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COMMENTS 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Northern States Power Company, doing business as Xcel Energy, submits these 
Comments in response to the September 26, 2025 Notice of Comment Period in the 
above-referenced docket. The Notice follows the conclusion of a Commission-led 
workgroup process: the Distributed Energy Resources (DER) Cost Sharing 
Workgroup met over a series of meetings to develop draft generic standards for the 
Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process (DSRUP). The process results from 
Minnesota Session Laws – 2024, Regular Session, Chapter 126, Article 6, Section 53 
(hereafter the “DSRUP statute”).1 The law requires the Commission to establish 
generic standards “for the sharing of utility costs necessary to upgrade a utility’s 
distribution system by increasing hosting capacity or applying other necessary 
distribution system upgrades at a congested or constrained location in order to allow 
for the interconnection of distributed generation facilities.” The Company appreciates 
the work of Commission Staff and Workgroup participants. 
 
In 2024, the Minnesota Legislature recognized a market need that could increase 
distributed generation (DG) deployment in Minnesota in support of state policy goals, 
while protecting utility customers from cost-shifting. The DSRUP statute creates an 
avenue to support and grow the DG market for the benefit of all Minnesotans. In 
support of state law and policy, the Company suggests that effective DSRUP 
standards should: 
 

 
1 Available at https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2024/0/126/laws.6.53.0#laws.6.53.0.  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2024/0/126/laws.6.53.0#laws.6.53.0
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• Protect non-participating customers. The DSRUP Standards must strike a balance 
between enabling a market-driven program and protecting non-participating 
customers, who may – as allowed by the DSRUP statute – fund a portion of 
Upgrade projects. As we will explain, certain draft Standards provide ample 
customer protections, while others would place a high burden on non-
participants. Managing administrative costs by leveraging existing tools and 
processes is also an important and straightforward way to mitigate adverse 
impacts on non-participants.  

• Align with statute and provide a clear path to cost recovery. The DSRUP statute 
provides a robust starting point for the generic Standards. The Standards 
should provide the Company with a clear path to timely cost recovery of any 
costs not paid by Reactive Cost Share Participants. Minnesota law allows the 
Company “to recover on a timely basis the costs of upgrades that are not 
allocated to participating distributed generation facilities under the commission 
order issued in” this docket.2 Consistent with the law, the Company should be 
able to recover costs without delay or deferral. 

• Balance flexibility and clarity. The Standards should provide sufficient detail on 
processes and procedures to provide certainty for all parties. The Standards 
should also allow for flexibility to account for changes in the distribution 
system, differences among Minnesota’s distribution utilities, and the innovative 
nature of the cost-sharing program.  

 
We believe our preferred generic Standards, provided as Attachment 1 to these 
Comments, achieve these objectives.  
 
In the remainder of these Comments, we respond to the questions raised in the 
Notice by: 

• Highlighting key considerations for the Commission and the Company’s 
priority areas of the Standards;  

• Discussing one specific consideration regarding new substations, and our 
proposed revised definition of “Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade”; 

• Providing comments on each section of the draft Standards and on the DSRUP 
Dispute Resolution Process (Attachments A and B to the Notice, respectively); 
and 

• Explaining implementation considerations. 
  

 
2 Minn. Stat. 216B.16, subd. 7b(b)(6). 
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The following attachments are provided with this filing: 
 

Attachment 1: Xcel Energy’s Preferred DSRUP Standards 
Attachment 2: Xcel Energy’s Preferred DSRUP Dispute Resolution Process 
Attachment 3: Xcel Energy’s Position Matrix for DSRUP 
Attachment 4: DSRUP Flow Chart 

 
COMMENTS 

 
I. What draft generic standards should the Commission adopt for the 

DSRUP? 
 
A. Priority Recommendations  
 
Please refer to Attachment 3 to these comments, which contains a matrix that details 
the Company’s perspective on specific requirements from Notice Attachment A and 
B, along with justifications for our positions. Attachment 1 provides the Company’s 
preferred generic Standards. Attachment 4 provides a process flow chart to illustrate 
DSRUP.  
 
We summarize here our highest priority recommendations: 
 

1. Protections for non-participating customers.  
 
As noted above, the DSRUP should protect non-participating customers. In our view, 
the Mobilization Threshold, Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, and Upgrade Cost 
Thresholds are the most consequential requirements to consider in pursuit of 
customer protection: 
 

• The Mobilization Threshold is the percentage of the estimated total Upgrade 
cost that must be committed by Reactive Cost Share Participants in order for 
construction of the Upgrade to move forward. The higher the Mobilization 
Threshold, the lower the percentage of Upgrade costs that may fall to non-
participants.  

• The Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap (ARCC) is the total rolling annual cost of 
Upgrades that are not paid for by Reactive Cost Share Participants and that 
may be recovered from non-participating customers. A low ARCC places a 
lower potential burden on non-participating customers, but also may limit the 
number of Upgrade projects that could be constructed. Conversely, a high 
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ARCC could adversely impact customers, but fund more Upgrades.  
• The Upgrade Cost Threshold is the minimum level of Upgrade costs that a 

project must reach in order to be eligible to participate DSRUP. This minimum 
level is required by the DSRUP statute.3  

 
The Mobilization Threshold and Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap are intertwined, and 
should be considered together to strike a balance between enabling market-driven 
Upgrades and protecting ratepayers. The relationship between the Mobilization 
Threshold and the ARCC can be viewed as an “Operational Budget” for DSRUP – 
the amount of money the Company could be managing for Upgrade projects, 
assuming the ARCC is reached.  
 
To illustrate the relationship between the Mobilization Threshold and the Annual 
Ratepayer Cost Cap, Table 1 provides a comparison of the Operational Budget under 
different scenarios. 
 

Table 1 
Relationship Between Mobilization Threshold and Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap 

Mobilization Threshold 80%* 25%** 80%* 25%** 
Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap $95 million† $95 million† $17.9 million‡ $17.9 million‡ 

     
Operational Budget = ARCC / (1-
Mobilization Threshold) $475,000,000 $126,666,667 $91,500,000  $24,400,000 

* 80% corresponds to Requirement F.1.b and is the Company’s preferred Mobilization Threshold.  
** 25% corresponds to Requirement F.1.a.  
† $95 million corresponds to Requirement J.2.b. 
‡ $17.9 million corresponds to Requirement J.2.a, which would set the ARCC at no more than 2% of the annual average 
of the utility’s forecasted five-year distribution capital budget from its most recent Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP). 
The annual average of the Company’s forecasted five-year distribution capital budget from our most recent IDP, filed 
October 31, 2025 in Docket No. E002/M-25-142, is $896.7 million. 
 
As shown in Table 1, an Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap of $95 million could fund nearly 
half a billion dollars of Upgrade projects initially. While there may be demand over 
time for this level of Upgrades, managing potentially hundreds of millions of dollars 
in funds for the DSRUP program is impracticable. Administering a program of that 
size would require significant investment in tools and staff such that the 
administrative fee4 paid by Interconnection Customers could well be higher than their 
pro rata cost-share amount. Further, a program of this level could pull the Company’s 
limited design and construction resources away from other planned, strategic 

 
3 Minnesota Session Laws – 2024, Regular Session, Chapter 126, Article 6, Section 53(a)(3). 
4 See Requirements E.8.b and H.2. 
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investments and initiatives as outlined in the Company’s Integrated Distribution Plan 
(IDP),5 and have an over-sized impact on customer rates. 
 
In consideration of this interplay between the Mobilization Threshold and Annual 
Ratepayer Cost Cap – and the Upgrade Cost Threshold – the Company strongly 
recommends: 

• A Mobilization Threshold of 80 percent for all DSRUP-qualifying Upgrades.6 
This higher Mobilization Threshold ensures that most Upgrade projects are 
nearly fully utilized and funded by DSRUP participants before ratepayer funds 
would be needed to cover the remaining 20 percent of costs. With an 80 
percent threshold, non-participating customers would have a lower exposure to 
the risk of paying for stranded or underutilized assets. 

• That the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap be set as part of the Company’s tariff 
filing after approval of the DSRUP generic Standards,7 rather than setting an 
ARCC or formula in the Standards themselves, to allow for flexibility over time 
and among the different utilities.8  

o If the Commission wishes to set the ARCC before the Company’s tariff 
filing, the Company supports a maximum level of 2 percent of the 
annual average of the Company’s five-year forecasted distribution capital 
budget from its most recent IDP.9  

o A $95 million ARCC10 most importantly places too high a risk on our 
non-participating customers. A high ARCC may also lead to an 
unmanageable number of Upgrade projects and costs. 

o The Company recommends an Upgrade Cost Threshold of $2.5 
million.11 Not all Upgrade projects require cost sharing; indeed, the 
market has demonstrated its ability and willingness to pay for upgrades 
without cost sharing. The DSRUP should be used to clear the largest 
roadblocks to interconnection by enabling system upgrades that would 
generally be cost-prohibitive for a single project. A lower threshold may 
cause the ARCC to be reached more quickly, being filled with more 
small projects and thus precluding larger, more beneficial projects from 
participating within the ARCC.  

 
5 Docket No. E002/M-25-142. 
6 Requirement F.1.b. 
7 Requirement J.1. 
8 Requirement J.1. 
9 Requirement J.2.a. 
10 Requirement J.2.b. 
11 Requirement C.1.c. 
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• An Upgrade Cost Threshold of at least $2.5 million, as discussed in Section C 
below.12 

 
In addition, the Company’s ability to recover its costs of administering the program 
should be covered through an additional administrative fee paid by Reactive Cost 
Share Participants, as in Requirements E.8.a and H.2. 
 

2. Cost recovery. 
 
The Standards should provide the Company with a clear path to timely cost recovery 
of any costs not paid by Reactive Cost Share Participants, as allowed by Minnesota 
law.13 The Company’s priority recommendations in this area are as follows: 
 

• A rebuttable presumption of prudence. Under the draft Standards, the Commission 
will not approve individual Upgrade projects; rather, the Standards themselves 
– including the prioritization criteria – will dictate the Upgrade projects. This 
approach is appropriate because the Standards and tariffs should clearly 
establish selection criteria that ensure customers contribute toward the most 
beneficial, cost-effective Upgrades. Use of the selection criteria and 
prioritization process, when approved by the Commission, should establish a 
clear path to cost recovery. Requiring preapproval from the Commission of 
each reactive Upgrade project would create unnecessary procedural burden and 
project delays. The clear path to cost recovery through the selection criteria is 
memorialized as Requirement G.5 in the draft Standards: “Approval through 
the prioritization process chosen in Section G shall create a rebuttable 
presumption of prudence in any cost recovery proceeding.” We strongly 
support the prioritization criteria in Requirement G.1 and the rebuttable 
presumption of prudence standard in Requirement G.5. 

• Timely recovery. Consistent with the law, the Company should be able to recover 
any remaining costs timely, without deferral or delay. The draft Standards offer 
options that are counter to the law, and the Commission should reject them 
out of hand. In particular, we strongly oppose Requirement K.1, which would 
prohibit the Company from recovering costs until five years after the Upgrade 
is in service.  

• Fulsome recovery. We oppose Requirements D.3 and D.4, which would bar the 
Company from recovering Upgrade costs above 125 percent of the Company’s 
indicative cost estimate provided to the Reactive Cost Share Participant before 

 
12 Requirement C.1.c. 
13 Minn. Stat. 216B.16, subd. 7b(b)(6) as modified by Minnesota Session Laws - 2025, 1st Special Session, 
Chapter 7, S.F. No. 2. 



7 
 

the detailed design process. Actual costs can be higher than the indicative 
estimate for many reasons, and some cost increases are outside the Company’s 
control, and the Company should be able to recover all costs. Furthermore, 
these draft Requirements are not aligned with the statute, which requires a DG 
facility’s share of cost be based on its pro rata share of the utility’s total cost of 
upgrades; the statute does not cap cost recovery, and the Standards should not 
cap cost recovery.  

 
3. Process efficiency and consistency. 

 
The DSRUP standards should align with existing policies and processes as much as 
possible. Leveraging existing frameworks and processes where possible will help 
streamline implementation for the Company and our Interconnection Customers. 
While implementation of DSRUP will still require new tools, processes, and 
procedures, we believe it is most efficient to maintain consistency. For example, 
dispute resolution processes under the Minnesota DER Interconnection Process (MN 
DIP) and DSRUP should be compatible with each other because DSRUP projects are 
also subject to MN DIP. The draft DSRUP Dispute Resolution Process, is in essence 
an overlay on top of the MN DIP process, maintaining a consistent, effective process. 
Likewise, cost recovery and cost allocation frameworks and policies have robust 
practice and precedent; deviations from existing frameworks are not necessary. 
Utilizing approved cost allocations in cost recovery proceedings, as in Requirement 
L.1, is reasonable and efficient to administer.  
 
B. Excluding Construction of New Substations from DSRUP 
 
As DER levels continue to increase on the system, new substations will be needed. 
While new substations typically serve multiple purposes – improving reliability and 
resilience, serving new or increasing load, and enabling DER – it is possible that DG 
interconnection alone could necessitate construction of a new substation, outside the 
Company’s planning process.  
 
New substations driven exclusively by new DG should be excluded from reactive 
cost-sharing because costs for new substations would have an outsize adverse impact 
on non-participating customers. In particular, ongoing operations & maintenance 
(O&M) expenses associated with substations would need to be paid by someone – 
potentially non-participating customers. Typically, substation O&M costs are 
recovered from all customers through general rate cases. However, in this context, it 
would be more appropriate for DG projects to pay these costs upfront. This would 
ensure recovery of all future O&M expenses attributable to the DG project, even 
decades after it ceases operation, because the substation was constructed solely to 
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support the DG and would not have been needed otherwise, yet its ongoing costs will 
continue to accrue. We further note that the DSRUP statute does not explicitly 
address the recovery of long-term O&M costs through the program. Ratepayers 
should not pay for decades of O&M for a substation that exists solely to serve DG 
interconnections and from which they are not necessarily benefiting.   
Furthermore, a new substation would include transmission-related cost components 
that we believe would not qualify for cost-sharing under the DSRUP statute, which 
applies to “… the sharing of utility costs necessary to upgrade a utility’s distribution 
system by increasing hosting capacity or applying other necessary distribution system 
upgrades.” (Subd. 1). Additionally, a new substation likely would take several years to 
plan and build, and those behind in queue would be placed on hold during this time 
period. This would likely not result in any near-term benefit to DG projects. Finally, 
construction of a new substation would take up a considerable amount of the 
Company’s limited design and construction resources that would otherwise be used 
on projects and initiatives identified through the Company’s robust planning process. 
 
For these reasons, new substations should be excluded from DSRUP. The Company 
recommends a modification to the definition of “Reactive Cost Share Distribution 
Upgrade (Upgrade)” reflected in Requirement B.16: 
 

Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade (Upgrade): A distribution Upgrade 
made under the DSRUP. This type of Upgrade must be a modification of a 
Utility’s distribution system at a specific location that is necessary to allow the 
interconnection of Distributed Generation Projects by increasing Hosting 
Capacity at the applicable location, including but not limited to installing or 
modifying equipment at a substation or along a distribution line. Upgrade does 
not mean an expansion of hosting capacity dedicated solely to the 
interconnection of a single Distributed Generation Project. Upgrade does not 
mean construction of a new substation for the sole purpose of allowing the 
interconnection of Distributed Generation Projects.  

 
We clarify that upgrades within existing distribution substations – such as transformer 
upgrades – could still qualify as an Upgrade under this modified definition. 
 
C. Draft Standards 
 
Each section of the draft Standards includes important process details as well as 
broader policy topics. We briefly address each section of the draft Standards below to 
highlight the most crucial and consequential elements for the Commission to 
consider.  
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1. Section A: Background 
 
Section A provides helpful background information on the origin of the DSRUP and 
statutory requirements. We suggest that this background information need not be 
included in the final Standards. 
 

2. Section B: Definitions 
 
Section B provides important definitions the Commission can choose to adopt for 
purposes of the Standards. Where applicable, the definitions align with MN DIP and 
the DSRUP statute.  
 
As discussed above, we offer an addition to the definition of “Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade (Upgrade)” to reflect our recommendation that construction of 
new substations necessitated solely by DG projects be excluded from this process. 
 

3. Section C: Upgrade Cost Thresholds 
 
The DSRUP statute requires that the standards “establish a minimum level of upgrade 
costs an expansion of hosting capacity must reach in order to be eligible to participate 
in the cost-share process and below which a trigger project must bear the full cost of 
the upgrade.”14  
 
As discussed above, the DSRUP should be used to clear the largest roadblocks to 
interconnection by enabling system upgrades that would generally not be feasible 
under the standard interconnection process due to high costs. Therefore, the 
Company recommends an Upgrade Cost Threshold of $2.5 million.15 A lower 
threshold would lead to more DSRUP-qualifying Upgrades (with a lower average cost 
per Upgrade because of the lower threshold), which would likely result in the 
Company reaching its Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap more quickly (because more 
Upgrade projects would qualify for DSRUP). This would result in DSRUP funding 
lower-cost Upgrade projects that would likely be possible even without cost-sharing, 
and due to the cap being reached more quickly, further higher-cost Upgrades would 
not have funding available from the DSRUP program. As a point of reference, for 
530 Community Solar Gardens (CSGs) and similarly sized DG projects 
interconnecting between 2014 and 2024, interconnection upgrade costs ranged from 
less than $3,000 to nearly $1.5 million, demonstrating that Interconnection Customers 
have been willing and able to fully fund a wide range of Upgrades. The Low and 

 
14 Minnesota Session Laws – 2024, Regular Session, Chapter 126, Article 6, Section 53(a)(3). 
15 Requirement C.1.c. 
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Moderate-Income Accessible (LMI-Accessible) CSG program is available for projects 
up to 5 MW, which would indicate an ability to absorb higher interconnection costs 
than those associated with a 1 MW DG project. Once the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap 
is reached, other potentially more beneficial Upgrade projects would need to reach a 
100 percent Mobilization Threshold in order to participate in DSRUP,16 or wait for 
space in the cap to become available again. A higher Upgrade Cost Threshold of $2.5 
million would serve as an important customer protection, ensuring that non-
participating customers contribute only to larger Upgrades – such as transformer 
upgrades and new feeders – that create additional capacity on the system for future 
projects. 
 

