60% median substation transformer utilization compares to 37.5% for Minnesota Power (MP),[footnoteRef:14] 58.4% for Xcel,[footnoteRef:15] and 74.6% for the Dakota Electric Association (DEA).[footnoteRef:16] In addition, 1.6% of OTP’s substation transformers experienced overloads compared to normal capacity ratings. This proportion of overloads compares to 6.5% for MP,[footnoteRef:17] 5.9% for Xcel,[footnoteRef:18] and 28.2% for DEA.[footnoteRef:19] OTP’s substation capacity utilization is in line with the other investor-owned utilities, but diverges significantly from DEA.  [12:  OTP does not provide the actual data, and therefore the Department estimates the median value based on the location of the median value compared to the total number of values within the median bin range.]  [13:  OTP Reply Comments, at 3.]  [14:  In the Matter of Minnesota Power’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Comments, March 13, 2026, Docket
No. E015/M-25-140, (eDockets) 20263-229266-01, at 9 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on MP’s 2025 IDP”).]  [15:  In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Initial Comments, February 27, 2026, Docket No. E002/M-25-142, (eDockets) 20262-228738-02, at 34 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP”).]  [16:  In the Matter of Dakota Electric Association’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Comments, March 24, 2026, Docket No. E111/M-25-139, (eDockets) 202511-229585-01, at 6 (hereinafter “Department Initial Comments on DEA’s 2025 IDP”).]  [17:  Department Initial Comments on MP’s 2025 IDP, at 9.]  [18:  Department Initial Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP, at 34.]  [19:  Department Initial Comments on DEA’s 2025 IDP, at 9.] 




With the full substation capacity dataset now complete with OTP’s response, DEA stands out from all other rate-regulated utilities in its tolerance for the exceedance for normal capacity ratings. Over four-times as many of DEA’s substation transformers were allowed to exceed their normal capacity ratings as the next highest utility: MP. This discrepancy may offer one explanation for the divergence in utility spending between DEA and all other rate regulated utilities.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2025 Integrated Distribution Plan, Department, Public Reply Comments, April 23, 2026, Docket No. E002/M-25-142, (eDockets) 20264-230826-02, at 37 (hereinafter “Department Reply Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP).] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379330]Substation Transformer Capacity Mitigations



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how the Company plans for substation transformer capacity mitigations. The Department stated:

The Department requests OTP explain in reply comments how the Company views capacity overload risks at its substations and the need for capacity mitigations with historic or existing substation transformer overloads. As applicable, OTP should discuss why the Company has no plans to mitigate substation transformer capacity overloads at any substation transformers that have not been identified for upgrades.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Department Initial Comments, at 11.] 


OTP provides the following response to the Department’s request:

OTP plans distribution substations to operate at or below transformer nameplate capacity (≤100% loading) under normal conditions, using this threshold as its primary benchmark for identifying capacity constraints. Substations nearing this level are evaluated for operational adjustments, load transfers, or capacity upgrades, with particular attention to maintaining sufficient margin in smaller or single-substation systems to accommodate localized variability and seasonal peaks. OTP also recognizes that transformers can safely operate above nameplate for limited durations and therefore evaluates the durations of these overloads to identify the amount of time the equipment spent above the nameplate rating to assess system resilience and inform the timing of mitigation actions.

Rather than relying on a single threshold, OTP applies a risk-based approach to overload conditions, considering factors such as magnitude, frequency, duration, seasonal patterns, and available operational mitigation. This allows OTP to prioritize investments where reliability risk is sustained or material, while using alternatives such as feeder reconfiguration, load transfers, or other operational measures where appropriate. Substations exceeding nameplate capacity are actively monitored, and in cases where overloads are infrequent or short-duration, OTP may defer capital upgrades in favor of cost-effective, data-driven solutions that maintain reliable service.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  OTP Reply Comments, at 3. ] 


OTP will pursue all other measures to mitigate capacity risks before making a transformer upgrade. While OTP allows for capacity exceedances on a limited basis, in practice, OTP has allowed for the least amount of overloads compared to all other rate-regulated utilities. This discrepancy in overloads however may be explained by OTP’s relatively flat or declining distribution load growth, which would not generally induce overloads. 



[bookmark: _Toc231379331]Feeder Utilization



In its initial comments, the Department asked OTP to provide a feeder utilization histogram. The Department stated:

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments, a feeder utilization histogram that is comparable to the Department’s requested substation transformer utilization histogram using OTP’s Feeder Data Spreadsheet.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Department Initial Comments, 12. ] 




OTP responds to the Department’s request in Figure 2 below.



[bookmark: _Toc231386978]Figure 2: Histogram of OTP Feeder Utilization with Normal Capacity Ratings

[image: Bar chart]

Source: OTP Reply Comments at 4.



Based on Figure 2, the median feeder utilization is between 40 – 50%, with the actual value likely around 42%.[footnoteRef:24] There are 2 feeders that experienced overloads between 2022 and 2024. OTP’s estimated 42% median feeder utilization compares to 58.2% for Xcel,[footnoteRef:25] while MP and DEA do not provide feeder utilization estimates. In addition, 1.7% of OTP’s feeders experienced overloads compared to normal capacity ratings. This proportion of overloads compares to 4.3% for Xcel.[footnoteRef:26]  [24:  OTP does not provide the actual data, and therefore the Department estimates the median value based on the location of the median value compared to the total number of values within the median bin range.]  [25:  Department Reply Comments on Xcel’s 2025 IDP, at 37.]  [26:  Ibid.] 




OTP explains that its feeder utilization estimates have measurement issues, and likely represent higher utilization than actual conditions:



OTP notes that the Feeder Utilization Histogram referenced above in Figure 2 is derived from the Company's internal Feeder Data Spreadsheet. This spreadsheet uses the distribution modeling software Synergi Electric to allocate known substation meter demand across individual feeders on a pro-rata basis. The allocation is based solely on downstream connected kVA, which reflects the size and phasing of each downstream service transformer. 



Historically, this methodology has been the primary means by which OTP has obtained feeder-level insights prior to the full incorporation of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) data into internal studies and planning methodologies. 



While this approach provides a general indication of individual feeder loading and overall system condition, the allocation methodology can at times produce inaccurate or potentially misleading results. Common examples include apparent phase imbalances, where one phase may appear thermally overloaded while the remaining phases are shown to be operating below normal limits. OTP has observed that although this methodology can help identify the potential presence of phase imbalance on the system, the Synergi Electric allocation process may depict these conditions as more severe than they are in actual field conditions.



