
                              
 

   

 

January 27, 2026 

Sasha Bergman, Executive Secretary 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 

121 7th Place East, Suite 350 

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 

 

RE: Supplemental Comments of Center for Energy and Environment in the Matter of Northern 

States Power Company, dba Xcel Energy, Petition for Approval of Capacity*Connect, a 

Distributed Capacity Procurement (DCP) Program 

Docket Number: E002/M-25-378 

 

Ms. Bergman, 

Center for Energy and Environment (“CEE”) appreciates the opportunity to provide 

Supplemental Comments in response to the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 

(“Commission”) Notice of Comment Period issued on October 16, 2025, regarding whether the 

Commission should approve Xcel Energy’s proposed implementation of Phase 2 of its 

Capacity*Connect program. 

In the following supplemental comments, CEE responds to reply comments filed by Fresh 

Energy and Xcel Energy and supports approval of the Capacity*Connect program with the 

modifications recommended by Fresh Energy. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Will Nissen 

Director of Policy 

Center for Energy and Environment 

wnissen@mncee.org  
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Response to Fresh Energy Reply Comments 

Center for Energy and Environment (“CEE”) appreciates and supports the comments and 

recommendations provided by Fresh Energy in reply comments filed January 9, 2026, in this 

proceeding. In a discussion about potential distribution system benefits from Capacity*Connect 

(“C*C”) assets, Fresh Energy helpfully delineated between the operation of C*C assets that 

prioritize bulk system value through MISO while achieving benefits where possible on the 

distribution system, called coincident benefits, and the operation of C*C assets that prioritize 

delivering value to the distribution system, called active benefits.  

Importantly, as stated by Xcel Energy (“Xcel” or “Company”) in reply comments, prioritizing 

distribution system value first could conflict with rules and requirements around MISO revenue 

streams, potentially negating the largest potential benefit from the C*C program. Instead, Fresh 

Energy emphasized prioritizing bulk system benefits as proposed by Xcel, and supported several 

siting requirements proposed in the Department of Commerce’s initial comments that focused 

on locations with identified distribution reliability issues, locations where assets could defer 

planned transmission and distribution investments, and locations with high penetration of 

distributed energy resources (DER), grid congestion, and/or Daytime Minimum Load issues. 

Essentially, Fresh Energy recommended that Xcel should seek coincident benefits as much as 

possible when siting and operating C*C Phase 2 resources. 

As stated by Fresh Energy, “we believe this approach captures significant value in the near term 

through the bulk system and coincident benefits and supports the creation of a framework to 

capture active distribution system benefits in the future.”1 CEE supports this flexible approach 

that seeks to capture value now while analyzing and assessing potential future value streams. 

Fresh Energy also provided helpful analysis and recommendations around reporting 

requirements for Xcel’s Interim Program Assessment around Distributed Energy Resources 

Management System dispatch decisions, the extent to which concurrent benefit streams are 

realized in Phase 2, analysis of the alignment between MISO dispatch requirements and 

dispatch for distribution system value, and discussion of Xcel’s experience siting C*C assets. CEE 

finds value in and supports these additional reporting requirements. 

Finally, Fresh Energy delineated between the C*C Phase 2 proposal, a front-of-the-meter 

Company-owned commercial-sized battery program, and Xcel’s Aggregated Virtual Power Plant 

(“AVPP”) program in Colorado, where the Company will connect 125 MW of residential behind-

the-meter (“BTM”) battery storage assets. As Fresh Energy stated, “we note that this is a 

different application of distributed energy resources than what Xcel is proposing in the C*C 

program and thus believe the conversation around BTM programs would be best handled in a 

separate docket.”2 CEE agrees that the Colorado AVPP program is a different model, approach, 

and resource type than C*C Phase 2. To the extent the Commission wants to consider a new 

 
1 Fresh Energy Reply Comments. Page 3. 
2 Id. Page 4. 
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BTM residential storage program in addition to the DER programs already offered by Xcel, as 

shown in Table 3 of Xcel’s reply comments, and the ongoing proceedings, working groups, and 

stakeholder processes related to battery storage and DER systems, as outlined in Attachment C 

of Xcel’s reply comments, CEE recommends addressing those issues in a separate docket. 

Response to Xcel Energy Reply Comments 

In reply comments filed January 9, 2026, Xcel reinforced the need to prioritize bulk system 

value streams for C*C Phase 2 assets. Xcel provided analysis in Figure 1 of the Company’s reply 

comments showing that the modeled benefits from capacity/resource adequacy revenue 

streams provided the largest potential benefits from the C*C program. The analysis also 

showed that there could be potential benefits in avoided transmission, avoided distribution, 

energy arbitrage, and avoided transmission line loss. Xcel also showed in Figure 2 of the 

Company’s reply comments that there may be a range of alignment between distribution 

system feeder peaks and the Company’s system peaks, suggesting operation of C*C assets 

could provide revenue streams through the MISO market and distribution system benefits. 