4. Section D: Pro Rata Cost Calculations 
 
The DSRUP statute requires that the Standards “establish a distributed generation 
facility’s pro rata cost-share amount as the utility’s total cost of the upgrade divided by 
the incremental capacity resulting from the upgrade, and multiplying the result by the 
capacity of the distributed generation facility seeking interconnection.” The law is 
clear, and Requirements D.1 and D.2 of the draft Standards provide important 
process clarity for DSRUP.  
 
Requirements D.3 and D.4 would bar the Company from recovering Upgrade costs 
above 125 percent of the Company’s indicative cost estimate provided to the Reactive 
Cost Share Participant before the detailed design process. These draft Requirements 
are not aligned with the statute. The statute requires the DG facility’s share of cost be 
based on its pro rata share of the utility’s total cost of the upgrade. The statute does 
not put a cap on this, such as limiting the contribution to 125 percent of the indicative 
cost estimate. The Standards need to align with the statute. The draft requirements 
D.3 and D.4 are inconsistent with the statute. 
 
The Company provides all Interconnection Customers with a good-faith, best 
estimate. This “indicative estimate” is provided before the detailed design process, 
during which the Company talks to local Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs) and 
completes other design details that affect cost, and may cause subsequent detailed 
design cost estimates or actual costs to deviate from good-faith estimates. Further, 
many factors outside the Company’s control can cause deviations from the indicative 
estimate (e.g., local mandates, supply chain constraints, etc.). The Company must be 
able to plan and complete Upgrade projects to its safety, quality, and reliability 
standards. If adopted, these requirements would disincentivize the Company from 
providing indicative estimates as accurately as possible. If the final Reactive Cost 

 
16 Requirement J.5 and Xcel J.5. 
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Share Contributions are capped, we would not be able to recover those costs from the 
Reactive Cost Share Participant, causing the Company’s overall cost of service to 
increase, even if that extra cost could not be recovered directly from non-participating 
customers, in violation of cost-causation principles. 
 

5. Section E: Interconnection Process 
 
The draft Standards in Section E provide important process details regarding 
applications, studies, queue mechanics, and Interconnection Agreements.  
 
Of note, Section E includes requirements regarding the DSRUP Agreement and 
administrative fee. The DSRUP Agreement17 is the agreement between an 
Interconnection Customer and the Company that states the Interconnection 
Customer’s intent to participate in an Upgrade and to provide a Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution. Under Requirement E.8.a, the Interconnection Customer would pay the 
administrative fee at this time. The administrative fee is an important component of 
the program, enabling the Company to cover its costs of implementing and running 
DSRUP, without increasing the cost of service for non-participating customers. 
 

6. Section F: Mobilization Threshold and Window 
 
The Mobilization Threshold is the percentage of the estimated total Upgrade cost that 
must be committed by Reactive Cost Share Participants in order for construction of 
the Upgrade to move forward. The Mobilization Window is the time period during 
which additional projects (after the Trigger Project) can commit to pay for Upgrade 
costs and those commitments will count towards the Upgrade’s Mobilization 
Threshold. 
 
The Mobilization Threshold is an important customer protection that should strike a 
balance between enabling Upgrade projects to move forward and mitigating the risk 
of stranded assets. Section F of the draft Standards presents options for the 
Mobilization Threshold. The Company recommends a mobilization threshold of 80 
percent for all DSRUP-qualifying Upgrades.18 An 80 percent Mobilization Threshold 
ensures that most Upgrade projects are nearly fully utilized and funded by DSRUP 
participants before customer funds would be needed. With an 80 percent threshold, 
more Upgrades could be funded under the same Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, and the 
risk to non-participating customers of stranded or underutilized assets would be 

 
17 The DSRUP Agreement is formally defined in Section B of the draft Standards.  
18 Requirement F.1.b. 
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reduced. The Mobilization Threshold should also be the same for all Upgrades 
regardless of cost or size, which would streamline the implementation process.   
 
Requirement F.2 importantly acknowledges the potential need for additional cluster 
studies, which may be necessary to ensure accuracy and necessity of the Upgrade and 
to provide Cost Share Participants with the most up-to-date information.  
 
Section F also provides important process details, and we offer two additional 
requirements as Xcel F.7 and Xcel F.8 for clarity regarding the Mobilization Window 
and associated process: 
 

Xcel F.7 (New): The Mobilization Window shall close if the Mobilization 
Threshold is not reached within two years. 

 
Xcel F.8 (New): The Mobilization Window shall close if all Reactive Cost Share 

Participants withdraw. 
 
The Mobilization Threshold and the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap are functionally 
intertwined and should be considered together, as we discuss above. 
 

7. Section G: Upgrade Prioritization 
 
First, we offer some background to the Commission on the Workgroup process and 
our view of the evolution of the purpose of Upgrade Prioritization.  
 
In initial Workgroup meetings and draft framework documents, it was envisioned that 
Upgrades would be completed on a first-come, first-offered basis, and prioritization 
process and criteria would be needed only for the very first DSRUP Upgrades, until 
the existing capacity constrained locations are addressed through DSRUP. After that, 
the prioritization process would be used only if necessitated by the utility’s resource 
limitations. This introductory description remains in the draft generic Standards 
(Attachment A) provided with the Notice. Some of the draft Requirements, however, 
reflect an evolving discussion in the Workgroup and contemplate that the 
prioritization criteria would be used on an ongoing basis and required for all 
Upgrades.19  
 

 
19 In a scenario where only one Upgrade is ready to go through the regularly scheduled prioritization process, 
the prioritization process would become effectively moot, and the Upgrade would move forward in the 
process. A six-month prioritization cadence (Requirement G.3.b) may help limit this scenario and ensure that  
more Upgrades are prioritized against one another. 
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We believe it is imperative that Upgrades go through the prioritization process using 
the criteria outlined in G.1. The prioritization process: 

• Serves as an important protection for non-participating customers. The most cost-
effective and beneficial Upgrades would be prioritized, ensuing that non-
participating customers contribute to the cost of these Upgrades before less 
effective, lower-benefit Upgrades. Importantly, prioritizing such Upgrades 
reduces the risk of stranded or underutilized Upgrades that may not see follow-
on DG projects interconnecting and thus contributing to the remaining cost of 
the Upgrade. 

• Provides clear, standardized, objective criteria. The use of standardized criteria ensures 
that prioritization is completed in an objective and consistent way. 

• Balances market needs and customer protections. The prioritization process will still 
have an element of “first come, first offered” because the prioritization process 
would take place on a regular cadence.  

• Provides a reasonable path to cost recovery. Use of clear, standardized, objective, and 
Commission-approved prioritization criteria for Upgrades should create a 
rebuttable presumption of prudence in any cost recovery proceeding. Under 
Requirement G.5, approval through the prioritization process in Requirement 
G.1 would create this rebuttable presumption of prudence. 

 
We support the Requirements that allow for ongoing use of the prioritization process 
for all Upgrades. 
 
As shown in the process flow chart in Attachment 4, after the Mobilization Threshold 
is reached, the Upgrade would enter the prioritization process outlined in 
Requirement G.1:  
 

When there are multiple eligible Upgrades that have reached the Mobilization 
Threshold, their construction shall be prioritized based on the below-listed 
criteria. In the case different upgrades are tied or equal in a given criterion, the 
upgrade will be prioritized by the next following criterion. The criteria used to 
evaluate the upgrades shall adhere to the following order:  

a. The Upgrade with the highest percentage of developer-funded 
Upgrade cost  

b. Lowest cost per megawatt of capacity added by the Upgrade  
c. Most capacity constraints  
d. Clear optimization benefits for the grid 

 
We support these criteria as written. This process would take place at a regular 
interval. The Company recommends that the process to review Upgrades against the 
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prioritization criteria be completed every six months20 to allow time for studies to be 
completed. This would also allow time for more Upgrades to reach the Mobilization 
Threshold and enter the prioritization process at the same time, making the process 
more meaningful to ensure the most beneficial Upgrades are prioritized.  
 
As noted above, a Commission-approved prioritization process should create a 
rebuttable presumption of prudence in any cost recovery proceeding, as in 
Requirement G.5. Because the Commission will not review or approve individual 
projects and the Company will not choose projects for this market-driven program, 
Requirement G.5 is imperative for the Company. 
 
We oppose Requirement G.6, which states that complaints regarding the prioritization 
process shall be addressed through the Formal Complaint process rather than the 
DSRUP dispute resolution process. If adopted, this requirement would function as a 
prohibition on any other avenue for resolving disputes regarding prioritization, and 
would be unnecessarily burdensome for the Commission and other parties.  
 

8. Section H: Payment Details 
 
The Requirements in Section H provide important process clarity. We support the 
Requirements that align with MN DIP, where applicable, from a policy and efficiency 
standpoint. 
 
Section H also includes a requirement related to the Company’s proposed capacity 
reservation for projects under 40 kWac: Under Requirement H.11, Interconnection 
Applications under 40 kWac would be exempt from paying a Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution if hosting capacity is available under the capacity reservation. While the 
framework and details regarding a potential capacity reservation are being addressed 
through Phase 2 of the Proactive Distribution Grid Upgrades (PDGU) workgroup,21 
the concept of a capacity reservation has broader implications for proactive and 
reactive cost sharing and queue processing. We briefly explain the capacity reservation 
concept here in the context of DSRUP. 
 
Our proposed capacity reservation would adjust the way we plan for DER, which is 
currently known as the Technical Planning Standard.22 This modification allows 

 
20 Requirement G.3.b. 
21 Docket No. E002/CI-24-318. See ORDER ESTABLISHING FRAMEWORK FOR PROACTIVE 
DISTRIBUTION GRID UPGRADES (September 2, 2025), Order Point Nos. 4 and 5. 
22 The Technical Planning Standard is defined as 80 percent of the continuous rating plus daytime minimum 
load. 



15 
 

Priority Queue DG to exceed the planning limit, but not the feeder thermal rating, as 
an accepted risk for the distribution system.  

 
Exceeding the planning limit, even temporarily, presents risk to the broader 
distribution system and must be managed carefully. However, this risk is acceptable 
for Priority Queue DG because these DG resources are smaller and associated with 
localized load, which helps mitigate some of the impacts on the distribution system. 
Additionally, exceeding the planning limit for DER would be a temporary condition, 
as the DSRUP program and PDGU framework create viable paths to upgrade the 
system back within the planning limit. Figure 1 below shows a visual comparison of 
our current and proposed planning limit. 
 

Figure 1 
Planning Limit Comparison 

 
 

 
A capacity reservation would benefit small and large projects in the interconnection 
queue, and projects seeking to participate in DSRUP. A system-wide capacity 
reservation for small DG would facilitate more efficient queue processing, allowing 
the Priority Queue (as detailed on tariff sheet 10-81.5) and the large DER queue to be 
processed concurrently, so that one does not materially hold up the other, and so that 
small DER customers in the Priority Queue are not forced to withdraw due to the 
cost of system impact studies when the system is capacity constrained by the planning 
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limit provided that the total capacity of DER does not exceed asset ratings. This will 
also allow large DERs to enter system impact studies for the utility to determine 
necessary capacity upgrades that would then qualify under DSRUP. This will benefit 
both small and large DERs, and all customers, because small DER that qualify for the 
Priority Queue will be able to interconnect seamlessly more frequently, while large 
DER will be able to participate in cost sharing and more quickly meet the 
Mobilization Threshold for the Upgrade. 
 
The Commission can adopt Requirement H.11 now without prejudging the outcome 
of Phase 2 of the proactive grid upgrades workgroup; should a capacity reservation 
not become reality, Requirement H.11 would simply become moot.  
 
Requirement H.12 would allow participants to use other cost sharing programs to 
fund their Reactive Cost Share Contribution. While this requirement as written is not 
specific to projects under 40 kWac, its origin is consideration of the small DER cost 
sharing program.23 In addition, the Company suggests that DSRUP could be another 
option for using the $10 million DER System Upgrades program funded through the 
Renewable Development Account.24 The $10 million could be used for small DG 
projects to fund their Reactive Cost Share Contributions for DSRUP Upgrades. In the 
future, the capacity reservation would help limit when small DG projects would need 
to bear a share of the Upgrade cost, but in cases where a small project would need to 
contribute to an Upgrade, this requirement leaves open options to ease the burden on 
small projects.  
 
We strongly support Requirements H.11 and H.12.  
 

9. Section I: Payback Period 
 
The Payback Period is the period of time after the Mobilization Threshold is reached, 
allotted for the full value of the Upgrade to be paid by Reactive Cost Share 
Participants.  
 
The Payback Period should aim for a maximum duration that allows new projects to 
participate and contribute to Upgrade costs, but reflects the realities of the dynamic 
nature of the distribution system; a 10-year maximum duration is appropriately 
balanced.25 An extended duration of more than ten years could create a scenario in 

 
23 See ORDER APPROVING IMPLEMENTATION OF COST SHARING PLAN AS MODIFIED, 
Docket No. E002/M-18-714 (December 19, 2022). 
24 See Minnesota House File 2310, 93rd Legislature (2023), version 4, article 11, § 2, subd. 10. Available at 
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/93/2023/0/HF/2310/versions/4/.  
25 Requirement I.1.d. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/93/2023/0/HF/2310/versions/4/
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which the distribution system has changed so much that the original Upgrade is no 
longer necessary or beneficial for future projects. 
 
Setting a minimum Payback Period duration is unnecessary and confusing because the 
costs of the Upgrade could be fully paid by Reactive Cost Share Participants before 
the end of a Payback Period.  
 

10. Section J: Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap 
 
The ARCC is the maximum amount that may be recovered from non-participating 
customers each year at any given point in time. The Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is 
always in place – each year at no point in time can ratepayer-eligible costs exceed the 
ARCC.  
 
As discussed above, a low ARCC places a lower potential burden on non-participating 
customers, but also may limit the number of Upgrade projects that could be 
constructed. Conversely, a high ARCC could adversely impact customers, but fund 
more Upgrades. 
 
A balanced ARCC is important, and the most appropriate ARCC will be different for 
each utility and reflective of its system size, customer base, DG market, design and 
construction resources, etc. Therefore, the generic Standards should not include an 
ARCC; rather, the Commission should determine each utility’s ARCC in a subsequent 
DSRUP tariff filing.26  
 
That said, if the Commission wishes to set the maximum ARCC as part of the generic 
Standards, Requirement J.2 offers two options: two percent of the annual average of 
the utility’s forecasted five-year distribution capital budget from its most recent IDP, 
or $95 million for Xcel Energy.  
 
As discussed above, $95 million places a high burden on non-participating customers 
and would be impracticable to implement. The Company has limited design and 
construction resources, so resources that are needed for DSRUP Upgrade projects 
will be unavailable to work on important projects and initiatives identified as part of 
the Company’s robust planning process, as detailed in our IDP.27 
 
We believe 2 percent is a reasonable ARCC. Using a percentage of our five-year 
budget, rather than a flat number, is an important way to be able to adjust the ARCC 

 
26 Requirement J.1. 
27 Docket No. E002/M-25-142. 
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over time and ensure it scales appropriately with our available design and construction 
resources. We would intend to put forward approximately 2 percent in our 
subsequent tariff filing; however, this level may not be appropriate for all utilities or 
into the future, so we recommend the Commission adopt J.1 only and not adopt 
either part of Requirement J.2.  
 
Even if the ARCC is reached, projects should still be able to participate in cost 
sharing, but without ratepayer contributions. Within DSRUP, this requires the 
Mobilization Threshold to change to 100 percent after the ARCC is reached.28  
 
As discussed above in our Priority Recommendations, the Mobilization Threshold 
and the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap are functionally intertwined and should be 
considered together. 
 

11. Section K: Cost Recovery 
 
As discussed above, the Standards should provide the Company with a clear path to 
timely cost recovery of any costs not paid by Reactive Cost Share Participants, as 
allowed by Minnesota law.29 Some of the options in Section K run counter to the law, 
and we strongly oppose any requirement that would not allow the Company to 
recover costs timely.30 The Requirements we support are simple, clear, consistent with 
the law, and aligned with standard practice.31 
 

12. Section L: Cost Allocation 
 
DRSUP costs should be recovered from customers consistent with approved rate case 
allocators.32 Deviating from this standard practice would create policy uncertainty and 
be unnecessarily burdensome to implement.33 
 
We note that as always, the Company supports protecting non-participating 
customers from adverse bill impacts; however, a specific requirement in DSRUP is 
not necessary and potentially confusing.34 The Mobilization Threshold and Annual 

 
28 Requirement J.5; we offer Xcel J.5 as a modification, for clarity. 
29 Minn. Stat. 216B.16, subd. 7b(b)(6) as modified by Minnesota Session Laws - 2025, 1st Special Session, 
Chapter 7, S.F. No. 2. 
30 We oppose Requirement K.1, which would not allow the Company to recover costs for five years after the 
Upgrade’s in-service date. 
31 We support Requirements K.5.a, K.5.b, and K.6.a. 
32 Requirement L.1. 
33 We oppose Requirement L.2.  
34 We oppose Requirement L.3. 
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Ratepayer Cost Cap are relevant and effective ways to mitigate impacts on non-
participating customers, including under-resourced customers and small businesses.  
 