Accordingly, the feeder utilization histogram data should be interpreted within this context and should not be assumed to represent measurements obtained from physical meters installed directly on individual feeders.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  OTP Reply Comments, at 4-5. ] 




OTP’s data and response are helpful to fill in data gaps with MP and DEA, which likely have access to similar tools and which can additionally provide Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) estimates when the data becomes available. In the 2027 IDPs, the Department will again seek data from these alternative sources from MP and DEA to draw cross utility comparisons. While OTP’s substation transformer utilization is equivalent to Xcel’s, its feeder utilization is significantly lower than Xcel’s. At this time, the Department notes this difference, but does not provide further comments.



[bookmark: _Toc231379332]Substation Transformer Sizing Standard



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP provide an analysis of the cost effectiveness of a 2.0 MVA substation transformer compared to its existing sizes. The Department stated:

The Department requests OTP present in reply comments a cost effectiveness analysis of a 1.5 MVA and 2.0 MVA substation transformer sizing standard compared to its 2.5 MVA standard.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Department Initial Comments, at 15.] 




OTP provides the following response:



OTP currently stocks 1.0 MVA, 1.5 MVA, and 2.5 MVA units (updated from prior reporting). In response to the Department’s request, OTP reviewed the cost effectiveness of adding a 2.0 MVA standard in addition to 2.5 MVA versus utilizing 2.5 MVA transformers for all applications with required capacity between 1.5 MVA and 2.5 MVA. As described below, OTP concludes the incremental cost-effectiveness benefit associated with adding a 2.0 MVA standard would be limited.

[…]

This equates to a 3% increase in cost for a 25% increase in capacity. OTP estimates that, at best, approximately one to two of these annual applications would have load below 2.0 MVA and be suitable for a 2.0 MVA unit.

[…]

In addition, due to long lead times of transformers (2-3 years), OTP would be required to add at least 1, 2.0 MVA unit to standard inventory to maintain appropriate spare coverage and operational flexibility. This would require incremental inventory capital of the same price as the unit itself as well as ongoing carrying, storage, and management costs, which would further reduce the cost effectiveness of adding a new standard size relative to the limited annual purchase-cost savings.

Adding a 2.0 MVA standard would also increase inventory complexity by introducing an additional standard size and associated planning and coordination requirements. Finally, selecting a 2.0 MVA unit in lieu of a 2.5 MVA unit would provide less headroom for future load growth at the served location, potentially increasing the likelihood of an earlier upgrade or replacement if load increases. For these reasons, OTP concludes the cost-effectiveness benefit of standardizing on both 2.0 MVA and 2.5 MVA units would be limited compared to continuing to utilize 2.5 MVA units for requirements in the 1.5–2.5 MVA range, while maintaining the existing 1.0 MVA and 1.5 MVA (with fan-upgrade capability) standards.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  OTP Reply Comments at 5-6.] 


OTP provides excellent justification for its substation transformer standard sizing and provides a thoughtful publicly accessible response that outlines why a 2.0 MVA transformer size should not be used. Coupled with OTP’s justification for conductor standard sizing,[footnoteRef:30] OTP provides evidence of two instances in which oversizing equipment may have a very low marginal cost but significant operational cost saving benefits. This evidence suggests that in areas where utilities experience load growth, it may be significantly less expensive to oversize transformers and conductors to account for uncertain load growth than to conservatively size equipment and risk early replacement. Based on OTP’s analysis and explanation, it may be economical to drop the 1.5 MVA transformer size and only use the 1.0 and 2.5 MVA transformer sizes. The example provided above relates to small substation transformers, and similar dynamics may not translate to transformers in the tens of megawatts. At this time, the Department is still evaluating the rationale for distribution planning decisions, and therefore does not make any recommendations. [30:  Department Initial Comments, at 13-15.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379333]Final Recommendations



The Department does not make any recommendations in this section.

[bookmark: _Toc231379334]Reliability

[bookmark: _Toc231379335]Reliability Performance and Outage Drivers



In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP provide a short narrative linking each major reliability-driven program in Appendix B (of the 2025 IDP), by MN DIP Category, to specific outage causes reported in Table 3. The Department stated:



The Department recommends that OTP, in its reply comments, provide a short narrative linking each major reliability-driven program in Appendix B, by MN IDP Category, to specific outage causes, reported in Table 3. The narrative should also quantify, where feasible, the share of each program’s Minnesota spend that is directed at each primary cause category.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Department Initial Comments, at 17.] 




In response, OTP provides Table 1 below. 





[bookmark: _Toc231378825]Table 1. OTP Reply Comments- Table D.1 - MN IDP Categories and Interruption Cause Mitigations

[image: Table]



Table 1 maps IDP categories to outage cause categories and states that “[i]t is not feasible to break out share of each program’s MN spend that is directed at these causes.”[footnoteRef:32] OTP also provides a supplemental table identifying outage cause distributions for specific localized projects, but notes that “[t]he share of each program’s Minnesota spend directed at annually reducing each primary outage cause category is not quantifiable.”[footnoteRef:33] [32:  OTP Reply Comments, at 6.]  [33:  Id., at 7.] 




The Department appreciates the Company’s effort in producing Table 1, which provides a useful high-level mapping between investment categories and outage causes. The Department recognizes that attributing program spend to specific outage causes is genuinely complex. At the same time, the Department notes that developing approximate cost shares for programs, for example, like Strategic OH-to-UG (overhead-to-underground) Conversions or Porcelain Cutout Replacement, where the dominant cause drivers are relatively well understood, would strengthen the Department’s ability to assess the overall spending portfolio. The Department looks forward to working with OTP on how this type of analysis might be developed over time, and welcomes further discussion on data and systems would be needed to make it feasible in future IDP cycles. 



[bookmark: _Toc231379336]Reasons Behind a Reduction in the Reliability and Power Quality Budget



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain the sharp decline in forecasted reliability and power quality spending. The Department noted that the 2025-2029 forecasted average is 74 percent lower than the historical average from 2020-2024, and stated: 

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the reasoning behind the significant reduction in the forecasted budget for reliability and power quality upgrades from 2025-2029.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Department Initial Comments, at 18. ] 


OTP responded:

The largest component of the historical spend within the reliability and power quality category is in response to storm recovery. In the past three years (2022, 2023, 2024), OTP has experienced significant storm damage funded from the budgets within this category. Currently, the forecast reflects a lower, more modest and normal storm budget (companywide).  This is due to the fact we cannot predict storm damage in any given year. This is then reflected in lower power quality and reliability spend when compared to recent history.[footnoteRef:35]   [35:  OTP Reply Comments, at 8. ] 


The Department appreciates the Company’s clarification. The explanation that recent elevated spending was driven by extraordinary storm events rather than baseline program investment is reasonable and provides helpful context. The Department notes that relying on a hard-to-predict storm budget as an explanation for reduced reliability in investment may understate the level of spending needed to address persistent outage drivers. 