However, CEE stresses that flexibility is important in this case. Siting processes and decisions 

need to consider many factors, including equity, cost, system characteristics, and land or space 

availability. As such, as discussed above, CEE asserts that Xcel should prioritize value streams 

that can directly deliver quantifiable value and revenue in the near term, such as through the 

MISO market explore, while assessing a variety of value streams to capture benefits from C*C 

for Xcel’s system and ratepayers, like distribution and transmission benefits. This is captured in 

the following statement from Xcel’s reply comments: 

Strategic siting becomes a key lever as we seek to further maximize benefits in 

Phase 2, because MISO market requirements will dictate the commitment and 

obligations of the BESS. To be clear, we do not have the operational technology, 

process, or procedures in place today to co-optimize an asset in the MISO 

market and also dispatch it for other use cases (e.g., dynamically managing 

distribution system constraints); we must always hold that asset ready to comply 

with MISO’s market rules. However, Capacity*Connect Phase 2 will begin to 

identify the pathways in terms of process, people, and technology to more 

dynamically manage these assets between the requirements of the bulk system 

and the distribution system.3 

CEE highlights one additional point discussed in Xcel’s reply comments around MISO 

participation pathways. Xcel described five potential market pathways available through 

MISO and different considerations for each one.4 Notably, Xcel stated the Company “has 

not been able to determine with certainty a market participation strategy, because we 

do not have the information needed from MISO to determine which pathway will offer 

 
3 Xcel Reply Comments. Pages 14-15. 
4 Id. Pages 18-19. 
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the most customer value.”5 The Commission may find it concerning that Xcel has not 

solidified the details of the primary revenue and benefit stream from the C*C program. 

However, CEE notes that MISO is waiting on a final decision from the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) regarding its proposed tariff revisions implementing 

Demand Response and Emergency Resource Reforms filed April 4, 2025.6 MISO is 

seeking an effective date for these changes of September 1, 2027. In addition, Xcel 

stated the Company is in active conversations with MISO “to determine the most viable 

and cost-effective path that exists today, that will maximize revenue for customers and 

minimize risk.”7 

In short, CEE asserts that given ongoing conversations with MISO and pending FERC 

decisions on tariff reforms, it is premature to commit to any specific MISO market 

pathway at this time. However, to CEE this does not undermine the concept that C*C 

will generate the majority of its benefits from MISO market pathways, even if the 

precise value of those benefits is not currently clear. We anticipate that C*C will be able 

to capture predictable and concrete revenue streams from the MISO market. If for some 

reason MISO determines that C*C cannot qualify for any existing or future participation 

pathways, this would alter the proposition for C*C and warrant the Commission’s 

reconsideration of the program. 

Finally, CEE appreciates the emphasis stated by Xcel that C*C Phase 2 “protects 

customer affordability through competitive sourcing for approximately 80 percent of 

the program budget.”8 This approach provides for competitive bidding by third-party 

vendors and allows Xcel to align program needs with cost-effective implementation.  

 

Conclusion 

CEE appreciates the opportunity to comment on Xcel’s C*C program proposal, as well as the 

deep engagement in this proceeding from many parties with a variety of viewpoints. Building 

on CEE’s initial comments supporting approval of the DERMS implementation budget and use 

cases in Xcel’s initial petition, CEE also supports approval of the overall C*C Phase 2 program as 

outlined in Xcel’s reply comments, with the proposed modifications included in Fresh Energy’s 

reply comments. 

 
5 Xcel Reply Comments. Page 16. 
6 MISO Demand Response and Emergency Resources Reforms. Filed April 4, 2025. FERC Docket No. ER25-1886-000. 
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/docketsheet?docket_number=ER25-1886-000&sub_docket=All&dt_from=1960-
01-01&dt_to=2026-01-
27&chklegadata=false&pageNm=dsearch&date_range=custom&search_type=docket&date_type=filed_date&sub_
docket_q=Allsub&sid=f993bb11-dd1d-44ce-8805-a62bece05520  
7 Xcel Reply Comments. Page 16. 
8 Id. Page 4. 

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/docketsheet?docket_number=ER25-1886-000&sub_docket=All&dt_from=1960-01-01&dt_to=2026-01-27&chklegadata=false&pageNm=dsearch&date_range=custom&search_type=docket&date_type=filed_date&sub_docket_q=Allsub&sid=f993bb11-dd1d-44ce-8805-a62bece05520
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/docketsheet?docket_number=ER25-1886-000&sub_docket=All&dt_from=1960-01-01&dt_to=2026-01-27&chklegadata=false&pageNm=dsearch&date_range=custom&search_type=docket&date_type=filed_date&sub_docket_q=Allsub&sid=f993bb11-dd1d-44ce-8805-a62bece05520
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/docketsheet?docket_number=ER25-1886-000&sub_docket=All&dt_from=1960-01-01&dt_to=2026-01-27&chklegadata=false&pageNm=dsearch&date_range=custom&search_type=docket&date_type=filed_date&sub_docket_q=Allsub&sid=f993bb11-dd1d-44ce-8805-a62bece05520
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/docketsheet?docket_number=ER25-1886-000&sub_docket=All&dt_from=1960-01-01&dt_to=2026-01-27&chklegadata=false&pageNm=dsearch&date_range=custom&search_type=docket&date_type=filed_date&sub_docket_q=Allsub&sid=f993bb11-dd1d-44ce-8805-a62bece05520


 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

 
 

DOCKET NUMBER E002/M-25-378 

 

I, Will Nissen, hereby certify that on this 27th day of January, 2026, I served Supplemental 

Comments for Center for Energy and Environment In the Matter of Northern States Power 
Company, dba Xcel Energy, Petition for Approval of Capacity*Connect, a Distributed Capacity 

Procurement (DCP) Program in Docket Number E002/M-25-378 on the following persons on 

the attached Service Lists by the preferred delivery method indicated. 

 

 
 

 /s/ Will Nissen 

 Will Nissen 
 

 

 
 

 








