We further note that we anticipate many projects that will be eligible for and opt to 
participate in DSRUP will be LMI-Accessible CSG projects. These projects provide 
higher bill credits to LMI customers. If DSRUP enables more LMI-Accessible CSG 
projects to come online, LMI customers will benefit. 
 

13. Section M: Publication of DSRUP Information and Data 
 
Providing fulsome, up-to-date information on DSRUP will be important for the 
program’s efficiency. Publication requirements should be as straightforward as 
possible, allowing for flexibility in how the Company provides and publishes 
information.  
 
We do not support a requirement to include DSRUP information in our Hosting 
Capacity map.35 As stated in our 2025 Hosting Capacity Program Report, we are 
planning to organize an additional developer refresher workshop in 2026 that will 
solely focus on how to effectively use the HCA and other interconnection tools such 
as the Hosting Capacity map.36 Not adopting this requirement would not preclude us 
from adding the information to the Hosting Capacity map in the future. 
 

14. Section N: Reporting and Process Evaluation 
 
The Commission and stakeholders should stay informed as the DSRUP progresses. 
We believe any reporting to the Commission should be necessary and additive and 
seek to avoid unnecessary duplication. New annual compliance filings37 as well as the 
annual Transmission Cost Recovery Rider filing will provide ample opportunity for 
the Company to provide information and for the Commission and parties to track 
progress and updates; further additions to IDP are unnecessary and duplicative.38 
 
Section N also provides a dedicated opportunity for process evaluation. Filing an 
evaluation after four years is appropriate.39  
  

 
35 Requirement M.2. 
36 Docket No. E002/M-25-404 (October 31, 2025). 
37 Requirement N.1 and N.2. 
38 Requirement N.3. 
39 Requirement N.4. 
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15. Section O: Dispute Resolution 
 
As noted above, leveraging existing processes wherever possible is efficient for all 
parties. The DSRUP Dispute Resolution Process is appropriately layered on top of 
the MN DIP process and adds important clarifications on DSRUP-specific processes.  
The Company supports the Dispute Resolution process as written in Attachment B of 
the Notice with one important exception: Disputes related to DSRUP should not be 
counted in the Company’s complaint thresholds towards triggering service quality 
payments.40 DSRUP is a new process, required by law, that was not considered when 
the Company’s complaint thresholds or penalties were set. Any changes to the 
Company’s Quality of Service Plan tariff should be reviewed holistically in that 
docket. 
 
Attachment 2 provides the Company’s preferred Dispute Resolution process. 
 

16. Section P: Tariff Implementation 
 
Section P provides clarity that utility-specific tariffs should memorialize the Standards 
and DSRUP Agreement. We support both Requirements in section P as important 
clarifications. 
 
II. Do the draft standards address and accomplish the goals and 

requirements described in the Minnesota Session Laws - 2024, Regular 
Session, Chapter 126—S.F.No. 4292, Article 6, Section 53? 

 
Yes, the draft Standards are robust and provide the level of detail necessary to 
ultimately implement the DSRUP through utility tariffs in order to meet the goals and 
requirements in statute. We list the statutory goals and requirements in relation to the 
Standards requirements in Table 2 below. 
 

 
40 Requirement 5.3.3 part 2. We offer a modification, as Xcel 5.3.3 part 2, in Attachments 2 and 3. 
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Table 2 
Statutory Topics in Relation to DSRUP Standards 

Topic Section(s) in DSRUP 
Standards 

1. Accelerate the expansion of hosting capacity at multiple points on a 
utility’s distribution system by ensuring that the cost of upgrades is 
shared fairly among owners of distributed generation projects seeking 
interconnection on a pro rata basis according to the amount of the 
expanded capacity utilized by each interconnected distributed 
generation facility; 

D.  Pro Rata Cost 
Calculation 

2. Reduce the capital burden on owners of trigger projects seeking 
interconnection; 

D.  Pro Rata Cost 
Calculation 

H.  Payment Details 
I.  Payback Period 

3. Establish a minimum level of upgrade costs an expansion of hosting 
capacity must reach in order to be eligible to participate in the cost-
share process and below which a trigger project must bear the full cost 
of the upgrade; 

C.  Upgrade Cost 
Thresholds 

4. Establish a distributed generation facility's pro rata cost-share amount 
as the utility's total cost of the upgrade divided by the incremental 
capacity resulting from the upgrade, and multiplying the result by the 
capacity of the distributed generation facility seeking interconnection; 

D. Pro Rata Cost 
Calculation 

5. Establish a minimum proportion of the total upgrade cost that a utility 
must receive from one or more distributed generation facilities before 
initiating constructing an upgrade; 

F.  Mobilization 
Threshold and Window 

6. Allow trigger projects and any other distributed generation facilities to 
pay a utility more than the trigger project's or distributed generation 
facility’s pro rata cost-share amount only if needed to meet the 
minimum threshold established in clause (5) and to receive refunds for 
amounts paid beyond the trigger project's or distributed generation 
facility's pro rata share of expansion costs from distributed generation 
projects that subsequently interconnect at the applicable location, after 
which pro rata payments are paid to the utility for distribution to 
ratepayers; 

H.  Payment Details 
I. Payback Period 
K. Cost Recovery 

 

7. Prohibit owners of distributed generation facilities from using any 
unsubscribed capacity at an interconnection that has undergone an 
upgrade without the distributed generation owners paying the 
distributed generation owner's pro rata cost of the upgrade; and 

E.  Interconnection 
Process 

8. Establish an annual limit or a formula for determining an annual limit 
for the total cost of upgrades that are not allocated to owners of 
participating generation facilities and may be recovered from 
ratepayers under section 216B.16, subdivision 7b, clause (6). 

J.  Annual Ratepayer 
Cost Cap 
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III. Are there other issues or concerns related to this matter? 
 

A. Implementation Costs and Timing 
 
Implementing and operationalizing the complex new process of DSRUP will take 
time and require investments in technology and labor resources. 
 
We are currently undertaking a project to migrate the full interconnection process 
technology. We expect to be able to leverage this technology for DSRUP, 
implementing and automating the workflow shown in Attachment 4 as much as 
possible.  
 
We plan to update the scope of the project to include the DSRUP process. Initial 
discussions indicate that adding the DSRUP process to the project scope will take 
approximately three months and add approximately $80,000 in cost. We intend that 
the administrative fee for DSRUP, which would be included in our tariff filing, will 
reflect this technology cost.  
 
As the technology project progresses, we can manage the DSRUP semi-manually, 
leveraging existing MN DIP processes and tools where possible and adding manual 
steps where necessary.  
 
DSRUP is a new process that could drive an increase in interconnection applications 
and require additional staff to complete necessary studies and manage the process. 
This estimate does not include additional program management costs that would be 
necessary to enable additional studies and overall DSRUP management. We will 
evaluate the costs associated with DSRUP as we implement the process and update 
the administrative fee as necessary. 
 
We will work as quickly as possible to begin DSRUP implementation after a 
Commission Order. In addition to the generic Standards, the Company’s DSRUP 
tariff will need to be approved before we can fully implement the program. Upon 
Commission approval of the generic Standards, the Company will develop and 
calculate the necessary components of the tariff: the DSRUP agreement contract 
language, the administrative fee, and the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap.41 This tariff 
development will take time, so we request that the Commission set a follow-on 
procedural schedule such that a Commission hearing on the Company’s tariffs can be 
scheduled no earlier than the third quarter of 2026. We aim to ensure a smooth 

 
41 If Requirement J.1 is adopted. 
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process for all Interconnection Applicants and Reactive Cost Share Participants as we 
implement DSRUP. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

We appreciate the time and dedication of Commission Staff and DSRUP workgroup 
participants. The collaborative Workgroup has created robust draft generic Standards. 
While some important questions and considerations remain, we believe there is 
agreement among parties on many pieces of the draft generic Standards. The DSRUP 
can support Minnesota’s energy policy goals, meet market needs, and protect non-
participating customers. 
 
We respectfully request that the Commission: 

• Adopt the Company’s preferred DSRUP generic Standards and preferred 
DSRUP Dispute Resolution Process in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively. 

• Set a procedural schedule for the filing of proposed tariffs such that a 
Commission hearing to set the terms of the tariffs can be scheduled no sooner 
than the third quarter of 2026. 

 
Dated: November 7, 2025 
 
Northern States Power Company 



Attachment 1: Xcel Energy Preferred Standards for the Distribution System Reactive 
Upgrade Process (DSRUP) 

Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

Reactive DER Upgrade Cost Sharing Standards 

B. Definitions

Defined terms from the MN DIP have the same meanings here and are capitalized 
throughout the Standards below. Additionally, the Commission adopts the following 
definitions for the purposes of this proceeding: 

1. Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap: The total rolling annual cost of Upgrades that are
not paid for by Reactive Cost Share Participants and that may be recovered
from ratepayers under Commission-approved cost recovery methods.

2. Distributed Generation Project (Project): An energy generating system with a
capacity no greater than ten megawatts. 

3. Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process (DSRUP or Process): The
process and operation of the “generic standards” envisioned by Section 53 of
the 2024 Minnesota Session Laws, Regular Session, Chapter 126, Article 6 and
approved by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission.

4. Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process Cost Share Agreement (DSRUP
Agreement): The agreement between an Interconnection Customer and the
Utility providing the Interconnection Customer’s intention to participate in an
Upgrade and to provide a Reactive Cost Share Contribution for an Upgrade
with an open Mobilization Window.

5. Hosting Capacity: The maximum capacity of a utility distribution system to
transport electricity at a specific location without compromising the safety or
reliability of the distribution system.

6. Interconnection Application: An application that has been submitted to a utility
for interconnection under MNDIP.

7. Interconnection Customer: A Distributed Generation Project owner that has
submitted an Interconnection Application.

8. Minnesota Distributed Energy Resource Interconnection Agreement (MN
DIA): The Agreement intended to provide for the Interconnection Customer
to interconnect at the Point of Common Coupling and operate a Distributed

Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
Comments 

Attachment 1 - Page 1 of 14



Attachment 1: Xcel Energy Preferred Standards for the Distribution System Reactive 
Upgrade Process (DSRUP) 

 

Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

Energy Resource with a Nameplate Rating of 10 Megawatts (MW) or less in 
parallel with the Area EPS at the location identified above and in the 
Interconnection Application. MN DIP Section 1.1.5 details when the Uniform 
Statewide Contract may replace the need for the MN DIA. 
 

9. Minnesota Distributed Energy Resource Interconnection Process (MN DIP): 
The generic, statewide standards for the interconnection and parallel operation 
of distributed energy resources of no more than 10 MW. All regulated Area 
Electrical Power System (EPS) Operators are subject to the MN DIP. 
 

10. Mobilization Threshold: The percentage of the estimated total Upgrade cost 
that must be committed in order for construction of the Upgrade to move 
forward. 
 

11. Mobilization Window: When the Trigger Project by itself does not meet the 
Mobilization Threshold, the time period during which additional projects can 
commit to pay for Upgrade costs and those commitments will count towards 
the Upgrade’s Mobilization Threshold. 
 

12. Outstanding Costs: Any Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade costs that 
are unrecovered from Reactive Cost Share Participants at any given time, after 
a Mobilization Threshold has been met and before the Payback Period has 
been closed. 
 

13. Payback Period: The period of time, after the Mobilization Threshold has been 
met, allotted for the full value of the Upgrade to be paid for by Reactive Cost 
Share Participants. 
 

14. Pro Rata Cost: The $/kWac rate calculated by dividing the total costs of the 
eligible Upgrade by the total kilowatts of Hosting Capacity created by the 
Upgrade. 
 

15. Reactive Cost Share Contribution: The contribution made by an 
Interconnection Customer toward an Upgrade. The amount is determined by 
multiplying the Pro Rata Cost by the kWac capacity of the facility seeking 
interconnection. 
 

16. Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade (Upgrade): A distribution Upgrade 
made under the DSRUP. This type of Upgrade must be a modification of a 
Utility’s distribution system at a specific location that is necessary to allow the 

Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
Comments 
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Attachment 1: Xcel Energy Preferred Standards for the Distribution System Reactive 
Upgrade Process (DSRUP) 

 

Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

interconnection of Distributed Generation Projects by increasing Hosting 
Capacity at the applicable location, including but not limited to installing or 
modifying equipment at a substation or along a distribution line. Upgrade does 
not mean an expansion of hosting capacity dedicated solely to the 
interconnection of a single Distributed Generation Project. Upgrade does not 
mean construction of a new substation for the sole purpose of allowing the 
interconnection of Distributed Generation Projects. 
 

17. Reactive Cost Share Participant: An Interconnection Customer who elects to 
participate in a Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade with an open cost-
share window and is responsible for paying a cost-share contribution. 
 

18. Reactive Upgrade Workgroup: The workgroup created in Docket 24-288 to 
create the draft standards of the DSRUP. 
 

19. Trigger Project: The initial Interconnection Application for interconnection for 
a Distributed Generation Project that alerted a Utility that an Upgrade is 
needed in order to accommodate the Trigger Project and any future 
interconnections at the applicable location. 
 

20. Utility: A public utility, as defined in Minnesota Statutes, section 216B.02, 
subdivision 4, that provides electric service. 
 

C. Upgrade Cost Thresholds 
 

1. To qualify for the DSRUP, an Upgrade must have total project costs of at least  
 
c. $2,500,000. 
 

D. Pro Rata Cost Calculation 
 

1. When a Trigger Project elects to initiate the DSRUP and become a Reactive 
Cost Share Participant, the Utility shall calculate the estimated Pro Rata Cost 
defined as the total estimated costs of the eligible Upgrade divided by the total 
kilowatts of Hosting Capacity created by the Upgrade.  
 

2. The estimated Pro Rata Cost shall be considered an estimate in the calculation 
of a particular Reactive Cost Share Customer’s Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution until a final Pro Rata Cost is determined after the final bill of 
actual costs for the Upgrade is issued consistent with MN DIP 5.6.4.1. The 

Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
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Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

Utility shall either refund any excess fees paid or assess each Reactive Cost 
Share Participant the remaining amount, based on the final Pro Rata Cost of 
the Upgrade. Refunded amounts shall be issued by the Utility within 30 
Business Days after the issuance of the final bill of actual costs. Additional 
assessments shall be paid by Reactive Cost Share Participants within 30 
Business Days after the issuance of the final bill of actual costs. 
Interconnection Customers that elect to become a Reactive Cost Share 
Participant following construction of the Upgrade will be assessed a Reactive 
Cost Share Contribution based on the final Pro Rata Costs. 
 

E. Interconnection Process 
 
1. The DSRUP can only be initiated when a Distributed Energy Project 

completes a Facilities Study, and the results of the study indicate an eligible 
Upgrade is required. The Interconnection Customer will be given 20 Business 
Days after a signature-ready MN DIA and signature-ready DSRUP Agreement 
are provided to the Interconnection Customer to choose one of the following 
options: 
 

a. Participate in the DSRUP and act as a Trigger Project by signing and 
funding the DSRUP Agreement; or 

b. Pay the full cost of the Upgrade as described in Section F2 by signing 
and funding the DSRUP Agreement; or 

c. Withdraw its application 
 
2. An Interconnection Application that triggers an Upgrade shall have the option 

to pay for the full Upgrade, foregoing the cost sharing process and thus paying 
in full for the additional capacity beyond their project’s need. Should the 
Interconnection Customer choose to fund the full Upgrade cost and forgo the 
cost sharing process they shall not be entitled to use excess capacity created by 
the Upgrade or receive any compensation from future Interconnection 
Customers utilizing the capacity created by the Upgrade. 

 
3. Interconnection Applications with capacity no greater than 40 kWac and do 

not have available Hosting Capacity to interconnect shall be informed prior to 
Initial Review of the likely need offered the opportunity to participate in the 
DSRUP prior to Initial Review. These projects are still subject to the MN DIP 
process for reviewing, studying, and processing their Interconnection 
Application. 

 

Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
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Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

4. An Interconnection Application with a nameplate rating more than 40 kWac is 
eligible to participate in an active Mobilization Window: 

 
b. After all applicable MN DIP studies have been completed. 

 
5. Utilities shall streamline System Impact Studies for Interconnection 

Applications in queue behind a Trigger Project in Upgrades with an active 
Mobilization Window to the extent practicable. For Interconnection 
Applications starting a System Impact Study after a Mobilization Threshold has 
been met, the Utility shall utilize the Trigger Project’s System Impact Study to 
the extent practicable.  

 
6. Interconnection Agreements for Reactive Cost Share Participants shall not be 

tendered for signature until after the Mobilization Threshold has been met and 
any applicable cluster studies have been completed. 
 

7. Utility shall countersign all Interconnection Agreements within 5 business days 
after receiving all signed Interconnection Agreements from all Reactive Cost 
Share Participants that are participating in the Upgrade. 