The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to report, in future filings, that the forecasted budget remains sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already identified in prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery activity. 



[bookmark: _Toc231379337]Multiple Categories for OH-to-UG projects



In its initial comments, the Department asked OTP to explain why OH-to-UG conversion projects appear under both the Power Quality (PQ) & Reliability Upgrades and Age-Related/Asset Renewal categories in Appendix B. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the reasoning behind classifying OH-to-UG conversion projects to two MN IDP Categories (PQ & Reliability Upgrades and Age Related/Asset Renewal) in Appendix B.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Department Initial Comments, at 18. ] 


OTP responds that “this mapping is a manual process which can be subjective” and that “many projects can span both reliability and asset health categories.” OTP further notes that “IDP categories provide a general sense of where spend is occurring regardless of the assumptions made.”[footnoteRef:37]   [37:  OTP Reply Comments, at 8. ] 




The Department appreciates OTP’s explanation and makes no recommendation. 



[bookmark: _Toc231379338]Summary Table of Strategic OH-to-UG Projects and Selection Criteria



In its initial comments, the Department requested a project-level summary table documenting how each OH-to-UG project me the Company’s stated selection criteria. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide a short summary table for all Minnesota strategic OH-to-UG project planned or completed during 2025-2029. This table should specify which criteria (safety, customer impacted, outage history, restoration access, vegetation management access, backlot vs. front-lot routing) were determinative in selecting that project. Additionally, OTP should identify any feeders that met several criteria but were not selected and explain the reasons for their exclusion.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  Department Initial Comments, at 20.] 


The Company declines to provide this table, stating that “developing the list of specific drivers for projects completed is not feasible” and that “[a]ccurate data is not readily available and would take substantial labor resources to complete.”[footnoteRef:39]  [39:  OTP Reply Comments, at 9. ] 




The Department finds this response inadequate. The Commission’s planning objectives for IDP require utilities to “Provide the Commission with the information necessary to understand utilities’ short-term and long-term distribution system plans, the costs and benefits of specific investments, and a comprehensive analysis of ratepayer cost and value.”[footnoteRef:40] A summary table of selection criteria for the Company’s own planned OH-to-UG projects is a basic element of that transparency obligation. The Department understands that OTP’s size and resources differ from larger utilities, but encourages OTP to begin building the data system necessary to support this type of project-level documentation in the next IDP cycle.  [40:  In the Matter of Distribution System Planning for Otter Tail Power Company, Order Adopting Integrated Distribution Plan Filing Requirements, February 20, 2019, Docket No. E017/CI-18-253, (eDockets) 20192-150449-02.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379339]Pre- and Post-Project Feeder Reliability for Fergus Falls and Morris



[bookmark: _Hlk229558337]In its initial comments, the Department requested pre- and post-project feeder-level reliability metrics for at least the Fergus Falls and Morris service areas. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide, for at least Fergus Falls and Morris, pre-project and post-project feeder-level SAIDI, SAIDI, and CAIDI values for at least the most recent 12-24 months.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Department Initial Comments, at 21. ] 




The Company provided the following Table 2.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  OTP Reply Comments, at 9. ] 




[bookmark: _Toc231378826]Table 2. Feeder-level SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI for Fergus Falls and Morris Service Areas[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Ibid.] 


		CSC

		Substation

		Feeder

		Year

		SAIDI

		CAIDI

		SAIFI



		Fergus Falls

		Ottertail City Sub

		North Feeder

		2024

		678.64

		251.90

		2.69



		

		

		

		2025

		84.21

		76.19

		1.11



		Morris

		Wheaton S. 115 kV Sub

		North Feeder

		2024

		621.52

		215.11

		2.89



		

		

		

		2025

		139.04

		277.63

		0.50







The Department appreciates OTP’s response to this request. The post-project reliability improvements at both Fergus Falls and Morris are meaningful, and the data confirm that OH-to-UG investments on those specific feeders have delivered substantial customer benefits. The Department reiterates that this type of project-level outcome reporting should become standard practice across OTP’s reliability portfolio, not limited to the two examples cited.  



[bookmark: _Toc231379340]Undergrounding vs. Overhead Cost Estimates



In its initial comments, the Department questioned OTP’s cost estimates that showed single-phase underground taps as less expensive than single-phase overhead taps, which is atypical relative to industry norms. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain why its normalized generic cost estimates show underground taps as less costly than overhead taps, including: 1) what specific cost components (labor, materials, easements, restoration) are included for each case; 2) whether different design assumptions (e.g., conductor size, trenching conditions, service configuration) apply to the tap cases; and 3) whether these values reflect Minnesota specific or system-wide averages.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Department Initial Comments, at 21.] 


OTP explains that “the UG tap is estimated as less through the WO system as 80% of the project/tap is assumed to be plowed vs bored which equated to lower contractor costs.”[footnoteRef:45] OTP further notes that “[t]he costs provided are OTP system wide estimate and not MN specific” and that the estimates “include all Labor, Overhead, Material, Contractor, and Other costs required for 1 mile construction.”[footnoteRef:46] [45:  OTP Reply Comments, at 10. ]  [46:  Ibid.] 




The Department appreciates OTP’s clarification that the lower underground tap cost reflects a plowing assumption for majority of installations and finds the explanation plausible for OTP’s predominantly rural service territory. The Department makes no recommendation.





[bookmark: _Toc231379341]Final Recommendations



The Department makes one new recommendation:

· The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to report, in future filings, that the forecasted budget remains sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already identified in prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery activity.

The Department maintains the following recommendations:

· The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to develop clear reporting metrics for its reliability projects (e.g., miles converted, segments addressed) and provide a clear methodology for selecting segments in its distribution system for reliability and power quality upgrades.

· The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to quantify the value of major reliability and resiliency investments, such as strategic undergrounding, using a recognized customer interruption cost approach (e.g, an Interruption Cost Estimate [ICE] calculator methodology) and to apply that value consistently in cost-benefit comparisons across alternatives.

· The Department recommends that targeted undergrounding be evaluated alongside other reliability mitigation methods that can materially reduce outage minutes on targeted feeders.

[bookmark: _Toc231379342]Age Related Replacements and Asset Renewal

[bookmark: _Toc231379343]Age of Undergrounding Projects



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how old its age-related undergrounding projects are. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an explanation of how old its four undergrounding projects are, and describe any reasons why each planned project is scheduled to be replaced before or after the 50 year depreciation period. The discussion should include OTP’s criteria used to prioritize Underground Asset Replacement projects.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Department Initial Comments, at 26.] 


OTP provides the following response:

Please note that the observed average service life of all assets in a utility account represents a wide range of assets and therefore individual assets within that account will have widely varied actual service lives. It is expected that the average asset age at a particular facility will not always align with the account’s average service life. The applicable account’s average service life or depreciable life is an average of the observed and expected service lives of all assets within the broad group.

Early underground cable from the 1970s and 1980s has a much shorter life expectancy than currently manufactured cable today. This is due to improvements in the insulation and jacketing that surround modern day cable.

[…]

These underground primary replacement budgets each represent over 100 work orders, or individual projects, on any given year. Identifying the vintage of these projects would require individual field validation by project or work order. As is customary for all utilities, Otter Tail utilizes mass asset accounting by jurisdiction and does not specify each asset location for installed distribution underground applications and therefore specific vintage tracking by distribution underground facility is not readily available without significant further evaluation.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  OTP Reply Comments, at 10-11. ] 


OTP’s response reflects a common theme amongst all rate-regulated utilities, which was discussed in the Distribution Data Reporting Workgroup. Outside of substation components, utilities do not track the age of system assets and therefore cannot provide data on how old its distribution system is. The Department’s request attempted to circumvent a system-wide request and instead focus on a small subset of projects, but as OTP’s response explains, even this task is too difficult. If OTP had provided the requested data, the Department would have compared the cable age to OTP’s 50-year depreciation window to determine how actual replacements compare to the expected age of replacement. The Department notes that “cable vintage” is listed as a project selection criterion, which generated the Department’s request, but it appears that “cable vintage” does not refer to a specific year.



This data gap poses a significant challenge to understand the drivers of age-related spending, and is not endemic to OTP.



[bookmark: _Toc231379344]Age of Substation Projects



In its initial comments, the Department requested OTP explain how old its substation projects are. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an explanation of how old its nine substation projects are, and describe any reasons why each planned project is scheduled to be replaced before or after the 45 year depreciation period.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Department Initial Comments, at 28.] 


OTP provides the following response:

As noted above, observed average service life of all assets in a utility account represents a wide range of assets and therefore individual assets within that account will have widely varied actual service lives. It is expected that the average asset age at a particular facility will not always align with its account’s average service life. The applicable account’s average service life or depreciable life is an average of the observed and expected service lives of all assets within the broad group. A substation is made up of many different components of varying lifespans. If a component fails or reaches end of life, it will be replaced and the rest of the substation assets will continue to remain in service. Thus, determining an average substation age is not a perfect calculation when considering variations of vintages within a substation. Finally, when a substation is upgraded or replaced, if there are components that can be re-used or salvaged, they are taken back into inventory. Thus, even if there was an asset that is “newer” it doesn’t mean the assets is thrown away if there is still useful life left in it.

All that to say, the following represents the average age of the substations requested based on accumulated and escalated installed value. Escalations are based off Handy-Whitmen indexes. Also note when planners are looking at substation replacements, gathering of accounting book information is not a practice employed by engineers. Rather they are reviewing installed asset conditions and performance.

• Bemidji BSU Substation – average age ~45 years

• Brandon Substation – average age ~35 years

• Clitherall substation – average age ~45 years

• Elizabeth-Carlisle substation – average age ~46 years

• Erhard substation – average age ~48 years

• Frazee substation – average age ~53 years

• Red Lake Falls substation – average age ~54 years

• Rothsay substation – average age ~51 years

• Vining substation – average age ~42 years[footnoteRef:50] [50:  OTP Reply Comments, at 11-12.] 




The substantial analysis provided by OTP is helpful to understand OTP’s substation replacement projects. Assuming that each of OTP’s nine substation projects fully replaces existing assets, OTP provides the data the Department requested. However, given that seven out of the nine projects involve rebuilds or consolidations, some substation equipment may be left in place; therefore, the data may not represent the intended data for analysis. Similar to the goal of the previous request, the Department intends to compare only equipment that is replaced within a project to OTP’s expected depreciation lifespan. For example, if only a transformer is replaced, then the Department seeks to compare only the transformer’s age to its expected lifespan and not the weighted average lifespan of all equipment. 



With this disclaimer, the data provided by OTP has a median substation age of 46 years, which aligns with OTP’s 45-year depreciation window for substation equipment.[footnoteRef:51] Based on this finding, the Department does not expect OTP’s substation replacement projects to grow or shrink OTP’s rate base, excluding the effects of all other factors such as inflation. OTP’s clarification that replaced equipment will be reused when possible is helpful, but equipment must be stored at a cost, and if not used over enough time, it may be discarded. [51:  Department Initial Comments, at 24.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379345]Need for Substation Consolidation Projects



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain the rationale behind OTP’s consolidated and new substation projects. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP present, in reply comments, an explanation of why OTP’s two substation Consolidation projects and two New Substation projects are necessary compared to replacing the substations like for like.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Id., at 28.] 


OTP provides the following response:

The new substations at Carlos and Clearbrook require substation “new builds” because the old substation site equipment must stay in service until the new substation is constructed, commissioned, and existing feeders connected, so load can be served.

The Clitherall-Vining and Elizabeth-Carlisle Substation consolidation project retires two old wood pole substations located within road ROW ditches along with aging equipment and replaces these with one new steel multi-feeder substation. This will increase reliability to each town listed by providing feeder tie backup capabilities at/from the new substation locations. Annual maintenance costs will also be reduced by eliminating a substation.

In addition, the scope of the Brandon substation has now changed from a rebuild project to a transformer upgrade.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  OTP Reply Comments, at 12.] 


The information provided by OTP adds more detail to line-item budgets and the justification thereof. The Department does not seek further analysis of these projects.



[bookmark: _Toc231379346]Risk of Oversized System Assets



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP explain how it handles the risk of oversizing assets during asset replacement. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP explain, in reply comments, how the Company plans to address the risk of oversized system assets in its planned Age Related Replacements and Asset Renewal projects.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Department Initial Comments, at 29. ] 


OTP provides the following response:

Age-Related Replacement and Asset Renewal projects are primarily driven by asset condition, safety, resilience, and reliability needs rather than by load growth expectations. When replacement is required, OTP evaluates whether the existing asset remains appropriately sized relative to current and forecasted local load and system configuration. Where replacement in-kind meets reliability and safety objectives, OTP generally pursues that option. Deviations from existing sizes are supported by engineering review.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  OTP Reply Comments, at 13. ] 


OTP’s response does not directly address the Department’s concern about oversizing system assets during asset replacement. OTP generically describes how asset replacement decisions are made, but does not address how OTP’s flat or shrinking load growth is factored into this process. However, given the discussion in Section III.B, regarding the small marginal cost of oversizing system assets, the Department does not seek further information about asset sizing at this time.



[bookmark: _Toc231379347]Final Recommendations



The Department maintains the following recommendations:

The Department recommends that all of OTP’s New Undergrounding projects under its Age Related Replacement Budget undergo the same cost effectiveness analysis as undergrounding projects in the System Expansion or Upgrades for Reliability and Power Quality budget category.