 
8. Interconnection customers that elect to be a Reactive Cost Share Participant 

shall have their queue status updated to “Awaiting Cost Share Upgrade 
Selection” until the Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share 
Participants that are participating in the Upgrade have been signed and 
countersigned by the Utility. 

 
a. Interconnection Applications in the “Awaiting Cost Share Upgrade 

Selection” status will maintain their queue position, and the next-in-
queue project will be processed and studied through MN DIP. After 
completion of the System Impact Study and, if necessary, Facilities 
Study, next-in-queue projects will be notified by the Utility with a 
signature-ready DSRUP agreement. Next-in-queue projects must sign 
the DSRUP Agreement and pay the administrative fee within 10 
Business Days of receiving notification from the Utility, or withdraw 

b. Next-in-queue projects will not be allowed to pay the entire cost of the 
upgrade under section E.2. 

c. If the System Impact Study and Facilities Study for a next-in-queue 
project determines that a new eligible Upgrade is required that does not 
fit within the scope of the existing Upgrade, then that next-in-queue 
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Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

project may choose to become a Trigger Project for the new upgrade 
following E.1 of the Standards. 

d. Interconnection Applications that are processed as a next-in-queue 
project and have a capacity no greater than 40 kWac may proceed with 
interconnection if no upgrades are required and Hosting Capacity is 
available for applications with a capacity no greater than 40 kWac 
through a capacity reservation. 
 

9. After all Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share Participants 
that are participating in an Upgrade are countersigned by the Utility, the 
Upgrade will proceed to detailed design and construction. Reactive Cost Share 
Participants will have their queue status updated to “Cost Share Upgrade In 
Progress.” Until the Upgrade has been placed in-service. Interconnection 
Applications will have the estimated Reactive Cost Share Contribution included 
as an interconnection upgrade cost in the Interconnection Agreement. The 
Interconnection Agreement must be signed and timely paid consistent with 
MN DIP timelines. 
 

10. After an Upgrade has been placed in-service and before the Payback Period has 
closed, the queue will be processed following MN DIP. Interconnection 
Applications that are Deemed Complete during this time will have the 
estimated Reactive Cost Share Contribution, or the final Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution if available, included as an interconnection upgrade cost in the 
Interconnection Agreement. The Interconnection Agreement must be signed 
and timely paid consistent with MN DIP timelines. 
 

F. Mobilization Threshold and Window 
 

1. The Mobilization Threshold for an individual Upgrade is set at: 
 

b. 80 percent of total Upgrade costs. 
 

2. The Mobilization Window for an Upgrade shall remain open until an alteration 
in the electric distribution system requires a new distribution System Impact 
Study to confirm the accuracy or necessity of the previously identified Upgrade. 
When the Mobilization Threshold is met the Utility may conduct a new 
mandatory cluster study with the costs assigned to the relevant Cost Share 
Participants consistent with a Utility’s Cluster Study guidelines and timelines. 
Refusal by a Reactive Cost Share Participant to pay for its share of the study 
cost will constitute withdrawal. 
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3. If either of the scenarios described in 3a or 3b occurs in the steps following an 

Upgrade being selected in the Upgrade prioritization process, the Utility will 
issue notice to the Reactive Cost Share Participants participating in the 
Upgrade that the Upgrade will be moved back to an open Mobilization 
Window. Within 20 Business days from the issuance of the notice by the 
Utility, the Reactive Cost Share Participants may elect to pay more than their 
project’s Reactive Cost Share Contribution in order to reach the Mobilization 
Threshold, or the Upgrade will be moved back to an open Mobilization 
Window. After an Upgrade is moved back to an open Mobilization Window, 
when the Mobilization Threshold has been met again, the Upgrade will advance 
to the prioritization selection process. 

 
a. A Reactive Cost Share Participant withdraws such that the mobilization 

threshold is no longer reached. 
b. The final cluster study cost estimate varies from the previous estimate 

such that the mobilization threshold is no longer reached. 
 

4. If either of the scenarios described in 4a or 4b occurs in the steps following an 
Upgrade being selected in the Upgrade prioritization process, the Upgrade will 
be reprioritized against the criteria in G.1 of the Standards. If the 
reprioritization results in the Upgrade no longer maintaining its priority, it will 
be reconsidered in the next prioritization process as described in G.4 of the 
Standards before proceeding.  
 

a. A Reactive Cost Share Participant withdraws. 
b. The final cluster study cost estimate varies from the previous estimate by 

more than 20%. 
 

5. If an Upgrade is moved back to an open Mobilization Window after estimated 
Reactive Cost Share Contributions have been paid by a Reactive Cost Share 
Participant, the Utility shall issue refunds of the estimated Reactive Cost Share 
Contributions within 30 Business Days from the date the Utility notifies the 
Reactive Cost Share Participants that the Mobilization Window is being 
reopened.  
 

7. The Mobilization Window shall close if the Mobilization Threshold is not 
reached within two years. 
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Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

8. The Mobilization Window shall close if all Reactive Cost Share Participants 
withdraw. 
 

G. Upgrade Prioritization 
 

1. When there are multiple eligible Upgrades that have reached the Mobilization 
Threshold, their construction shall be prioritized based on the below-listed 
criteria. In the case different upgrades are tied or equal in a given criterion, the 
upgrade will be prioritized by the next following criterion. The criteria used to 
evaluate the upgrades shall adhere to the following order:  
 

a. The Upgrade with the highest percentage of developer-funded Upgrade 
cost  

b. Lowest cost per megawatt of capacity added by the Upgrade  
c. Most capacity constraints  
d. Clear optimization benefits for the grid 

 
2. Notwithstanding the criteria listed in G1, where supply chain issues, permitting 

issues, or other issues that may delay an Upgrade by one year or longer are 
encountered, the Utility may remove the Upgrade from consideration until the 
next Upgrade prioritization review, and instead select the next highest priority 
Upgrade using the prioritization criteria. 

 
3. Following tariffed process initiation, every ____ the Utility shall review 

Upgrades that have met the Mobilization Threshold during the previous ____ 
months and prioritize them based on criteria in G1. 
 

b. Six Months 
 

5. Approval through the prioritization process chosen in Section G shall create a 
rebuttable presumption of prudence in any cost recovery proceeding. 
 

H. Payment Details 
 

1. Interconnection Customers that have elected to participate in an Upgrade 
during an open Mobilization Window shall have an executed DSRUP 
Agreement to pay their Reactive Cost Share Contribution at the time the 
Interconnection Agreement is signed and paid consistent with MN DIP 
timelines. 
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2. Interconnection Customers shall pay a non-refundable administrative fee with 
each executed DSRUP Agreement to participate in an Upgrade during an open 
Mobilization Window. The Interconnection Customer may exit the DSRUP 
Agreement at any time but will not be refunded the administrative fee. 
 

3. A DSRUP Agreement shall not be contingent upon any other DSRUP 
Agreement for another Upgrade. 
 

4. Reactive Cost Share Participants may withdraw after all Interconnection 
Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share Participants that are participating in an 
Upgrade are countersigned by the Utility but shall not receive a refund of their 
Reactive Cost Share Contribution. 

 
8. Any Reactive Cost Share Participant may pay more than their project’s Reactive 

Cost Share Contribution in order to reach the Mobilization Threshold of an 
Upgrade. This payment beyond their project’s calculated Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution shall be refunded if additional Reactive Cost Share Contributions 
are received prior to the Payback Period closing. A refund shall be issued to the 
overpaying Reactive Cost Share Participant within 30 business days from the 
date a new Reactive Cost Share Contribution is collected by the Utility. The 
amount refunded to overpaying Reactive Cost Share Participant is determined 
by the Reactive Cost Share Contribution collected from the new Reactive Cost 
Share Participant, not exceeding the amount of excess payment remaining to be 
refunded. Any remaining excess payment is not refundable once the Payback 
Period closes. Once the Payback Period closes or the over-payer has been fully 
refunded the excess payment, all funds from subsequent Reactive Cost Share 
Participants shall be credited to ratepayers.  
 

9. If two or more Reactive Cost Share Participants pay more than their projects’ 
Reactive Cost Share Contribution obligations for a single Upgrade, the Utility 
shall refund such excess amounts in the order in which the excess payments 
were received. The reactive cost Share Participant whose excess payment was 
received first shall be refunded in full prior to the issuance of any refund to the 
Participant whose excess payment was received subsequently, and this sequence 
shall continue accordingly until all excess payments have been refunded. 

 
10. There may be cases where a Utility collects greater than 100% of the final 

Upgrade costs and over-paying Reactive Cost Share Participants have already 
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been refunded. If this occurs the excess will be returned to ratepayers by 
reducing the Utility’s total recovery of distribution capital costs of the DSRUP 
the next time it seeks recovery for Process’s costs. 
 

11. Interconnection Applications under 40 kWac are exempt from paying a 
Reactive Cost Share Contribution if Hosting Capacity is available for 
Interconnection Applications under 40 kWac through a capacity reservation. 

 
12. Reactive Cost Share Participants may use other, Utility-specific, cost sharing 

programs to fund their Reactive Cost Share Contribution where applicable and 
with subsequent approval in those relevant Utility-specific cost sharing 
program docket proceedings. 
 

I. Payback Period  
 

1. The Payback Period shall remain open once the Mobilization Threshold is 
reached and remains open for: 
 

d.  No more than ten years from the Upgrade’s in-service date 
 

2. The Payback Period shall end if: 
 

a. The Hosting Capacity created by the Upgrade is fully utilized by Reactive 
Cost Share Participants and all over-payers have been fully refunded the 
amounts above their Reactive Cost Share Contribution, or. 

b. The duration of the Payback Period defined in I.1 has elapsed. 
 

3. All Interconnection Applications that are in the Deemed Complete state within 
the Payback Period shall be subject to paying their Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution. 
 

J. Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap 
 

1. The Commission shall decide the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap for Utility in a 
tariff filing upon approval of that Utility’s DSRUP.  

 
3. The Commission intends that the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap will remain in 

place for at least 24 months since the most recent change to the cost cap went 
into effect before the Commission considers modifications. A Utility, 
prospective Trigger Projects, and ratepayer advocates may request a 
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modification to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap. In determining whether to 
change the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, the Commission shall consider, at a 
minimum, previous and future ratepayer costs and risks arising from the 
Utility’s DSRUP, total pending cost share contributions, and the demand for 
new Upgrades. 

 
4. The Outstanding Costs of constructed Upgrades that have not been paid for by 

Reactive Cost Share Contributions shall count towards the Annual Ratepayer 
Cost Cap.  
 

a. Costs of Upgrades that have not been paid for by Reactive Cost Share 
Participants upon the Payback Period closing shall be removed from the 
Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap. 

 
5. Once the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is reached, the Mobilization Threshold 

for all pending Upgrades is set to 100 percent until the total amount 
recoverable from ratepayers drops below the cap. As available space opens up 
within the cost cap, projects transitioning back to the standard Mobilization 
Threshold shall follow existing prioritization processes. 
 

K. Cost Recovery 
 

5. A Utility may petition to recover outstanding costs through any or all of the 
following (but without any double recovery):  
 

a. Through a general rate case. 
b. Through its Transmission Cost Recovery Rider pursuant to Minn. Stat. 

216B.16, Subd. 7b, paragraph (b), clause 6. 
 

6. All Reactive Cost Share Contributions collected from Reactive Cost Share 
Participants shall be collected during the Payback Period and shall be: 
 

a. Returned to ratepayers as an offset to the revenue requirements of 
Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade. 
 

L. Cost Allocation 
 

1. Costs recovered from ratepayers shall be treated consistent with the most 
recently approved rate case allocators and established revenue requirement 
procedures. Parties to a Utility’s rate case or other cost recovery proceeding 
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may request that the Commission establish a different cost allocation and 
procedures for DSRUP Upgrades. 

 
M. Publication of DSRUP Information and Data 

 
1. Utilities shall make all reasonable efforts to publish the feeders and/or 

substations that have an open Mobilization Window and the availability of 
potential Upgrades where there is an open Mobilization Window as well as 
where there is an Upgrade already constructed that still has available hosting 
capacity remaining. Utilities shall publish the following information on a 
monthly basis for each active Upgrade location:  
 

a. The $/kW Pro Rata Cost to participate in the Upgrade1  
b. Start and end dates of the Mobilization Window  
c. Start and end dates of the Payback Period  
d. The feeders and/or substations that have an open Mobilization Window 
e. The maximum amount of distribution capacity that could be created by 

the Upgrade 
f. Status of the Mobilization Threshold 

i. How many projects have opted in 
ii. The capacity they have taken up 
iii. The progress, in percentage, towards the Mobilization Threshold  

 
3. The information in M1 shall be listed on a spreadsheet. 

 
N. Reporting and Process Evaluation  
 

1. Utilities shall file an annual compliance filing in Docket 24-288 the following 
reporting requirements: 
 

a. List of ongoing projects by feeder and status (waiting for Mobilization 
Threshold to be reached, Upgrades in progress, post-construction 
Mobilization Window) 

b. Status of the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap (how much $ space is 
available) 

c. Revenue requirements 

 
1 This does not include any upgrades in addition to the DSRUP Upgrade an individual DER project may require 
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d. Impact to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap from each project including a 
forecast of cap space (assuming no new cost share customers 
interconnect) 

e. Total costs allocated to ratepayers by the DSRUP 
f. Total capacity (kWac) added by the DSRUP 
g. Total cumulative capacity (kWac) added by DSRUP 
h. Total amount funded by Reactive Cost Share Contributions 
i. Details about each individual Upgrade made, including 

i. Capacity added 
ii. Total Cost (estimated, final), Pro Rata Cost (estimated, final) 
iii. Trigger date, construction date, etc. (length to Mobilization 

Threshold) 
iv. How many projects were involved, their sizes  

j. The monetary benefit to ratepayers as a result of Upgrades that were 
more than 100% funded. 

k. The results of upgrade prioritization process for each Upgrade.  
 

2. Utilities must file reports that include the preceding following information and 
data to the greatest extent practicable. Where a Utility is not able to provide the 
required information, the Company shall explain why it is unable to do so. Such 
reports must be filed annually on March 1st in the current docket, 24-288. 
Where applicable, Utilities must include data in spreadsheet (.xlsx) format as 
well as in tabulated form. If a Utility also files a PDF version of spreadsheet 
data, it must be filed as an attachment in a separate document instead of being 
merged with the main report. 

 
4. After four years of DSRUP tariffed operation, each Utility shall file an 

evaluation of the Standards and any recommended changes with its annual 
report in Docket 24-288. 
 

5. In addition to Utility evaluations, the DSRUP Standards are subject to 
refinement through Commission Order or through the Reactive Upgrade 
Workgroup with subsequent Commission approval. The Reactive Upgrade 
Workgroup shall be convened by Commission Staff and shall meet as necessary 
to refine and improve the Standards. Workgroup participants may reach out to 
Commission Staff to raise issues or concerns that may require the workgroup 
to reconvene.  

 
6. The DSRUP shall be evaluated based on the proposed reporting requirements.  
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O. Dispute Resolution 
1. Dispute resolution shall be consistent with the highlighted portions of 

Attachment B. 
 

P. Tariff Implementation 
1. These standards shall be implemented with each Utility through tariffs 

filed by each Utility.  
2. The tariff filing shall include a Utility’s DSRUP Agreement. 
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Dispute Resolution Process for the Distribution System Reactive Upgrade 
Process (DSRUP)1 

For Disputes Between Interconnection Customers (and Developers) and the Public 
Utility 

Generally, follow the MN DIP process, except where shown in highlight below: 

5.3 Disputes  

5.3.1 The Parties agree to attempt to resolve all disputes arising out of the 
interconnection process (and the DSRUP) and associated study and Interconnection 
Agreements according to the provisions of this article and Minnesota Administrative 
Rules 7829.1500-7829.1900. More information on the Commission’s Consumer 
Affairs Office dispute resolution services is available on the Commission’s website: 
https://mn.gov/puc/consumers/help/complaint/ 

5.3.2 Prior to a written Notice of Dispute, the Party shall contact the other Party and 
raise the issue and the relief sought in an attempt to resolve the issue immediately.  

5.3.3 In the event of a dispute, the disputing Party shall provide the other Party a 
written Notice of Dispute containing the relevant known facts pertaining to the 
dispute, the specific dispute and the relief sought, and express notice by the disputing 
Party that it is invoking the procedures under this article. The Interconnection 
Customer may utilize the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office’s complaint/inquiry 
form and Informal Complaint dispute resolution process to assist with the written 
Notice of Dispute. The notice shall be sent to the non-disputing Party’s email address 
and physical address set forth in the Interconnection Agreement or Interconnection 
Application, if there is no Interconnection Agreement. If the Interconnection 
Customer chooses not to utilize the Commission’s Consumer Affair Office dispute 
resolution process, the Interconnection Customer shall provide an informational 
electronic copy of the Notice of Dispute to the Consumer Affairs Office at the 
Commission at consumer.puc@state.mn.us.  

For Disputes relating to the DSRUP, it is mandatory to either complete the 
Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office complaint/inquiry form or provide an 
informational copy to the CAO and this will provide notice to the Ombudsperson of 
the Dispute. For the first three years of DSRUP implementation, aAny Dispute 

1 The process and standards approved by the Commission and outlined in Docket 24-288. 
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regarding the DSRUP will not be logged as a complaint so that the Dispute will not 
count towards triggering service quality payments. Also, any Dispute relating to the 
DSRUP must be timely brought (“Timely Brought”) in such a way so as to not further 
adversely impact other Interconnection Applications compared to if the Dispute had 
been brought in a timelier manner. 
 
5.3.4 The non-disputing Party shall acknowledge the notice within three (3) Business 
Days of its receipt and identify a representative with the authority to make decisions 
for the non-disputing Party with respect to the dispute. 
 
For Disputes relating to the DSRUP, if resolution of the Dispute might have a 
material impact on any other Interconnection Application, then that impacted 
Interconnection Application may be placed on hold until the Dispute is resolved. 
 
5.3.5 The non-disputing Party shall provide the disputing Party with relevant 
regulatory and/or technical details and analysis regarding the Area EPS Operator 
interconnection requirements under dispute within ten (10) Business Days of the date 
of the Notice of Dispute. 
 