The Department recommends that the Commission require OTP to provide a cost benefit analysis of its Cut-Out Replacement Program in OTP’s 2027 IDP that weighs the reliability benefits of the program against the deferral benefits of replacing cut-outs at the end of their useful life.

[bookmark: _Toc231379348]WILDFIRE

[bookmark: _Toc231379349] Fire Outages



In its initial comments, the Department requested that OTP delineate which of its fire-outages were caused by wildfires. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP present in its reply comments a breakdown of all fire outages caused by wildfire compared to all fire outages caused by any other means. OTP should outline which specific outages in IR 5 correspond to actual wildfires.[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Department Initial Comments, at 41.] 


OTP provides the following response:

In reviewing the Department's assessment of wildfire risk, it appears as though a correlation between fire caused outages is being associated with wildfire risk. In this regard, OTP has had minimal interruptions to customers due to a fire. In 2023 and 2024, there were 3 fires that created interruptions to OTP customers. 

[…]

However, there are more interruptions on the system annually that create a fire. This usually is a fire that is contained to the pole or a very localized area. That said, these are more closely aligned to the risk OTPs WMP is looking to mitigate; reducing the risk of energized utility assets creating an uncontrollable fire.  

The remaining fire-noted interruptions in IR5, and summarized in table 10 in the DOC comments, are all related to OTP assets. This would include cross arm fires, pole fires, transformers fires, etc. None of these fires led to uncontrolled wildfire.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  OTP Reply Comments, at 13-14.] 


The Department is not solely interested in outages that are caused by wildfire, as both outages caused by wildfire and outages that begin with fires from OTP equipment are important to consider in a wildfire management plan (WMP). As the Department discusses in its initial comments, there were 29 fire outages in 2023 and 2024,[footnoteRef:58] and with the subtraction of three outages caused by external fires, 26 of these outages appear to be caused by OTP equipment starting fires. As OTP states, its WMP is most concerned with preventing wildfires rather than being resilient to them, which is supported by the data presented by OTP. [58:  Department Initial Comments, at 40.] 




In order to justify the expenses proposed by OTP’s WMP, OTP should be able to explain the new risk that OTP’s equipment fires pose to create wildfires in Minnesota. On a statewide level between 2021 and 2025, there were an average of 42 fires caused by utility equipment per year, which burned an average of 77.4 acres per year, or 1.85 acres per fire, which is summarized in Figure 3.[footnoteRef:59],[footnoteRef:60] Over this same time period, there was an average of 1,096 fires per year by any cause in Minnesota, which burned an average of 34,924 acres per year, or 31.9 acres per fire. Utility-caused wildfires between 2021 and 2025 account for 3.8 percent of all fires in Minnesota and account for 0.04 percent of all acres burned, which means that utility fires are infrequent and burn significantly less acreage when they ignite compared to the average Minnesota fire.[footnoteRef:61] Assuming OTP maintains its distribution system in a similar manner to how it did between 2021 and 2025, OTP should be able to explain why the status quo that has resulted in a relatively low instance of utility caused fires for years is no longer acceptable. If resilience to fire is not a main goal of the WMP, then OTP should seriously consider prioritizing enhanced tree trimming and enhanced inspection programs, for example with drones, to ensure that it only replaces equipment that poses significant fire risks, rather than pursue blanket projects in high risk areas regardless of actual risk potential from the utility equipment. This strategy may be significantly less expensive than proactively undergrounding every steel and copper distribution line and every cut out and expulsion fuse in a high risk area.[footnoteRef:62] The Department expects that OTP will carefully weigh the costs and benefits of its WMP expenditures against feasible alternatives, including the status quo or end-of-life replacements only. [59:  Data obtained from the InFORM Fire Occurrence Data Records Database. Data reporting changed significantly in 2021 and makes comparisons to previous years impractical. Dataset filter on the field “Fire Cause General” was used with a value of “7,” which corresponds to the “Power generation / transmission / distribution” outage cause. Dataset also filtered to exclude fires without a calculated acreage because calculated acreage can be as low as 0.01 acres, which would indicate very limited spreading. InFORM Fire Occurrence Data Records. National Interagency Fire Center, (May 20, 2026). (hereinafter “InFORM Fire Occurrence Database”). Available at: https://data-nifc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/nifc::inform-fire-occurrence-data-records/explore?location=45.577675%2C-93.380653%2C8&showTable=true ]  [60:  Methodology adapted from: Eagleston, H., Bester, M., Yusuf, J., Damodaran, A., & Reno, M. J. (2025). Systemic Drivers of Electric-Grid-Caused Catastrophic Wildfires: Implications for Resilience in the United States. Challenges, 16(1), 13. Available at: https://www.mdpi.com/2078-1547/16/1/13 ]  [61:  Ibid.]  [62:  2025 IDP, at 47.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231386979]Figure 3: Summary of Utility Caused Wildfires in Minnesota



Source: InFORM Fire Occurrence Database



At a statewide level, it is important to consider whether the hundreds of millions of dollars of proposed wildfire mitigation measures across the IOUs are worth the prevention of fires that have, in recent history, accounted for 0.04 percent of all acres burned by fire in Minnesota. Even though the utility-caused Stewart Trail Fire that burned 355 acres is the largest reported utility-caused fire to date,[footnoteRef:63] this fire only accounts for 1.0 percent of the annual average acreage burned in Minnesota in 2021-2025. As a state, Minnesota typically spends around $29 million annually to prevent and fight wildfires of any cause.[footnoteRef:64] Based on the proportion of utility-caused wildfires to all wildfires, the corresponding statewide annual fire expenditures are equivalent to $1.1 million.[footnoteRef:65] The internalization of wildfire prevention expenses into utility budgets should be carefully weighed against the alternative option to increase statewide wildfire prevention activities that may be much farther-reaching and more cost-effective. While it is not within the Commission’s regulatory authority to affect wildfire prevention activities outside of utilities, it is important to consider the greater context in which these utility expenses are proposed. [63:  LaPlante, Warren. Stewart Trail Fire Update. Lake County, Minnesota Government, (May 18, 2026). Available at: https://www.co.lake.mn.us/stewart-trail-fire/ ]  [64:  Warnke, Michael. Annual Report on Emergency Firefighting Expenditures - Fiscal Year 2025. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources – Division of Forestry, (January 15, 2026). At 5. Available at: https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/reports/legislative/2025/fy2025-emergency-firefighting-fund-rpt-dnr.pdf ]  [65:  If acres burned are used instead for normalization, the corresponding budget would be equivalent to $64,000 per year.] 




The Department is not opposed to increased utility expenditures to prevent and adapt to wildfires, but the Department is concerned about the effect of these expenditures on Minnesota ratepayers.

[bookmark: _Toc231379350] Contractual Services for WMP Review



As WMPs are relevantly new for utility planning dockets as well as for regulator and stakeholder review, the Department anticipates that the review of each utility’s WMP would be significantly improved by the addition of a contractor. An outside contractor would bring additional insight and WMP expertise that is not currently housed within the Department. The Department estimates that contractual services could cost up to $300,000 in total, for the review of all four of the rate-regulated utilities. The Department estimates these costs in the context of the costs incurred for contractual services in Xcel and OTP’s ongoing rate cases to review proposed wildfire expenditures. The Department anticipates hiring one contractor for review of all the utilities’ WMPs in the next IDP cycle—resulting in approximately a two-year contract. The Department asserts that proper review of utility WMP could aid in balancing the risk of wildfire in each utility territory and the costs to Minnesota ratepayers. WMPs have the potential to be a significant spending category, which raises important affordability questions for Minnesota ratepayers. 



The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department to spend up to $300,000 to obtain contractual services for the review of all four rate-regulated utilities’ wildfire mitigation plans.

[bookmark: _Toc231379351]Final Recommendations



The Department maintains the following recommendations:

The Department recommends that the Commission require Otter Tail to file its future (outside of the current rate case test year) Minnesota-specific Wildfire Mitigation Plan with the Commission as an attachment or supplement to its IDP. The Department recommends the Commission require OTP to include at least the following in its Wildfire Mitigation Plan:

• A description of the intent of the Company in mitigating wildfire risk (i.e. mitigating utility-caused wildfires/minimizing liability or mitigating fire damage to utility assets).

• A definition of “wildfire” as it is used for utility identification, planning and mitigation.

• A discussion of its risk modelling, mapping and project prioritization process within its Wildfire Mitigation Plan.

• Quantification of actual wildfire risk in OTP’s territory based on the probability and size of a fire, and land use.

• Wildfire risk should be compared to other reliability and safety risks as well as the wildfire risk experienced in OTP’s other jurisdictions.

• Quantification of wildfire damages by event size, including OTP-owned and other property damage, applicable liability, and any other costs OTP deems reasonable to include.

• The most recent version of its wildfire risk map with a narrative explanation of the highest risk areas, and any changes from the last iteration of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan.

• Reporting on the number and location of wildfires experienced in its territory, the number of outages caused by wildfire, and the average length of wildfire-related outage over the last ten years.

• Reporting on the efficacy of its wildfire mitigation strategy in reducing wildfire-related outages (i.e. After deployment of the approved wildfire mitigation measures, showing that wildfire-related outages in OTP’s territory decreased by 50 percent; the average length of wildfire-related outage decreased by 20 percent.).

• A full cost benefit analysis of any wildfire mitigation proposals.

The Department makes the following new recommendation:

The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department to spend up to $300,000 total to obtain contractual services for the review of all four rate-regulated utilities’ wildfire mitigation plans.

[bookmark: _Toc231379352]NON-WIRES ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

In its initial comments, the Department requested additional information on OTP’s NWA projects. The Department stated:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, clarify and describe the types of projects it considers for its NWA analysis.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Department Initial Comments, at 43.] 


In response, OTP states that, in addition to capacity projects, the Company considers interconnection, sectionalizing and continency type projects as candidates that may require an NWA analysis.[footnoteRef:67]  [67:  OTP Reply Comments, at 14.] 




In its initial comments, the Department also requested that OTP clarify its NWA analysis process per Commission Order Point 3 of the Commission’s 2023 IDP Order.[footnoteRef:68] The Department stated: [68:  See Order Point 3. In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order Accepting 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan and Transportation Electrification Plan, and Modifying Reporting Requirements, September 16, 2024, Docket No. E017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20249-210225-01.] 


The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, describe the Company’s process for its NWA analysis.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  Department Initial Comments, at 44.] 


In response, OTP provided the following high level NWA Initial Screening Process Flowchart that the Company plans to use for future NWA project analysis.[footnoteRef:70] [70:  OTP Reply Comments, at 14-15. ] 




[image: Diagram]



The Department finds OTP to be compliant with NWA-specific filing requirements. 



[bookmark: _Toc231379353]Final Recommendations



The Department does not make any recommendations in this section.

[bookmark: _Toc230253961][bookmark: _Toc231379354]Transportation Electrification Plan (TEP)

[bookmark: _Toc231379355]Historic and Future Spending



In its initial comments, the Department requested additional detail on OTP’s budget tables related to historic and future transportation electrification spending. The Department was interested in further understanding OTP’s allotments for Level 2 charger incentives, as home charging could help to reduce barriers to EV ownership in OTP’s rural territory. The Department requested:

OTP, in reply comments, update tables 1 and 2 of its TEP to indicate the number of and expenditures related to level 2 charger rebates provided by the Company in the last five years and the planned rebates for the next five years [internal citation removed].[footnoteRef:71] [71:  Department Initial Comments, at 47.] 


In its TEP reply comments, OTP includes Table 1 and Table 2 from its original filing, modified to include expenditures related to level 2 charger rebates for the periods requested by the Department.[footnoteRef:72] Table 1 summarizes total rebate costs of $19,200 for forty-five Level 2 chargers enrolled in off-peak rates. Table 2 shows total projected customer rebate costs of $50,000, for an average of twenty Level 2 chargers added annually over five years (100 chargers total), all participating on off-peak rates.[footnoteRef:73] OTP states that it expects an average of ten Level 2 chargers enrolled annually in its already existing off-peak rates and ten Level 2 chargers to enroll annually in the new EVantage off-peak EV charging  [72:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 3.]  [73:  Id., at pdf 2.] 


rate.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Ibid. ] 




The Department appreciates OTP’s response. The Department looks forward to tracking how OTP’s level 2 charging rebates and the new EVantage rate increase EV adoption in its territory. Compared to the only 326 EVs in OTP’s territory (based on February 2026 data) an additional 100 level two chargers could significantly increase access to home charging in OTP’s territory.[footnoteRef:75] The Department has no additional recommendations at this time. [75:  Id., at pdf 4.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379356]Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(5)



In its initial comments, the Department requested that, “OTP discuss, in reply comments, how its Transportation Electrification portfolio addresses the requirement of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5).”[footnoteRef:76] [76:  Department Initial Comments, at 50. ] 




In response, OTP states that all of its TEP initiatives aim to reduce the reliance on fossil fuels, 

thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5).[footnoteRef:77] OTP states that its rate offerings, including its public Direct Current Fast Charger (DCFC) EV charging rates and its private level 2 off-peak EV charging rates, promote off-peak or low-cost charging. OTP states that the goal of its low-cost charging hours is to align charging with when renewable resources are producing energy at high levels in the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO). OTP asserts that, because of the strong energy output by renewable resources during off-peak hours, MISO localized marginal prices are driven lower, allowing affordable EV charging, displacing emission-producing electric generation. Additionally, the Company states that it offers EV rebates, through its 2024-2026 Energy Conservation and Optimization (ECO) portfolio, to customers that purchase an EV.[footnoteRef:78] [77:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 4.]  [78:  Id., at pdf 3. ] 




The Department appreciates the additional detail provided by OTP in its replies. The Department concludes that OTP has satisfied Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5).[footnoteRef:79] [79:  Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(5).] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379357]Range of Future Spending



In its initial comments, the Department assessed OTP’s compliance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(9) regarding the requirement that the “Commission consider whether the TEP proposals are reasonably expected to ‘reasonably balance the benefits of ratepayer funded investments in transportation electrification and impacts on utility rates.’”[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(9).] 