If the Area EPS Operator believes that one or more other Interconnection Customers 
would be materially impacted by the resolution of a Dispute relating DSRUP, then the 
Area EPS Operator may as part of the 10 Business Day response above make any 
such Interconnection Customer a Party to the Dispute, and may provide pertinent 
details about the dispute to any Party to the Dispute including but not limited to as to 
any Party’s position in the queue, name of any Party to the Dispute, and any such 
Party’s assigned feeder and substation, date application was Deemed Complete, 
nameplate capacity of the Interconnection Application, etc. and an explanation of 
how each Party may be materially impacted by the resolution of the Dispute. 
 
Within twenty (20) Business Days of the date of the Notice of Dispute, the Parties’ 
authorized representatives will be required to meet and confer to try to resolve the 
dispute. Parties shall operate in good faith and use best efforts to resolve the dispute.  
 
5.3.6 If a resolution is not reached in the thirty (30) Business Days from the date of 
the notice described in section 5.3.3, the Parties may 1) if mutually agreed, continue 
negotiations for up to an additional twenty (20) Business Days; or 2) either Party may 
request the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office provide mediation in an attempt 
to resolve the dispute within twenty (20) Business Days with the opportunity to 
extend this timeline upon mutual agreement. Alternatively, both Parties by mutual 
agreement may request mediation from an outside third-party mediator with costs to 
be shared equally between the Parties. 

Northern States Power Company Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
Comments 

Attachment 2 - Page 2 of 3



Attachment 2: Xcel Energy’s Preferred Dispute Resolution Process for the DSRUP 

Xcel Energy modifications noted in red. 

In the case of a Dispute relating to the DSRUP, any Party may bring dispute relating 
to Reactive Cost Sharing to the Ombudsperson at the Commission’s CAO office for 
mediation. 
 
5.3.7 If the results of the mediation are not accepted by one or more Parties (or by 
any Party for a Dispute in the case of a and there is still disagreement, the dispute 
shall proceed to the Commission’s Formal Complaint process as described in Minn. 
Rules 7829.1700-1900 unless mutually agreed to continue with informal dispute 
resolution.  
 
5.3.8 At any time, either Party may file a complaint before the Commission pursuant 
to Minn. Stat. §216B.164, if applicable, and Commission rules outlined in Minn. Rules 
Ch. 7829. 
 
Additional steps for Disputes relating to the DSRUP: 
 
If the Dispute is not resolved following the above steps 5.3.1 to 5.3.6, then any Party 
may bring any Timely Brought Dispute relating to the DSRUP to the Commission for 
Expedited Dispute Resolution in the following way: File in a new Docket a Petition 
for Resolution of Dispute Relating to the DSRUP, include in that Petition all Parties 
to the Dispute as set forth above, and include in that Petition all pertinent facts. All 
Parties that are not Petitioners may be allowed 20 Business Days to submit their 
positions on the issue to the Commission, including where applicable a discussion on 
whether the Dispute has been Timely Brought. The Executive Secretary will 
determine if further rounds of comments are appropriate and will then set the matter 
for hearing. At hearing, the Commission may use its judgment on how the Dispute 
should be resolved, or whether further investigation is necessary. The Commission 
may determine whether the Dispute has not been Timely Brought and therefore is 
time barred. 
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B.  Definitions

B.1
Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap: The total rolling annual cost of Upgrades that are not paid for by Reactive Cost Share 
Participants and that may be recovered from ratepayers under Commission-approved cost recovery methods.

Support

B.2 Distributed Generation Project (Project): An energy generating system with a capacity no greater than ten megawatts.
Support

B.3
Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process (DSRUP or Process): The process and operation of the “generic standards” 
envisioned by Section 53 of the 2024 Minnesota Session Laws, Regular Session, Chapter 126, Article 6 and approved by the 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. Support

B.4
Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process Cost Share Agreement (DSRUP Agreement): The agreement between an 
Interconnection Customer and the Utility providing the Interconnection Customer’s intention to participate in an Upgrade 
and to provide a Reactive Cost Share Contribution for an Upgrade with an open Mobilization Window.

Support

B.5
Hosting Capacity: The maximum capacity of a utility distribution system to transport electricity at a specific location 
without compromising the safety or reliability of the distribution system. Support

B.6 Interconnection Application: An application that has been submitted to a utility for interconnection under MNDIP.
Support

B.7 Interconnection Customer: A Distributed Generation Project owner that has submitted an Interconnection Application.
Support

B.8

Minnesota Distributed Energy Resource Interconnection Agreement (MN DIA): The Agreement intended to provide for the 
Interconnection Customer to interconnect at the Point of Common Coupling and operate a Distributed Energy Resource 
with a Nameplate Rating of 10 Megawatts (MW) or less in parallel with the Area EPS at the location identified above and in 
the Interconnection Application. MN DIP Section 1.1.5 details when the Uniform Statewide Contract may replace the need 
for the MN DIA. Support

B.9
Minnesota Distributed Energy Resource Interconnection Process (MN DIP): The generic, statewide standards for the 
interconnection and parallel operation of distributed energy resources of no more than 10 MW. All regulated Area 
Electrical Power System (EPS) Operators are subject to the MN DIP. Support

B.10
Mobilization Threshold: The percentage of the estimated total Upgrade cost that must be committed in order for 
construction of the Upgrade to move forward. Support

B.11
Mobilization Window: When the Trigger Project by itself does not meet the Mobilization Threshold, the time period during 
which additional projects can commit to pay for Upgrade costs and those commitments will count towards the Upgrade’s 
Mobilization Threshold. Support

B.12
Outstanding Costs: Any Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade costs that are unrecovered from Reactive Cost Share 
Participants at any given time, after a Mobilization Threshold has been met and before the Payback Period has been 
closed. Support

B.13
Payback Period: The period of time, after the Mobilization Threshold has been met, allotted for the full value of the 
Upgrade to be paid for by Reactive Cost Share Participants. Support

B.14
Pro Rata Cost: The $/kWac rate calculated by dividing the total costs of the eligible Upgrade by the total kilowatts of 
Hosting Capacity created by the Upgrade. Support

B.15
Reactive Cost Share Contribution: The contribution made by an Interconnection Customer toward an Upgrade. The 
amount is determined by multiplying the Pro Rata Cost by the kWac capacity of the facility seeking interconnection.

Support

B.16

Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade (Upgrade): A distribution Upgrade made under the DSRUP. This type of Upgrade 
must be a modification of a Utility’s distribution system at a specific location that is necessary to allow the interconnection 
of Distributed Generation Projects by increasing Hosting Capacity at the applicable location, including but not limited to 
installing or modifying equipment at a substation or along a distribution line. Upgrade does not mean an expansion of 
hosting capacity dedicated solely to the interconnection of a single Distributed Generation Project.

Do not oppose

Defined terms from the MN DIP have the same meanings here and are capitalized throughout the Standards below. Additionally, the Commission adopts the 
following definitions for the purposes of this proceeding:
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Xcel B.16

Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade (Upgrade): A distribution Upgrade made under the DSRUP. This type of Upgrade 
must be a modification of a Utility’s distribution system at a specific location that is necessary to allow the interconnection 
of Distributed Generation Projects by increasing Hosting Capacity at the applicable location, including but not limited to 
installing or modifying equipment at a substation or along a distribution line. Upgrade does not mean an expansion of 
hosting capacity dedicated solely to the interconnection of a single Distributed Generation Project. Upgrade does not 
mean construction of a new substation for the sole purpose of allowing the interconnection of Distributed Generation 
Projects. 

Support as modified

New substations driven exclusively by new DG should be excluded from reactive cost-sharing because 
substation costs would have an outsize adverse impact on non-participating customers. Ratepayers 
should not pay for decades of O&M for a substation that exists solely to serve DG interconnections and 
from which they are not necessarily benefiting. A new substation would include transmission-related 
cost components that we believe would not qualify for cost-sharing under the DSRUP statute. A new 
substation likely would take several years to plan and build, and those behind in queue would likely need 
to be placed on hold during this time period. Construction of a new substation would take up a 
considerable amount of the Company’s limited design and construction resources that would otherwise 
be used on projects and initiatives identified through the Company’s robust planning process. We offer 
this modification to the definition of "Upgrade" to reflect this exclusion.

B.17
Reactive Cost Share Participant: An Interconnection Customer who elects to participate in a Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade with an open cost-share window and is responsible for paying a cost-share contribution.

Support

B.18 Reactive Upgrade Workgroup: The workgroup created in Docket 24-288 to create the draft standards of the DSRUP.
Support

B.19
Trigger Project: The initial Interconnection Application for interconnection for a Distributed Generation Project that alerted 
a Utility that an Upgrade is needed in order to accommodate the Trigger Project and any future interconnections at the 
applicable location. Support

B.20 Utility: A public utility, as defined in Minnesota Statutes, section 216B.02, subdivision 4, that provides electric service.
Support

C.  Upgrade Cost Thresholds

1 must be adopted, and the Commission must choose one subpart.
C.1 To qualify for the DSRUP, an Upgrade must have total project costs of:

a. at least $250,000 Oppose
OR

b. at least $1

Oppose
OR

c. at least $2,500,000

Support

The DSRUP should be used to clear the largest roadblocks to interconnection by enabling system 
upgrades that would generally not be feasible under the standard interconnection process due to high 
costs. A lower threshold would lead to more DSRUP-qualifying Upgrade projects, resulting in the 
Company reaching its Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap more quickly and thus precluding future, potentially 
more beneficial Upgrades from participating in DSRUP.  A higher threshold of $2.5 million would serve as 
an important customer protection, ensuring that customers contribute only to larger upgrades that 
create additional capacity on the system for future projects (e.g., transformer upgrades, new feeders).

OR
d. $100,000 Oppose See above 

Offering cost sharing for all Upgrades is not necessary; the market has shown its ability and willingness 
to cover upgrade costs, which is aligned with cost-causation principles. Small Upgrades generally do not 
create additional capacity that could benefit many different projects, limiting the benefits of cost-
sharing. By making more Upgrades eligible for DSRUP, a lower Upgrade Cost Threshold would cause the  
Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap to be reached through a higher number of less impactful Upgrades that may 
not need cost sharing to move forward.
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2 may be adopted with one subpart. If the Commission does not wish to set a maximum limit, it may simply not adopt 2.
C.2 To qualify as an eligible Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade, an Upgrade must cost no more than:

a. $300,000/MWAC Do Not Oppose
OR

b. $600,000/MW Do Not Oppose
OR

c. No maximum

Support

While the statute states that the tariff standards must establish a minimum level of upgrade costs, a 
maximum cost is not contemplated in the law and is not necessary. The prioritization process (section G) 
will serve to prevent the most costly, lower-benefit Upgrades from moving forward with ratepayer 
funds. The Commission need not adopt C.2.

D.  Pro Rata Cost Calculation

D.1
When a Trigger Project elects to initiate the DSRUP and become a Reactive Cost Share Participant, the Utility shall calculate 
the estimated Pro Rata Cost defined as the total estimated costs of the eligible Upgrade divided by the total kilowatts of 
Hosting Capacity created by the Upgrade. Support Provides important process clarity.

D.2

The estimated Pro Rata Cost shall be considered an estimate in the calculation of a particular Reactive Cost Share Customer’s 
Reactive Cost Share Contribution until a final Pro Rata Cost is determined after the final bill of actual costs for the Upgrade is 
issued consistent with MN DIP 5.6.4.1. The Utility shall either refund any excess fees paid or assess each Reactive Cost Share 
Participant the remaining amount, based on the final Pro Rata Cost of the Upgrade. Refunded amounts shall be issued by the 
Utility within 30 Business Days after the issuance of the final bill of actual costs. Additional assessments shall be paid by 
Reactive Cost Share Participants within 30 Business Days after the issuance of the final bill of actual costs. Interconnection 
Customers that elect to become a Reactive Cost Share Participant following construction of the Upgrade will be assessed a 
Reactive Cost Share Contribution based on the final Pro Rata Costs.

Support Consistent with MN DIP. Provides important process clarity.

D.3
Final Reactive Cost Share Contributions shall not exceed 125% of the estimated Reactive Cost Share Contribution assigned to 
a Reactive Cost Share Customer in an executed interconnection agreement Oppose

D.4

Final total costs of an Upgrade in excess of 125% of the estimated total Upgrade cost shall be borne by Utility shareholders 
rather than recovered through rates. Oppose

E.  Interconnection Process

E.1

The DSRUP can only be initiated when a Distributed Energy Project completes a Facilities Study, and the results of the study 
indicate an eligible Upgrade is required. The Interconnection Customer will be given 20 Business Days after a signature-ready 
MN DIA and signature-ready DSRUP Agreement are provided to the Interconnection Customer to choose one of the following 
options:
a. Participate in the DSRUP and act as a Trigger Project by signing and funding the DSRUP Agreement; or
b. Pay the full cost of the Upgrade as described in Section F2 by signing and funding the DSRUP Agreement; or
c. Withdraw its application Support Provides important process clarity.

E.2

An Interconnection Application that triggers an Upgrade shall have the option to pay for the full Upgrade, foregoing the cost 
sharing process and thus paying in full for the additional capacity beyond their project’s need. Should the Interconnection 
Customer choose to fund the full Upgrade cost and forgo the cost sharing process they shall not be entitled to use excess 
capacity created by the Upgrade or receive any compensation from future Interconnection Customers utilizing the capacity 
created by the Upgrade. Support Provides important process clarity.

The Company provides a good-faith, best estimate ("indicative estimate"). The indicative estimate is 
provided before the detailed design process, during which the Company talks to local Authorities Having 
Jurisdiction (AHJs) and completes other design details that affect cost. A variety of factors outside the 
Company's control can cause deviations from the indicative estimate (e.g., local mandates, supply chain 
constraints, etc.). If included, this requirement could require the Company to become more conservative 
in the indicative estimate stage. The Company must be able to plan and complete Upgrade projects to its 
safety, quality, and reliability standards. If the final cost contributions are capped, we would not be able 
to recover those costs from the cost share customer, causing the Company's overall cost of service to 
increase even if that extra cost could not be recovered directly from customers (as contemplated by 
Requirement D.4), violating cost-causation principles.  
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E.3

Interconnection Applications with capacity no greater than 40 kWac and do not have available Hosting Capacity to 
interconnect shall be offered the opportunity to participate in the DSRUP prior to Initial Review. These projects are still 
subject to the MN DIP process for reviewing, studying, and processing their Interconnection Application. Oppose

The Company's understanding is that the goal of this requirement is to ensure that Interconnection 
Applications for small DG projects are alerted early in the process if the project is seeking to 
interconnect at a location where the DSRUP has been initiated. The language "offered the opportunity" 
to participate lacks clarity and alignment with the other requirements - specifically Requirement E.8.a, 
under which the small DG project would be required to participate in DSRUP or withdraw their 
application. The wording in this requirement implies that the applicant can decline to participate in the 
DSRUP but still move their application forward. Xcel E.3 seeks to add clarity and alignment with other 
requirements.

Xcel E.3 Interconnection Applications with capacity no greater than 40 kWac and do not have available Hosting Capacity to 
interconnect shall be informed prior to Initial Review of the likely need offered the opportunity  to participate in the DSRUP 
prior to Initial Review. These projects are still subject to the MN DIP process for reviewing, studying, and processing their 
Interconnection Application. Support as modified

See above. This modification seeks to clarify - in alignment with Requirement E.8.a - that the Applicant 
would need to participate in DSRUP or withdraw their application if DSRUP had been initiated. This 
modification accomplishes the aim of alerting Applicants early in the process, while adding important 
clarity. We note that if a capacity reservation for small projects is adopted in the future, this scenario 
would be less likely.

The Commission must choose either subpart 4a or 4b.

E.4
An Interconnection Application with a nameplate rating more than 40 kWac is eligible to participate in an active Mobilization 
Window:

a. Once its Interconnection Application has completed a System Impact Study and, if necessary, a Facilities Study as 
required by MN DIP.

Oppose

This requirement does not offer sufficient flexibility for the utility to complete all studies that could be 
necessary, such as an Internal Transmission Study or one required by the Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator (MISO).

OR

b. After all applicable MN DIP studies have been completed.
Support

This requirement provides flexibility to conduct necessary studies such as an Internal Transmission Study 
or MISO study. Consistency with MN DIP is an important way to "future-proof" the DSRUP - limiting the 
potential need for DSRUP updates if MN DIP evolves. 

E.5

Utilities shall streamline System Impact Studies for Interconnection Applications in queue behind a Trigger Project in 
Upgrades with an active Mobilization Window to the extent practicable. For Interconnection Applications starting a System 
Impact Study after a Mobilization Threshold has been met, the Utility shall utilize the Trigger Project’s System Impact Study to 
the extent practicable. Support Provides important process clarity.

E.6
Interconnection Agreements for Reactive Cost Share Participants shall not be tendered for signature until after the 
Mobilization Threshold has been met and any applicable cluster studies have been completed. Support Provides important process clarity.

E.7
Utility shall countersign all Interconnection Agreements within 5 business days after receiving all signed Interconnection 
Agreements from all Reactive Cost Share Participants that are participating in the Upgrade. Support Provides important process clarity.