The Department remains relatively unconvinced that the Company’s TEP portfolio is causing an imbalance of ratepayer investments and utility rates, given the relatively early phase of transportation electrification in OTP’s territory. Nevertheless, the Department requested that OTP clarify what was included within its range of anticipated future spending on transportation electrification: “The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the range of anticipated future transportation electrification spending depicted in its Table 2.”[footnoteRef:81] [81:  Department Initial Comments, at 52. ] 




Otter Tail states that the spending estimates in Table 2 reflect several scenarios based on early estimates and projections of the fate of its DCFC network. At the low end of the range, the Company states it could incur minimal maintenance costs if the Company is ordered to conclude the pilot program and divest the related infrastructure or pay for removal if equipment is end of life. A medium range scenario includes the possibility of keeping the existing DCFC infrastructure, maintaining it, and staying with the same or similar cost network provider. The medium range scenario presented by the Company relies heavily on both existing equipment not having major failures, and also the existing service providers remaining in the EV maintenance and networking marketplace. The medium range scenario is ideal for cost management, but in 2025 OTP states it experienced two of its vendors withdrawing from providing these services, thereby creating temporary gaps in its DCFC network.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 5.] 




At the high end, OTP could pursue reinvestment by proposing upgrades to aging equipment. Under the high range scenario, options under evaluation include new equipment, enhanced networking, and revised maintenance models that would replace current rates with a cost structure more closely tied to energy sales. Tying maintenance and networking costs to energy sales allows expenses to scale more efficiently, strengthens long-term cost control, and may reduce the need for ongoing subsidies beyond the initial capital investment. At this time, OTP states that it is monitoring conditions and is not proposing any changes beyond operating its current DCFC network.[footnoteRef:83]  [83:  Ibid.] 




OTP states that the wide range for potential ECO Rebate and Marketing expenditures largely depends on rebate levels and the sensitivity of participation rates. OTP discusses that small shifts in customer uptake could generate significant budget volatility related to ECO Rebate and Marketing expenses. OTP discusses states that its current draft estimates suggest ECO rebates could range from $2,000–$5,000 per electric vehicle and approximately $25,000 per electric school bus. OTP discusses that the range of ECO Rebate and Marketing expenditures, specifically relating to rebate amounts, is also especially challenging to forecast because federal and state tax incentive programs have been drivers of customer participation and can be offered or terminated depending on election outcomes.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  Ibid.] 




The Department appreciates the additional detail provided by the Company in its replies. The Department looks forward to continuing to track actual transportation electrification spending, in future TEP filings. The Department concludes that OTP has satisfied the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615, subd. 3(9).



[bookmark: _Toc231379358]DCFC Pilot



In its initial comments, related to OTP’s DCFC Pilot, the Department requested that:

OTP, in reply comments, provide a five-year cost-benefit projection of its DCFC fleet, detailing rural-specific fixed and variable maintenance costs alongside targeted utilization strategies to improve revenue ratios. This analysis must include a clear roadmap toward financial self-sufficiency to protect non-EV-driving ratepayers from long-term O&M subsidies.[footnoteRef:85] [85:  Department Initial Comments, at 54.] 


In response OTP states:

The Company recognizes the importance of providing a cost-benefit analysis and is committed to reporting all costs and benefits in compliance with the Commission’s guidance when more information on performance of our DCFC network is available. The Company has only recently completed the installation of its final DCFC site in Bemidji, MN. The Company will be better positioned to conduct a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis once we can gather two years of usage data across all locations. The Company plans to include this analysis and associated data in the Company’s next TEP, as well as the Company’s annual June 1 pilot filing updates [internal citation removed].[footnoteRef:86] [86:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 6.] 


The Company also notes that it believes that its DCFC investments should not be assessed in isolation, but as a part of its larger, comprehensive transportation electrification strategy.[footnoteRef:87] The Company states: [87:  Ibid.] 


This integrated perspective does not diminish the Company’s awareness of long-term operations and maintenance costs associated with DCFC infrastructure. Rather, the Company emphasizes that the DCFC infrastructure represents a limited pilot intended to support data gathering, inform rate development, and accelerate electric vehicle adoption. As vehicle adoption increases, DCFC utilization is expected to rise, improving the long-term economics of these assets. The Company anticipates that the point at which DCFC investments approach breakeven on a standalone basis will align with increased participation by third-party investors.[footnoteRef:88] [88:  Id., at 6-7.] 


The Department appreciates OTP’s commitment to continue the analysis of its DCFC pilot’s cost effectiveness in the next TEP. The Department remains concerned that the DCFC Pilot may not be a transitional market-making tool, but rather a longer-term regulated asset class in areas that remain unattractive to private developers.[footnoteRef:89] If the latter, the Department is concerned with the balance of ratepayer funded investments and those that could be made by private investment. The Department makes no additional recommendation at this time and looks forward to additional analysis and discussion in the Company’s next TEP. [89:  Department Initial Comments, at 53.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379359]EVantage



In its initial comments, related to the OTP’s EVantage program, the Department requested:

The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide the expected customer count, expected load shift, expected avoided system costs associated with the proposed EV Load Management Rate.[footnoteRef:90] [90:  Department Initial Comments, at 55.] 


The Company responded with its Table 4,[footnoteRef:91] stating: [91:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 7.] 


As shown in Table 4, the Company is forecasting the addition of 10 customers to the new EV Load Management Rate (EVantage) annually. By 2030, the Company is anticipating 50 participants on this new rate, resulting in a shift of 355.9 kW and $49,843 of cumulative benefits stemming from avoided system costs in 2030. Looking further ahead, customer participation is expected to continue to grow beyond this point as electric vehicle registrations in the Company’s service territory grow year over year.[footnoteRef:92] [92:  Ibid.] 


The Department appreciates OTPs response. The Department notes that the Commission’s Order approving the Company’s EVantage proposal and the requirements of Order Point 6 requiring reporting on enrollments, control events, event opt-out capabilities and any issues the Company or its customers experience during control events.[footnoteRef:93] The Order specifies the reporting will start with the Company’s June 2027 EV Annual Report.[footnoteRef:94] The Department looks forward to future reporting on the EVantage program.  [93:  In the Matter of Otter Tail Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Distribution Plan, Order, February 3, 2026, Docket No. E-017/M-23-380, (eDockets) 20262-227791-01, at Order Point 6.]  [94:  Ibid.] 




[bookmark: _Toc231379360]OTP Clarification Adoption Forecast



In its initial comments, the Department stated:

The Department cautions that applying a statewide growth metric to the Company’s predominantly rural service territory likely overstates near-term adoption. Historical uptake rates and recent academic literature suggest that rural adoption curves lag significantly behind state averages due to unique geographical and infrastructure barriers. For instance, recent studies in similar rural jurisdictions indicate that consumer intent to purchase battery electric vehicles (BEVs) remains as low as 5 percent with total registrations hovering near 0.3 percent of the total vehicle fleet. Consequently, the Department views a 37 percent growth rate as highly aggressive given the specific demographic and geographic characteristics of the Company’s service territory [internal citations omitted].[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Department Initial Comments, at 55.] 


Otter Tail responds to the Department’s caution, and states that the electric vehicle registration data and growth metric of 37 percent used to create Figure A from the Company’s initial filing was based on registration data specific to Otter Tail, as provided by the Minnesota Public Utility Commission from Minnesota Department of Transportation data. The data below, in Table 5, highlights the electric vehicles served by Otter Tail Power and the Year-Over-Year growth:[footnoteRef:96] [96:  OTP TEP Reply Comments, at 7. ] 




[bookmark: _Toc231386980]Figure 4: OTP Table 5

[image: Table]

Source: OTP TEP Reply Comments, at pdf 8.



[bookmark: _Toc231379361]Approve, Reject, Modify



The Department responds to the following notice topic:

Should the Commission approve, modify, or reject Otter Tail Power’s TEP?

The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 2025 TEP.



[bookmark: _Toc231379362]Final Recommendations



The Department makes one new recommendation:

The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 2025 TEP.

[bookmark: _Toc231379363]DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on analysis of Otter Tail’s 2025 IDP and the information in the record, the Department has prepared the final recommendations, which are provided below. 

[bookmark: _Toc231379364]IDP Schedule 

· The Department recommends the Commission order either A or B:

A. Xcel file its IDP, TEP, and IDP-Related Ad Hoc filings in odd-numbered years. MP, DEA, and OTP file their IDP and TEP in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.

B. All IDPs are filed in odd-numbered years. All TEPs and IDP-Related Ad Hoc Filings are filed in even-numbered years, with the next filing due in 2028.

0. [bookmark: _Toc231379365]Reliability 

· The Department recommends that the Commission order OTP to report, in future filings, that the forecasted budget remains sufficient to address the worst-performing feeders already identified in prior SRSQ filings, independent of storm recovery activity.

· The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to develop clear reporting metrics for its reliability projects (e.g., miles converted, segments addressed) and provide a clear methodology for selecting segments in its distribution system for reliability and power quality upgrades.

· The Department recommends the Commission require OTP, in its next IDP, to quantify the value of major reliability and resiliency investments, such as strategic undergrounding, using a recognized customer interruption cost approach (e.g, an Interruption Cost Estimate [ICE] calculator methodology) and to apply that value consistently in cost-benefit comparisons across alternatives.

· The Department recommends that targeted undergrounding be evaluated alongside other reliability mitigation methods that can materially reduce outage minutes on targeted feeders.

[bookmark: _Toc231379366]Age Related Replacements and Asset Renewal

· The Department recommends that all of OTP’s New Undergrounding projects under its Age Related Replacement Budget undergo the same cost effectiveness analysis as undergrounding projects in the System Expansion or Upgrades for Reliability and Power Quality budget category.

· The Department recommends that the Commission require OTP to provide a cost benefit analysis of its Cut-Out Replacement Program in OTP’s 2027 IDP that weighs the reliability benefits of the program against the deferral benefits of replacing cut-outs at the end of their useful life.

[bookmark: _Toc231379367]Wildfire

· The Department recommends that the Commission require Otter Tail to file its future (outside of the current rate case test year) Minnesota-specific Wildfire Mitigation Plan with the Commission as an attachment or supplement to its IDP. The Department recommends the Commission require OTP to include at least the following in its Wildfire Mitigation Plan:



· A description of the intent of the Company in mitigating wildfire risk (i.e. mitigating utility-caused wildfires/minimizing liability or mitigating fire damage to utility assets).

· A definition of “wildfire” as it is used for utility identification, planning and mitigation.

· A discussion of its risk modelling, mapping and project prioritization process within its Wildfire Mitigation Plan.

· Quantification of actual wildfire risk in OTP’s territory based on the probability and size of a fire, and land use.

· Wildfire risk should be compared to other reliability and safety risks as well as the wildfire risk experienced in OTP’s other jurisdictions.

· Quantification of wildfire damages by event size, including OTP-owned and other property damage, applicable liability, and any other costs OTP deems reasonable to include.

· The most recent version of its wildfire risk map with a narrative explanation of the highest risk areas, and any changes from the last iteration of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan.

· Reporting on the number and location of wildfires experienced in its territory, the number of outages caused by wildfire, and the average length of wildfire-related outage over the last ten years.

· Reporting on the efficacy of its wildfire mitigation strategy in reducing wildfire-related outages (i.e. After deployment of the approved wildfire mitigation measures, showing that wildfire-related outages in OTP’s territory decreased by 50 percent; the average length of wildfire-related outage decreased by 20 percent.).

· A full cost benefit analysis of any wildfire mitigation proposals.



· The Department recommends the Commission authorize the Department to spend up to $300,000 total to obtain contractual services for the review of all four rate-regulated utilities’ wildfire mitigation plans.

0. [bookmark: _Toc231379368]Transportation Electrification Plan (TEP)

· The Department recommends the Commission approve Otter Tail Power’s 2025 TEP.
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Number of Utility-Caused Wildfires and Acres Burned in Minnesota (2021-2025)



Acres Burned	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	62	35	29	27	56	Number of Wildfires	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	102.36999999999993	10.639999999999993	60.560000000000016	49.009999999999991	164.25999999999991	

Number of Wildfires
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Table 5

Registration | Electric Vehicles Served YOY
"Year by Otter Tail Power Growth
2024 270
2023 194
2022 145
2021 104

Average