E.8
Interconnection customers that elect to be a Reactive Cost Share Participant shall have their queue status updated to 
“Awaiting Cost Share Upgrade Selection” until the Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share Participants that 
are participating in the Upgrade have been signed and countersigned by the Utility. Support Provides important process clarity.

a. Interconnection Applications in the “Awaiting Cost Share Upgrade Selection” status will maintain their queue position, 
and the next-in-queue project will be processed and studied through MN DIP. After completion of the System Impact 
Study and, if necessary, Facilities Study, next-in-queue projects will be notified by the Utility with a signature-ready DSRUP 
agreement. Next-in-queue projects must sign the DSRUP Agreement and pay the administrative fee within 10 Business 
Days of receiving notification from the Utility, or withdraw Support Provides important process clarity.
b. Next-in-queue projects will not be allowed to pay the entire cost of the upgrade under section E.2. Support Provides important process clarity.
c. If the System Impact Study and Facilities Study for a next-in-queue project determines that a new eligible Upgrade is 
required that does not fit within the scope of the existing Upgrade, then that next-in-queue project may choose to become 
a Trigger Project for the new upgrade following E.1 of the Standards. Support Provides important process clarity.
d. Interconnection Applications that are processed as a next-in-queue project and have a capacity no greater than 40 kWac 
may proceed with interconnection if no upgrades are required and Hosting Capacity is available for applications with a 
capacity no greater than 40 kWac through a capacity reservation. Support Provides important process clarity.

E.9

After all Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share Participants that are participating in an Upgrade are 
countersigned by the Utility, the Upgrade will proceed to detailed design and construction. Reactive Cost Share Participants 
will have their queue status updated to “Cost Share Upgrade In Progress.” Until the Upgrade has been placed in-service. 
Interconnection Applications will have the estimated Reactive Cost Share Contribution included as an interconnection 
upgrade cost in the Interconnection Agreement. The Interconnection Agreement must be signed and timely paid consistent 
with MN DIP timelines. Support Provides important process clarity.
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E.10

After an Upgrade has been placed in-service and before the Payback Period has closed, the queue will be processed following 
MN DIP. Interconnection Applications that are Deemed Complete during this time will have the estimated Reactive Cost 
Share Contribution, or the final Reactive Cost Share Contribution if available, included as an interconnection upgrade cost in 
the Interconnection Agreement. The Interconnection Agreement must be signed and timely paid consistent with MN DIP 
timelines. Support Provides important process clarity.

F.  Mobilization Threshold and Window

The Commission must choose one subpart of 1.
F.1 The Mobilization Threshold for an individual Upgrade is set at:

a.      25 percent of total Upgrade costs.

Oppose

This lower Mobilization Threshold creates the risk of stranded or underutilized assets that increase costs 
for non-participating customers. With a 25% mobilization threshold, an Upgrade would be constructed 
with 75% of the costs remaining. If sufficient follow-on projects do not arise to use the additional 
capacity and cover the remaining costs, customers would be left bearing a larger burden, paying up to 
75% of the costs of an underutilized Upgrade. In addition, under a 25% Mobilization Threshold, up to 
75% of the cost of each Upgrade would contribute to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, which would lead 
to the cap being reached more quickly, thus reducing the number of Upgrades that could be covered 
under DSRUP.

OR

b.      80 percent of total Upgrade costs.

Support

An 80% Mobilization Threshold ensures that most Upgrades are nearly fully utilized and funded through 
Reactive Cost Sharing Contributions, before ratepayer funds would be needed. Under an 80% threshold, 
more Upgrades could be funded under the same Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, and the risk of stranded or 
underutilized assets would be reduced.

OR

c.       The Mobilization Thresholds shall be tiered based on cost per MW of capacity added by the Upgrade as follows:
▪         $1/MW - $149,999/MW: 30% 
▪         $150,000/MW - $249,999/MW: 45% 
▪         $250,000/MW - $349,999/MW: 60%
▪         $350,000/MW - $449,999/MW: 75% 
▪         $450,000/MW - $600,000/MW: 80%

Oppose

A tiered approach would be overly complex to administer and implement, particularly if and when cost 
estimates shift. As an example, if an Upgrade estimate is $325,000 and the Mobilization Threshold of 
60% is reached, construction could begin. During construction, an unanticipated change could increase 
the cost estimate above $350,000, but the Upgrade has not reached the next-tier threshold of 75% of 
project costs committed; thus, the Upgrade would retroactively fall out of the Mobilization Threshold - 
yet in this example, construction has already begun. F.1.c is unnecessarily complex and would create 
complications, necessitating additional requirements and processes to clarify. In addition, as noted 
above, we have concerns about the risk to customers of underutilized assets at lower Mobilization 
Thresholds.

F.2

The Mobilization Window for an Upgrade shall remain open until an alteration in the electric distribution system requires a 
new distribution System Impact Study to confirm the accuracy or necessity of the previously identified Upgrade. When the 
Mobilization Threshold is met the Utility may conduct a new mandatory cluster study with the costs assigned to the relevant 
Cost Share Participants consistent with a Utility’s Cluster Study guidelines and timelines. Refusal by a Reactive Cost Share 
Participant to pay for its share of the study cost will constitute withdrawal.

Support

This requirement is an important acknowledgment of the dynamic nature of the distribution system. 
New studies may be necessary to ensure accuracy and necessity of the Upgrade and to provide Cost 
Share Participants with the most up-to-date information. 
If the Commission chooses to allow the mobilization window to remain open indefinitely (i.e., if 
Requirement Xcel F.7 is not adopted), then this requirement becomes especially important.

F.3

If either of the scenarios described in 3a or 3b occurs in the steps following an Upgrade being selected in the Upgrade 
prioritization process, the Utility will issue notice to the Reactive Cost Share Participants participating in the Upgrade that 
the Upgrade will be moved back to an open Mobilization Window. Within 20 Business days from the issuance of the notice 
by the Utility, the Reactive Cost Share Participants may elect to pay more than their project’s Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution in order to reach the Mobilization Threshold, or the Upgrade will be moved back to an open Mobilization 
Window. After an Upgrade is moved back to an open Mobilization Window, when the Mobilization Threshold has been met 
again, the Upgrade will advance to the prioritization selection process.

a. A Reactive Cost Share Participant withdraws such that the mobilization threshold is no longer reached.
b. The final cluster study cost estimate varies from the previous estimate such that the mobilization threshold is no longer 
reached.

Support Provides important process clarity.
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F.4

If either of the scenarios described in 4a or 4b occurs in the steps following an Upgrade being selected in the Upgrade 
prioritization process, the Upgrade will be reprioritized against the criteria in G.1 of the Standards. If the reprioritization 
results in the Upgrade no longer maintaining its priority, it will be reconsidered in the next prioritization process as 
described in G.4 of the Standards before proceeding.  
a. A Reactive Cost Share Participant withdraws.
b. The final cluster study cost estimate varies from the previous estimate by more than 20%.

Support Provides important process clarity.

F.5

If an Upgrade is moved back to an open Mobilization Window after estimated Reactive Cost Share Contributions have been 
paid by a Reactive Cost Share Participant, the Utility shall issue refunds of the estimated Reactive Cost Share Contributions 
within 30 Business Days from the date the Utility notifies the Reactive Cost Share Participants that the Mobilization Window 
is being reopened. Support Provides important process clarity.

F.6
If a Mobilization Window remains open for more than two years, the Utility may consider Upgrade as a potential Proactive 
Upgrade in its next Proactive Upgrade Proposal under the framework established in Docket E002/CI-24-318.

Oppose

Any potential relationship or overlap between Proactive and Reactive Upgrades should be considered in 
the next phase of the Proactive Upgrades docket (Docket No. E002/CI-24-318). This requirement would 
functionally redefine "proactive" upgrade and thus needs to be considered in the Proactive Upgrades 
docket. 

Xcel F.7 (New) The Mobilization Window shall close if the Mobilization Threshold is not reached within two years.

Support

Under Requirement E.8.a, Interconnection Applications in queue after a Trigger Project would be 
required to participate in DSRUP or withdraw their application. If the Mobilization Window remains 
open indefinitely, an Upgrade could be "stuck" in an open Mobilization Window indefinitely due to a 
cost-prohibitive Upgrade not moving forward.

Xcel F.8 (New) The Mobilization Window shall close if all Reactive Cost Share Participants withdraw. Support We believe this requirement should be explicit to help ensure consistency and clarity.

G.  Upgrade Prioritization

We believe it is imperative that all Upgrades go through the prioritization process outlined in G.1.

G.1

When there are multiple eligible Upgrades that have reached the Mobilization Threshold, their construction shall be 
prioritized based on the below-listed criteria. In the case different upgrades are tied or equal in a given criterion, the 
upgrade will be prioritized by the next following criterion. The criteria used to evaluate the upgrades shall adhere to the 
following order: 
a. The Upgrade with the highest percentage of developer-funded Upgrade cost 
b. Lowest cost per megawatt of capacity added by the Upgrade 
c. Most capacity constraints 
d. Clear optimization benefits for the grid

Support

G.2
Notwithstanding the criteria listed in G1, where supply chain issues, permitting issues, or other issues that may delay an 
Upgrade by one year or longer are encountered, the Utility may remove the Upgrade from consideration until the next 
Upgrade prioritization review, and instead select the next highest priority Upgrade using the prioritization criteria.

Support
This requirement would limit delays for other Upgrades and projects; if one Upgrade is delayed for 
issues outside the Company's control, that delay would not need to cause delays for other Upgrades. 

Some areas of the distribution system have long queues of interconnection projects trying to interconnect into systems that are capacity constrained. Utilities 
have a finite number of resources that can be allocated towards Upgrade construction. Since there will likely be several areas of the distribution system that will 
meet the mobilization threshold around the same time and there are limited construction resources, prioritization can help parse which upgrades should be 
constructed first. In the future, when there are not more upgrades than available resources, this DSRUP will have upgrades completed in a market-driven way. In 
other words, chronologically as upgrades meet their mobilization thresholds. These prioritization criteria will only be in effect when there are multiple upgrades 
to choose from that can’t all be started in the same period.
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G.3
Following tariffed process initiation, every ____ the Utility shall review Upgrades that have met the Mobilization Threshold 
during the previous ____ months and prioritize them based on criteria in G1.

a. Three months
Oppose

A longer interval is appropriate to enable necessary studies to be completed and for the prioritization 
process to be more meaningful. (See comments below.)

OR

b. Six Months

Support

Six months provides needed flexibility and ensures sufficient time to complete needed studies. At 
shorter intervals, studies may still be in progress. Conducting prioritization reviews every six months may 
also lead to more Upgrades being prioritized (versus a single Upgrade moving forward simply because no 
other Upgrades have reached this step), which would provide further assurance that the most beneficial 
and cost-effective Upgrades move forward first.

G.4
An initial prioritization shall occur utilizing the criteria in G1 within six months of tariffed DSRUP approval. Following initial 
prioritization governed by G1, Upgrades shall move forward on a first come, first serve basis. Prioritization shall only be used 
when Upgrades meet the Mobilization Threshold during the same period as set in Section G3.

Oppose

The prioritization process outlined in G.1 should be used continuously; a solely first-come, first-serves 
approach to upgrades may lead to a higher number of less effective Upgrades being constructed and 
funded in part by customers. (We note that in a scenario where only one Upgrade meets the 
Mobilization Threshold in the time period under G.3, the prioritization process would be moot.)

G.5
Approval through the prioritization process chosen in Section G shall create a rebuttable presumption of prudence in any 
cost recovery proceeding.

Support

DSRUP should use clearly established criteria -- as in G.1 -- for selecting Upgrades. Because the Company 
will have limited opportunity to control what Upgrades we build through the market-driven program, 
the Company needs to have a reasonable certainty for cost recovery. A rebuttable presumption of 
prudence is consistent with the  Proactive Grid Upgrades framework approved by the Commission in 
Docket No. E002/CI-24-318 and is appropriate for DSRUP; we note a key difference between the 
Proactive framework and DSRUP is that the Commission will not approve these Upgrades before they 
move forward, because they are driven by the market. This further increases the importance of cost 
recovery certainty.

G.6
Complaints regarding the prioritization results shall be addressed through the Formal Complaint process as subject to Minn. 
Rules 7829.1700-.1900 rather than the DSRUP dispute resolution process. 

Oppose

If adopted, this requirement would function as a prohibition  on any other avenue for resolving disputes 
regarding prioritization. Minn. Stat. 216B.172, subd. 2, states that "A complainant must first attempt to 
resolve a dispute with a public utility[.]" Under the MN DIP dispute resolution process - on which the 
DSRUP dispute resolution process is based - any party can file a formal complaint at any time during the 
process, so the Formal Complaint avenue would still be available to parties. The Commission should not 
preclude parties from being able to work through the dispute resolution process in the case of a 
complaint regarding the prioritization process. Many disputes can be resolved between parties and 
without the need for any party to file a formal complaint. 

H.  Payment Details

H.1
Interconnection Customers that have elected to participate in an Upgrade during an open Mobilization Window shall have 
an executed DSRUP Agreement to pay their Reactive Cost Share Contribution at the time the Interconnection Agreement is 
signed and paid consistent with MN DIP timelines. Support Consistent with MN DIP. Provides important process clarity.

H.2
Interconnection Customers shall pay a non-refundable administrative fee with each executed DSRUP Agreement to 
participate in an Upgrade during an open Mobilization Window. The Interconnection Customer may exit the DSRUP 
Agreement at any time but will not be refunded the administrative fee. Support

Provides important process clarity. The Administrative Fee is an important component of the process 
that enables the Company to cover its costs. The Administrative Fee will be set as part of a subsequent 
tariff filing.

H.3 A DSRUP Agreement shall not be contingent upon any other DSRUP Agreement for another Upgrade.
Support

This requirement is relevant if a single project requires two Upgrades that are each subject to DSRUP. In 
that case, under this requirement the two DSRUP processes move independently. 

The Commission must select 4 or 5.
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H.4
Reactive Cost Share Participants may withdraw after all Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost Share Participants 
that are participating in an Upgrade are countersigned by the Utility but shall not receive a refund of their Reactive Cost 
Share Contribution.

Support

H.4 aligns with MN DIP and the current cluster study guidelines. H.4 is also consistent with an 
amendment to the MN Distributed Energy Resources Interconnection Agreement (MN DIA) filed in 
Docket No. E002/M-18-714 on May 29, 2023 and which is authorized to be used as no participant filed 
an objection to this amendment within 30 days of its filing. This authorized amendment can also be used 
for the Reactive Cost Share program and its provisions do not need to be changed to do so. 

OR

H.5
Reactive Cost Share Participants are not allowed to withdraw after all Interconnection Agreements for all Reactive Cost 
Share Participants that are participating in an Upgrade are countersigned by the Utility and shall be assessed a penalty by 
the Utility if they do.

Oppose

This requirement does not align with MN DIP. The Company believes that H.4 provides sufficient 
customer protection and disincentive for Reactive Cost Share Participants to withdraw; would be more 
administratively streamlined; and is - appropriately - consistent with MN DIP.

H.6
Reactive Cost Share Participants may choose to use surety bonds and/or letters of credit to pay for their cost share 
contribution with cash payments becoming due in alignment with utilities’ actual spending/costs incurred.

Oppose

At the time the Cost Share Contribution would be due, each Reactive Cost Share Participant would have 
a signed Interconnection Agreement; that is, the Cost Share Contribution is paid at a relatively late stage 
in the process: After the Mobilization Threshold has been met, the Upgrade has been prioritized, and the 
final cluster study is complete. Receiving payment before construction begins is a reasonable and 
standard practice. MN DIP Section 5.6.4 provides an option for the Area EPS Operator to use the 
"Traditional Security" or "Modified Security" methods to pay; similarly for DSRUP, such option should be 
at the Area EPS Operator's discretion. MN DIP has no provision for acceptance of a surety bond as a 
method of security for payment of any amount due; requiring the Company to accept surety bonds 
would increase risk to customers and is not reasonable, particularly for a market-driven program.

H.7 The Utility shall track the funds via the initial invoice deposit and issue refunds to those that overpay.
Oppose

We support a requirement that ensures refunds are issued to those that overpay. This concept is well 
captured in H.8. The language in H.7 lacks clarity -- e.g., we are unsure what "initial invoice deposit" 
refers to -- and is unnecessary if H.8 is adopted.

H.8

 Any Reactive Cost Share Participant may pay more than their project’s Reactive Cost Share Contribution in order to reach 
the Mobilization Threshold of an Upgrade. This payment beyond their project’s calculated Reactive Cost Share Contribution 
shall be refunded if additional Reactive Cost Share Contributions are received prior to the Payback Period closing. A refund 
shall be issued to the overpaying Reactive Cost Share Participant within 30 business days from the date a new Reactive Cost 
Share Contribution is collected by the Utility. The amount refunded to overpaying Reactive Cost Share Participant is 
determined by the Reactive Cost Share Contribution collected from the new Reactive Cost Share Participant, not exceeding 
the amount of excess payment remaining to be refunded. Any remaining excess payment is not refundable once the 
Payback Period closes. Once the Payback Period closes or the over-payer has been fully refunded the excess payment, all 
funds from subsequent Reactive Cost Share Participants shall be credited to ratepayers. 

Support
This requirement provides important process clarity, including specifying that refunds shall be issued to 
those that overpay.

H.9

If two or more Reactive Cost Share Participants pay more than their projects’ Reactive Cost Share Contribution obligations 
for a single Upgrade, the Utility shall refund such excess amounts in the order in which the excess payments were received. 
The reactive cost Share Participant whose excess payment was received first shall be refunded in full prior to the issuance of 
any refund to the Participant whose excess payment was received subsequently, and this sequence shall continue 
accordingly until all excess payments have been refunded. Support Provides important process clarity.

H.10
There may be cases where a Utility collects greater than 100% of the final Upgrade costs and over-paying Reactive Cost 
Share Participants have already been refunded. If this occurs the excess will be returned to ratepayers by reducing the 
Utility’s total recovery of distribution capital costs of the DSRUP the next time it seeks recovery for Process’s costs.

Support Provides important process clarity.

H.11
Interconnection Applications under 40 kWac are exempt from paying a Reactive Cost Share Contribution if Hosting Capacity 
is available for Interconnection Applications under 40 kWac through a capacity reservation.

Support

"Capacity reservation" in this context refers to allowing small DER to exceed the Company's planning 
limit. The implementation of a system-wide capacity reservation is a topic that was deferred to Phase 2 
of the proactive grid upgrade workgroup (Docket No. E002/CI-24-318).

The Commission can adopt this requirement now without prejudging the outcome of Phase 2 of the 
proactive grid upgrades workgroup; should a capacity reservation not become reality (or if it is not 
applicable to all utilities), Requirement H.11 would simply be moot.

H.12
Reactive Cost Share Participants may use other, Utility-specific, cost sharing programs to fund their Reactive Cost Share 
Contribution where applicable and with subsequent approval in those relevant Utility-specific cost sharing program docket 
proceedings.

Support

While this requirement is not specific to small DER as written, this requirement is designed to account 
for programs like the small DER cost sharing program. A capacity reservation will help limit when small 
DG projects would need to bear a share of the Upgrade cost, but in cases where a small project would 
need to contribute to an Upgrade, this requirement leaves open options to ease the burden on small 
projects.
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I.  Payback Period
The Commission must choose one of the subparts of 1 and of 2.

I.1 The Payback Period shall remain open once the Mobilization Threshold is reached and remains open for:

a.      A minimum of five years from the Upgrade’s in-service date.

Oppose

Requiring a minimum Payback Period duration is unnecessary and counterproductive; there is no need 
to keep the Payback Period open if the Upgrade costs have been fully recovered from Reactive Cost 
Share Participants. In practice, a minimum Payback Period would create variable Payback periods, which 
would introduce unnecessary complexity and burden in administration, and is less consistent and clear 
for Reactive Cost Share Participants.

 i.      If at least 75% of the costs of the Reactive Distribution Upgrade have not been recovered after five years, the 
Payback Period is automatically extended by an additional three years.

OR

b.      A minimum of ten years from the Upgrade’s in-service date.
Oppose

Requiring a minimum Payback Period duration is unnecessary and counterproductive; there is no need 
to keep the Payback Period open if the Upgrade costs have been fully recovered from Reactive Cost 
Share Participants. 

OR

c.       Until 100% of Upgrade costs are recovered from Interconnection Customers.

Oppose

100% of upgrade costs may never be recovered from Interconnection Customers. Under this 
requirement, the Payback Period would effectively be open for the life of the Upgrade. There is a  high 
likelihood that the distribution system will evolve and be reconfigured over that period. In that case, 
participants may be paying pro rata fees even when the Upgrade no longer provides the benefit as 
originally designed. due to ongoing changes in the system.

OR

d.      No more than ten years from the Upgrade’s in-service date

Support

The Payback Period should be long enough to give sufficient time for new projects to participate and 
contribute to the Upgrade costs, but not so long that the system has changed (e.g., new load, different 
load shapes, other projects, etc.) such that the Upgrade may no longer be benefiting future projects. 
This requirement is also consistent with the process for Proactive Upgrades (Docket No. E002/CI-24-
318).

I.2 The Payback Period shall end if:
The Payback Period should end if either  I.2.a or  I.2.b is true. We provide a modification to I.2.a below to 
add one terminology clarification and clarify that either part should be true before the Payback Period 
ends. 

a. The Hosting created by the Upgrade is fully utilized by Reactive Cost Share Participants and all over-payers have been 
fully refunded the amounts above their Reactive Cost Share Contribution. Do not oppose

Xcel I.2.a
a. The Hosting Capacity created by the Upgrade is fully utilized by Reactive Cost Share Participants and all over-payers have 
been fully refunded the amounts above their Reactive Cost Share Contribution., or Support as modified
b. The duration of the Payback Period defined in I.1 has elapsed. Support See above

I.3
All Interconnection Applications that are in the Deemed Complete state within the Payback Period shall be subject to paying 
their Reactive Cost Share Contribution.

Support

Provides important process clarity and eliminates ambiguity surrounding when a project is subject to 
paying its Reactive Cost Share Contribution: If there is any Hosting Capacity sill available when the 
Payback Period closes, Interconnection Applications that in the Deemed Complete state will not be able 
to access that capacity at no cost.

J. Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap

The Commission must choose either 1 or 2. If it chooses 2, it must select either 2.a or 2.b.

J.1
The Commission shall decide the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap for Utility in a tariff filing upon approval of that Utility’s DSRUP. Support

Keeping the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap in the utility's tariff filings provides important flexibility for all 
utilities. Procedurally, we also believe this approach better aligns with J.3 below.

OR

J.2
The Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap shall not exceed _____ % of the annual average of the Utility’s forecasted 5-year distribution 
capital budget from its most recent Integrated Distribution Plan. Should the Commission choose to adopt J.2, we prefer J.2.a.

The Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is only referring to the total annual amount of potential Upgrade costs that may be allocated to ratepayers. It is not the 
“operational budget” of the DSRUP as a whole. The “Operational Budget” is theoretically how much money, on an annual rolling basis, is being spent on reactive 
distribution upgrades assuming the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is met.

As noted above, Xcel I.2.a modification reflects a terminology clarification (Hosting Capacity), and 
clarifies that either I.2.a or I.2.b must be true for the Payback Period to end.
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a. 2 percent Do not oppose

While we believe 2 percent is reasonable for Xcel Energy at this time, it may not be appropriate for all 
utilities or at all points in the future. As a point of reference, this amount would be approximately $17.9 
million if DSRUP began today. The annual average of the Company's forecasted five-year distribution 
capital budget from our most recent Integrated Resource Plan, filed October 31, 2025 in Docket No. 
E002/M-25-142, is $896.7 million.

OR

b. 11 percent; or a percent that will equal $95 million for Xcel Oppose

An Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap at $95 million presents a high ratepayer risk and is impracticable to 
implement. $95M is a significant amount of the Company’s finite design and construction resources that 
would be dedicated to building these Upgrades. This would effectively pull resources away from other 
important investments we have budgeted, as shown in our 2025 IDP.

J.3

The Commission intends that the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap will remain in place for at least 24 months since the most 
recent change to the cost cap went into effect before the Commission considers modifications. A Utility, prospective Trigger 
Projects, and ratepayer advocates may request a modification to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap. In determining whether to 
change the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap, the Commission shall consider, at a minimum, previous and future ratepayer costs 
and risks arising from the Utility’s DSRUP, total pending cost share contributions, and the demand for new Upgrades.

Support

This requirement best aligns with J.1. An update to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap in the utility's DSRUP 
tariff would require a Petition to the Commission. Leaving the Cost Cap in place for at least 24 months is 
a reasonable approach to limit administrative burden while managing risk to the Company and 
customers.

J.4
The Outstanding Costs of constructed Upgrades that have not been paid for by Reactive Cost Share Contributions shall 
count towards the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap. Support Provides important clarification on how the Cost Cap functions.

a. Costs of Upgrades that have not been paid for by Reactive Cost Share Participants upon the Payback Period closing 
shall be removed from the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap. Support Provides important clarification on how the Cost Cap functions.

J.5
Once the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is reached, the Mobilization Threshold for all pending Upgrades is set to 100 percent 
until the total amount recoverable from ratepayers drops below the cap. As available space opens up within the cost cap, 
projects transitioning back to the standard Mobilization Threshold shall follow existing prioritization processes.

Oppose

Xcel J.5
Once the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap is reached, the Mobilization Threshold for all pending Upgrades is set to 100 percent 
until the total amount recoverable from ratepayers drops below the cap. As available space opens up within the cost cap, 
projects transitioning back to the standard Mobilization Threshold shall follow existing prioritization processes.

Support as modified

K. Cost Recovery

If the Commission chooses 1, it must also choose 2 or 3. If the Commission chooses 3, it must choose 3a or 3b. 3c is optional.

K.1

Outstanding costs will not be eligible for rate recovery for the first five years of the Payback Period. After five years, the 
remainder of the outstanding costs shall be eligible for cost recovery. Oppose

This requirement does not align with the statutory language, which "allows the utility to recover on a 
timely basis the costs of upgrades that are not allocated to participating distributed generation facilities 
under the commission order issued in docket No. E002, E015, or E017/CI-24-288" (emphasis added). 
(Minn. Stat. 216B.16, subd. 7b(b)(6).) Consistent with the law, the Company should be able to recover 
costs without delay or deferral. Deferred accounting should be applied in limited, extenuating 
circumstances, as the Commission has done in the past. Applying deferred accounting to individual 
Upgrades would not only be counter to Minnesota law, but it would be inconsistent with ratemaking 
principles and Commission precedent. 

AND

K.2
The Utility will not accrue carrying costs during the first five years of the Payback Period. Oppose

As noted above, this requirement is not aligned with Minnesota law. The Company should be able to 
recover on a timely basis all costs associated with implementing this market-driven program. 

OR

Under the Standards as outlined to this point, once an Upgrade reaches the Mobilization Threshold 
(regardless of what the Threshold is), it would go through the prioritization process in G.1. We support 
the Mobilization Threshold increasing to 100 percent once the Cost Cap is reached, but the second 
sentence is not necessary and lacks clarity. An Upgrade that reaches a 100 percent Mobilization 
Threshold should not need to transition back to the Standard Mobilization threshold in order to go 
through the prioritization process. Alternatively, J.5 as written could be read as implying that any 
Upgrade that reaches the 100 percent Mobilization Threshold would not  go through the prioritization 
process, and would move straight to construction after completion of the cluster study. The Standards 
should require all  Upgrades to go through the prioritization process once they reach the Mobilization 
Threshold - regardless of what the Mobilization Threshold is set at. This is an important Standard that 
serves to ensure the most beneficial Upgrades move to construction first. In practice, an Upgrade with a 
higher percentage (i.e., 100%) of committed developer funds would result in a higher priority based on 
the process outlined in G.1, but we think it is important to ensure that J.5 does not imply that any 
Upgrade would not  go through the prioritization process. Striking the last sentence of this requirement 
would be clearer while maintaining the integrity of the Cost Cap. We offer a modification to this effect as 
Xcel J.5.
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K.3
The utility will accrue carrying costs during the first five years of the Payback Period. The percentage rate for calculating 
carrying costs shall be the ______. 

a. utility’s authorized Weighted Average Cost of Capital from the most recently approved rate case
Do not oppose

While we strongly oppose K.1, should the Commission choose K.1, the Company should be able to 
recover carrying costs and we prefer K.3.a.

OR

b. utility’s long-term cost of debt

Oppose

While we strongly oppose K.1, should the Commission choose K.1, the Company should be able to 
recover carrying costs, but using long-term cost of debt is not appropriate because it is not 
representative of the entire capital mix that the Company deploys to raise capital for its utility 
investments.

c.  Carrying costs shall not be capitalized. Carrying costs may be recovered through the Utility’s Transmission Cost Recovery 
rider petition.

Do not oppose

While we strongly oppose K.1, should the Commission choose K.1, the Company should be able to 
recover carrying costs and we prefer K.3.a. K.3.c is not necessary because Minnesota law allows recovery 
through the Transmission Cost Recovery Rider and carrying costs are not capitalized.

K.4

Projects enabled by Upgrades that interconnect after the initial five years of the Payback Period has closed shall still be 
required to pay a Reactive Cost Share Contribution until the close of the Payback Period. Reactive Cost Share Contributions 
paid after the initial five years of the Payback Period shall be returned to ratepayers by paying down the remaining rate base 
of the Upgrade. 

Oppose

This requirement is duplicative and unnecessary. The first sentence is unclear and unnecessary because 
all Reactive Cost Share Participants would be required to pay their Reactive Cost Share Contribution 
under Section I; it is not clear what is meant by "...after the initial five years of the Payback Period has 
closed." Costs would be collected during the Payback Period regardless of the status of cost recovery 
from ratepayers. The second sentence is unnecessary because the method of returning costs to 
ratepayers is covered under K.6.

The Commission must choose at least one of the options under 5.
K.5 A Utility may petition to recover outstanding costs through any or all of the following (but without any double recovery): 

a. Through a general rate case.
Support

Remaining DSRUP costs after the Payback Period closes would be rolled into our rate base and included 
in a rate case, and no longer recovered through the Transmission Cost Recovery Rider.

b. Through its Transmission Cost Recovery Rider pursuant to Minn. Stat. 216B.16, Subd. 7b, paragraph (b), clause 6. Support Necessary and allowed by Minnesota law.

c. Through deferred accounting.

Oppose

Deferred accounting is unnecessary and would add complexity and cost. Minnesota law allows for timely 
recovery of DSRUP costs. As noted above, deferred accounting should be applied in limited, extenuating 
circumstances, as the Commission has done in the past. Applying deferred accounting to individual 
Upgrades would not only be counter to Minnesota law, but it would be inconsistent with ratemaking 
principles and Commission precedent. 

d. Through invoices for DER projects.  

Oppose

This approach is unnecessary, unclear, and overly complex, and would undermine the spirit of the 
DSRUP itself. Reactive Cost Share Participants would cover their pro rata share of at least 80% of the 
upgrade costs (under the Company's preferred Mobilization Threshold in  F.1.b); it is not clear if this 
requirement is suggesting that non-participating DER projects would cover the remaining costs (or how 
such requirement would function). Furthermore, a utility petitioning to recover outstanding costs 
through project invoices would be burdensome for the utility, parties, and the Commission, which would 
need to then conduct a procedural process and issue an Order on each invoice.

The Commission must choose 6a or 6b

K.6
6. All Reactive Cost Share Contributions collected from Reactive Cost Share Participants shall be collected during the 
Payback Period and shall be:

a.   Returned to ratepayers as an offset to the revenue requirements of Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrade.
Support

This requirement is consistent with the Proactive Upgrades Framework (Docket No. E002/CI-24-318) and 
provides needed clarity on the mechanism under which costs would be returned to ratepayers.

OR

b.     Used to offset the rate base amount of the Upgrade until the upgraded assets are fully paid down, or the Payback 
Window closes.

Oppose

The Company prefers K.6.a over this pathway, which would require the Company to establish new 
accounting procedures and add a level of complexity that would create administrative burden compared 
to K.6.a.
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L. Cost Allocation

1 and 2 are alternatives. 3 can be adopted with either combination

L.1
Costs recovered from ratepayers shall be treated consistent with the most recently approved rate case allocators and 
established revenue requirement procedures. Parties to a Utility’s rate case or other cost recovery proceeding may request 
that the Commission establish a different cost allocation and procedures for DSRUP Upgrades. Support

This requirement is consistent with standard practice and procedures and thus would be straightforward 
to administer. While we do not believe a different cost allocation or procedure will be necessary for 
DSRUP, a rate case is the appropriate venue in which to review these issues.

OR

L.2
For Reactive Cost Share Distribution Upgrades primarily serving large commercial and/or industrial customers, Upgrades 
shall be tracked separately from other rate-base assets and costs not paid for by Cost Share Contributions shall be allocated 
to the large commercial and industrial classes contributing to the need for or benefiting from the Upgrade. For all Upgrades 
that do not primarily serve large commercial and/or industrial customers, costs will be allocated according to the most 
recently approved rate case allocators and revenue requirement procedures. Parties to a Utility’s rate case may request that 
the Commission establish a different cost allocation and procedures for DSRUP Upgrades. Oppose

We oppose this requirement for two reasons:
First, the requirement is unclear and would create policy uncertainty. Defining "primarily serving" would 
be difficult in because the Upgrade would include multiple projects likely serving multiple customers or 
purposes. This lack of definition could also add an unnecessary level of contentiousness and complexity 
to the process if there is a disagreement on whether a project "primarily serves" commercial and/or 
industrial customers. Allocators should be updated in a rate case.
Second, tracking these Upgrades separately on a project level raises several questions as to how a 
project-specific cost allocation procedure would be administered at the Commission and if each Upgrade 
project's cost allocation would require Commission approval.  It is also unclear at what interval the 
Company would need to re-assess project-specific cost allocation. Approval of L.2 would add another 
layer of new process and administration that may further delay and complicate the DSRUP program 
administration process. 

L.3
To the extent that DSRUP Upgrade costs are allocated to ratepayers, the Utility shall identify and mitigate adverse bill 
impacts on under-resourced customers and/or small businesses.

Oppose

We support mitigating adverse bill impacts on under-resourced customers and small businesses; this 
requirement is unnecessary. The Mobilization Threshold and Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap are the 
appropriate instruments to consider and use to mitigate adverse bill impacts. 

As a practical matter and as noted above, all costs allocated to ratepayers should only use existing cost 
allocators from an approved rate case. There is no practical way to change the allocation of costs in this 
docket, so in that context, it is not clear what "mitigating" would mean for or require of the Company.

M. Publication of DSRUP Information and Data

M.1

Utilities shall make all reasonable efforts to publish the feeders and/or substations that have an open Mobilization Window 
and the availability of potential Upgrades where there is an open Mobilization Window as well as where there is an Upgrade 
already constructed that still has available hosting capacity remaining. Utilities shall publish the following information on a 
monthly basis for each active Upgrade location: 
a.	The $/kW Pro Rata Cost to participate in the Upgrade  
b.	Start and end dates of the Mobilization Window 
c.	Start and end dates of the Payback Period 
d.	The feeders and/or substations that have an open Mobilization Window
e.	The maximum amount of distribution capacity that could be created by the Upgrade
f.	Status of the Mobilization Threshold
        i.	How many projects have opted in
       ii.	The capacity they have taken up
      iii.	The progress, in percentage, towards the Mobilization Threshold Support We support publishing this information, and the Requirement language provides sufficient flexibility.
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M.2 The information in M1 shall be included in Hosting Capacity maps.

Oppose

The Company's hosting capacity map includes a significant amount of data that can be difficult to 
navigate and locate the most relevant data (We plan to host additional training sessions in the future to 
help users navigate the map most effectively.) Putting this data into the hosting capacity map would 
require investment of time and money that we believe is unnecessary because the information can be 
provided in a spreadsheet, consistent with the presentation of the monthly MN DIP queue report. Not 
including this requirement in the Standards would not preclude the Company from including this 
information in Hosting Capacity maps in the future if appropriate, but it should not be a requirement. 

M.3 The information in M1 shall be listed on a spreadsheet.
Support

Listing this information in a publicly available spreadsheet is straightforward and consistent with the 
presentation of the monthly MN DIP queue report. 

N. Reporting and Process Evaluation

N.1 Utilities shall file an annual compliance filing in Docket 24-288 the following reporting requirements:

Support

These reporting requirements are reasonable; we note that much of this information will be reported in 
the Company's annual Transmission Cost Recovery (TCR) Rider filing. We note below which items we 
anticipate would be reported in the TCR filing for any Upgrades whose costs are included in the TCR.

a. List of ongoing projects by feeder and status (waiting for Mobilization Threshold to be reached, Upgrades in progress, 
post-construction Mobilization Window) Support
b. Status of the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap (how much $ space is available) Support Included in TCR filing
c. Revenue requirements Support Included in TCR filing
d. Impact to the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap from each project including a forecast of cap space (assuming no new cost 
share customers interconnect) Support
e. Total costs allocated to ratepayers by the DSRUP Support Included in TCR filing
f. Total capacity (kWac) added by the DSRUP Support
g. Total cumulative capacity (kWac) added by DSRUP Support
h. Total amount funded by Reactive Cost Share Contributions Support Included in TCR filing
i. Details about each individual Upgrade made, including Support

i. Capacity added Support
ii. Total Cost (estimated, final), Pro Rata Cost (estimated, final) Support
iii. Trigger date, construction date, etc. (length to Mobilization Threshold) Support
iv. How many projects were involved, their sizes Support

j. The monetary benefit to ratepayers as a result of Upgrades that were more than 100% funded. Support
k. The results of upgrade prioritization process for each Upgrade. Support

N.2

Utilities must file reports that include the preceding following information and data to the greatest extent practicable. 
Where a Utility is not able to provide the required information, the Company shall explain why it is unable to do so. Such 
reports must be filed annually on March 1st in the current docket, 24-288. Where applicable, Utilities must include data in 
spreadsheet (.xlsx) format as well as in tabulated form. If a Utility also files a PDF version of spreadsheet data, it must be 
filed as an attachment in a separate document instead of being merged with the main report.

Support as modified We support this requirement and offer a minor correction to reflect the latest requirement numbering.

N.3
The Utility shall also include a summary of the DSRUP information in its Integrated Distribution Plan, including total projects 
triggered, total projects constructed, what portion of the Annual Ratepayer Cost Cap has been used, and other key metrics. 

Oppose

This reporting would be duplicative of the report that will be filed annually on March 1 under 
Requirements N.1 and N.2. As noted above, some of the same information would also be included in the 
Company's annual Transmission Cost Recovery Rider filing. 

N.4
After four years of DSRUP tariffed operation, each Utility shall file an evaluation of the Standards and any recommended 
changes with its annual report in Docket 24-288. Support

Evaluating the Standards is important. Four years is an appropriate length of time to allow the process to 
ramp up and achieve consistent operation.

N.5

In addition to Utility evaluations, the DSRUP Standards are subject to refinement through Commission Order or through the 
Reactive Upgrade Workgroup with subsequent Commission approval. The Reactive Upgrade Workgroup shall be convened 
by Commission Staff and shall meet as necessary to refine and improve the Standards. Workgroup participants may reach 
out to Commission Staff to raise issues or concerns that may require the workgroup to reconvene. 

Support We support ongoing convening of the Workgroup.
N.6 The DSRUP shall be evaluated based on the proposed reporting requirements. Support Explicit evaluation factors provide important clarity.
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O. Dispute Resolution

O.1 	Dispute resolution shall be consistent with the highlighted portions of Attachment B. Support See "Att. B - Xcel Energy Position"

P. Tariff Implementation

P.1 These standards shall be implemented with each Utility through tariffs filed by each Utility. Support Important clarification
P.2 The tariff filing shall include a Utility’s DSRUP Agreement. Support Important clarification
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Dispute Resolution Process for the Distribution System Reactive Upgrade Process (DSRUP)
For Disputes Between Interconnection Customers (and Developers) and the Public Utility

5.3 Disputes n/a - MN DIP 
5.3.1 The Parties agree to attempt to resolve all disputes arising out of the interconnection process n/a - MN DIP 

(and the DSRUP) Support

and associated study and Interconnection Agreements according to the provisions of this article and Minnesota 
Administrative Rules 7829.1500-7829.1900. More information on the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office dispute 
resolution services is available on the Commission’s website: https://mn.gov/puc/consumers/help/complaint/

n/a - MN DIP 

5.3.2
Prior to a written Notice of Dispute, the Party shall contact the other Party and raise the issue and the relief sought in an 
attempt to resolve the issue immediately. n/a - MN DIP 

5.3.3

In the event of a dispute, the disputing Party shall provide the other Party a written Notice of Dispute containing the 
relevant known facts pertaining to the dispute, the specific dispute and the relief sought, and express notice by the 
disputing Party that it is invoking the procedures under this article. The Interconnection Customer may utilize the 
Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office’s complaint/inquiry form and Informal Complaint dispute resolution process to 
assist with the written Notice of Dispute. The notice shall be sent to the non-disputing Party’s email address and physical 
address set forth in the Interconnection Agreement or Interconnection Application, if there is no Interconnection 
Agreement. If the Interconnection Customer chooses not to utilize the Commission’s Consumer Affair Office dispute 
resolution process, the Interconnection Customer shall provide an informational electronic copy of the Notice of Dispute 
to the Consumer Affairs Office at the Commission at consumer.puc@state.mn.us. 

n/a - MN DIP 

For Disputes relating to the DSRUP, it is mandatory to either complete the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office 
complaint/inquiry form or provide an informational copy to the CAO and this will provide notice to the Ombudsperson 
of the Dispute.  For the first three years of DSRUP implementation, any Dispute regarding the DSRUP will not be logged 
as a complaint so that the Dispute will not count towards triggering service quality payments. Also, any Dispute relating 
to the DSRUP must be timely brought (“Timely Brought”) in such a way so as to not further adversely impact other 
Interconnection Applications compared to if the Dispute had been brought in a timelier manner.

Oppose

Xcel 5.3.3 part 2

For Disputes relating to the DSRUP, it is mandatory to either complete the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office 
complaint/inquiry form or provide an informational copy to the CAO and this will provide notice to the Ombudsperson 
of the Dispute.  For the first three years of DSRUP implementation,  Any  Dispute regarding the DSRUP will not be logged 
as a complaint so that the Dispute will not count towards triggering service quality payments. Also, any Dispute relating 
to the DSRUP must be timely brought (“Timely Brought”) in such a way so as to not further adversely impact other 
Interconnection Applications compared to if the Dispute had been brought in a timelier manner.

Support as modified

Any complaints should not count toward the Company's complaint threshold because DSRUP is 
a new process, required by law. DSRUP was not considered when the Company's complaint 
threshold or penalties were set, based on record development in a dedicated proceeding. Any 
changes to the Company's Quality of Service Plan tariff should be reviewed holistically in that 
docket.

5.3.4
The non-disputing Party shall acknowledge the notice within three (3) Business Days of its receipt and identify a 
representative with the authority to make decisions for the non-disputing Party with respect to the dispute.

n/a - MN DIP 
For Disputes relating to the DSRUP, if resolution of the Dispute might have a material impact on any other 
Interconnection Application, then that impacted Interconnection Application may be placed on hold until the Dispute is 
resolved. Support

5.3.5
The non-disputing Party shall provide the disputing Party with relevant regulatory and/or technical details and analysis 
regarding the Area EPS Operator interconnection requirements under dispute within ten (10) Business Days of the date 
of the Notice of Dispute. n/a - MN DIP 
If the Area EPS Operator believes that one or more other Interconnection Customers would be materially impacted by 
the resolution of a Dispute relating DSRUP, then the Area EPS Operator may as part of the 10 Business Day response 
above make any such Interconnection Customer a Party to the Dispute, and may provide pertinent details about the 
dispute to any Party to the Dispute including but not limited to as to any Party’s position in the queue, name of any 
Party to the Dispute, and any such Party’s assigned feeder and substation, date application was Deemed Complete, 
nameplate capacity of the Interconnection Application, etc. and an explanation of how each Party may be materially 
impacted by the resolution of the Dispute. Support
Within twenty (20) Business Days of the date of the Notice of Dispute, the Parties’ authorized representatives will be 
required to meet and confer to try to resolve the dispute. Parties shall operate in good faith and use best efforts to 
resolve the dispute. n/a - MN DIP 

Generally, follow the MN DIP process, except where shown in yellow highlight italics  below:
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5.3.6

If a resolution is not reached in the thirty (30) Business Days from the date of the notice described in section 5.3.3, the 
Parties may 1) if mutually agreed, continue negotiations for up to an additional twenty (20) Business Days; or 2) either 
Party may request the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Office provide mediation in an attempt to resolve the dispute 
within twenty (20) Business Days with the opportunity to extend this timeline upon mutual agreement. Alternatively, 
both Parties by mutual agreement may request mediation from an outside third-party mediator with costs to be shared 
equally between the Parties. n/a - MN DIP 
In the case of a Dispute relating to the DSRUP, any Party may bring dispute relating to Reactive Cost Sharing to the 
Ombudsperson at the Commission’s CAO office for mediation. Support

5.3.7
If the results of the mediation are not accepted by one or more Parties (or by any Party for a Dispute in the case of a and 
there is still disagreement, the dispute shall proceed to the Commission’s Formal Complaint process as described in 
Minn. Rules 7829.1700-1900 unless mutually agreed to continue with informal dispute resolution. 

n/a - MN DIP 

5.3.8
At any time, either Party may file a complaint before the Commission pursuant to Minn. Stat. §216B.164, if applicable, 
and Commission rules outlined in Minn. Rules Ch. 7829. n/a - MN DIP 

Additional steps for Disputes relating to the DSRUP:

If the Dispute is not resolved following the above steps 5.3.1 to 5.3.6, then any Party may bring any Timely Brought 
Dispute relating to the DSRUP to the Commission for Expedited Dispute Resolution in the following way: File in a new 
Docket a Petition for Resolution of Dispute Relating to the DSRUP, include in that Petition all Parties to the Dispute as 
set forth above, and include in that Petition all pertinent facts. All Parties that are not Petitioners may be allowed 20 
Business Days to submit their positions on the issue to the Commission, including where applicable a discussion on 
whether the Dispute has been Timely Brought. The Executive Secretary will determine if further rounds of comments are 
appropriate and will then set the matter for hearing. At hearing, the Commission may use its judgment on how the 
Dispute should be resolved, or whether further investigation is necessary. The Commission may determine whether the 
Dispute has not been Timely Brought and therefore is time barred.

Support



Facilities Study indicates an 
eligible Upgrade is required to 
interconnect a distributed 
generation facility. Consistent 
with MN DIP timelines, Utility 
provides signature-ready MN 
DIA. Also, Utility provides 
signature-ready DSRUP 
Agreement*. 

Trigger Project elects to pay 
the entire cost of the upgrade 
under Section F of the 
Standards by signing and 
funding the MN DIA within 20 
Business Days.

Trigger Project elects to initiate 
a Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade by signing 
and funding the DSRUP 
Agreement* within 20 business 
days. 

Trigger Project does not 
proceed and withdraws from 
the queue within 20 business 
days.

Mobilization Window open for 
X time. Estimated pro-rata 
costs are calculated and 
publicly posted. Reactive Cost 
Share Participant queue status 
changed to “Awaiting Cost 
Share Upgrade Selection”

DG Facility applies for 
interconnection at location with 
open mobilization window. 

Within 10 Business Days after 
receiving notification and 
signature-ready DSRUP 
Agreement* from Utility, 
Reactive Cost Share 
Participant signs DSRUP 
Agreement* and pays 
administrative fee.

Alteration in the electric 
distribution system requires 
Upgrade costs to be 
recalculated, Estimated pro-
rata costs updated

Mobilization Threshold 
Reached, Upgrade to be 
considered for selection at next 
prioritization selection process 
interval.

Mobilization Threshold not met 
within X time from opening. 
Upgrade does not move 
forward

Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade proceeds 
to detailed design and 
construction. Reactive Cost 
Share Participants queue 
status changed to “Cost Share 
Upgrade In Progress”

Final Pro Rata Cost calculated 
from final bill of actual costs for 
the Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade consistent 
with MN DIP 5.6.4.1.

Final Pro-Rata Cost is more 
than Estimated Pro-Rata Cost, 
difference is collected from 
projects consistent within 30 
Business Days after the 
issuance of the final bill of 
actual costs.

Final Pro-Rata Cost is less 
than Estimated Pro-Rata Cost, 
difference is refunded to 
projects within 30 business 
days after the issuance of the 
final bill of actual costs.

Payback Period begins when 
Mobilization Threshold is 
reached and remains open for 
X months after the Upgrade’s 
in-service date.

Payback Period ends.

Outstanding Costs at the time 
of Payback Period ending are 
removed from Allowable 
Annual Limit

Hosting Capacity created by 
the Upgrade is fully utilized?

AND

No overpayment remaining to 
be refunded?

Consistent with MN DIP 
timelines, Reactive Cost Share 
Participant pays pro rata fee in 
full, along with any other 
upgrade cost responsibility, 
after signing MN DIA.

Consistent with MN DIP 
timelines, Utility provides 
signature-ready MN DIA with 
pro rata fee denoted. 

DG Facility applies for 
interconnection at location with 
open payback period

Final cluster study performed, if 
necessary. Costs for the cluster 
study will be paid by participating 
projects consistent with a Utility’s 
Cluster Study guidelines and 
timelines, and refusal by a Reactive 
Cost Share Participant to pay for its 
share of the study cost will 
constitute withdrawal. 

Interconnection Agreements 
for Reactive Cost Share 
Participants tendered for 
signature consistent with MN 
DIP timelines.

Interconnection Agreements 
signed and timely paid by all 
projects consistent with MN 
DIP timelines?

Have any Reactive Cost Share 
Participants withdrawn since 
mobilization threshold was reached?

OR

Does final cluster study cost 
estimate vary from previous 
estimate by more than 20%, or vary 
such that the mobilization threshold 
has no longer been reached?

YES

Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade placed in-
service.

System Impact Study and, if 
necessary, Facilities Study 
completed as required by MN 
DIP.

Are upgrades required?

NO

YES

Are any of the required 
upgrades eligible to be a 
Reactive Cost Share 
Distribution Upgrade?

NO

NO

Proceed with interconnection 
process following next steps in 
MN DIP as appropriate.

YES

NO

NO

Mobilization Threshold set to 
100%

Enough funding for Upgrade 
available in Allowable Annual 
Limit?

Mobilization Threshold set to 
X%

YESNO

Prioritization process using 
established criteria.

IF Upgrade is selected, 
projects advance to final 
cluster study.
ELSE, remain until next 
prioritization interval.

Upgrade scope the same as 
the Upgrade with an open 
mobilization window?

YES

YES

NO

Payback Period ends after X 
months. Outstanding Costs 
remain at the time of Payback 
Period?

NO

YES

NO

Mobilization Threshold still 
met?

AND

Prioritization has not changed?

NO

Interconnection Agreements 
countersigned by Utility within 
5 business days after receiving 
all signed Interconnection 
Agreements from all Reactive 
Cost Share Participants.

YES

YES

Mobilization Threshold still 
met?

Existing Reactive Cost Share 
Participant(s) that overpayed 
with overpayment remaining to 
be refunded?

Refund issued to overpaying 
Reactive Cost Share Participant(s) 
within 30 business days from the 
date new Pro Rata Fee collected. 
The amount refunded to overpaying 
Reactive Cost Share Participant is 
determined by the Pro Rata Fee 
collected from new Reactive Cost 
Share Participant, not exceeding the 
amount of overpayment remaining 
to be refunded. 

Any amount of Pro Rata Fee 
collected from new Reactive 
Cost Share Participant that 
exceeds the overpayment(s) 
remains.

Pro Rata Fee collected from 
new Reactive Cost Share 
Participant returned to 
ratepayers.

YES

NO

YES

Is application <40 kWac or subject 
to a Utility’s Priority Queue?

AND

Capacity is available for <40 kWac 
or Priority Queue application to 
interconnect through an applicable 
capacity reservation?

Pro rata fees refunded to 
projects within 30 business 
days from notification that the 
Mobilization Threshold has not 
been met or that the Upgrade 
must be re-prioritized.

Within 20 Business Days from 
issuance of notice by Utility 
that the Upgrade will be sent to 
open Mobilization Window, 
Reactive Cost Share 
Participants may elect to 
overpay to reach Mobilization 
Threshold.

YES

NO

SUFFICIENT OVERPAYMENTINSUFFICIENT OVERPAYMENT

Northern States Power Company 
DSRUP Flow Chart

Docket No. E002,E015,E017/CI-24-288 
Comments 

Attachment 4 - Page 1 of 1



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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