
         

 

August 8, 2025 VIA eFILING 

Mr. Mike Bull 
Acting Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2116 

Re: In the Matter of a Commission Evaluation of Changes to Natural Gas Utility 

Regulatory and Policy Structures to Meet State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals 

Docket No. G999/CI-21-565 

REPLY COMMENTS 

Dear Mr. Bull: 

CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp. d/b/a CenterPoint Energy Minnesota Gas (“CenterPoint 

Energy” or the “Company”) respectfully submits the following reply comments in response to 

comments filed by various parties regarding the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s 

(“Commission”) Notice of Comment Period (“Notice”) issued May 5, 2025. In its Notice, the 

Commission requests comment on what actions, if any, should the Commission take to modify 

existing gas line extension policies for rate regulated gas utilities, and included the following 

topics open for comment.  

If you have questions, please contact us at Emily.Suppes@centerpointenergy.com or 612-321-

5363 and Seth.DeMerritt@centerpointenergy.com or 612-321-4423. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Emily Suppes   /s/ Seth DeMerritt 

Director, Regulatory    Manager, Regulatory & Rates 
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  CENTERPOINT ENERGY’S 
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THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION’S MAY 5, 2025, NOTICE 

CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp. d/b/a CenterPoint Energy Minnesota Gas 

(“CenterPoint Energy” or the “Company”) respectfully submits the following reply 

comments in response to comments filed by various parties regarding the Minnesota 

Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) Notice of Comment Period (“Notice”) 

issued May 5, 2025. In its Notice, the Commission requests comment on what actions, 

if any, should the Commission take to modify existing gas line extension policies for 

rate regulated gas utilities. 

CenterPoint Energy will not address all other parties’ topics from their initial responses, 

but that does not reflect agreement with the comments not addressed in these reply 

comments. CenterPoint Energy will address the following topics to add further context 

to the discussion; 

• Energy access, 

• Economic model assumptions, 

• Line extension policy legislation from other states, 

• Minnesota legislation, and 

• New area surcharge (“NAS”).  
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Energy access and costs 

Throughout the initial comments filed by parties in this docket, a consistent theme that 

was discussed was the benefits the natural gas industry has for low-income customers, 

and the importance of having fuel choice. As stated by the Laborers’ International 

Union of North America (“LIUNA”); 

“While some energy advocates contend that electric alternatives are as 

cost-effective or reliable as gas heat, most of the developers, home 

buyers and businesses with skin in the game currently disagree, and their 

decisions determine whether homes and businesses are built and 

occupied, especially in ex-urban and rural areas where line extensions 

have the greatest impact.”1 

Housing First reaffirms this statement with the following comments of their own; 

“Maintaining access to natural gas as a reliable, efficient, and cost-

effective energy source is vital to ensuring design flexibility and meeting 

the diverse needs of homeowners.  Restricting this option—before 

scalable alternatives are available—reduces builder responsiveness and 

limits consumer choice. A successful transition must be driven by 

innovation and economic readiness, not rigid mandates.”2 

Additionally, other Minnesota natural gas distribution companies such as Minnesota 

Energy Resources Corporation (“MERC”) and Xcel Energy (“Xcel”) have raised the 

issue of line extension policy changes on low-income customers aligning with the 

Company’s position. Xcel further raises the question about changes to line extension 

policies and the increased burden that could be placed on Greater Minnesota 

customers.3 MERC encouraged the Commission to not take a “one-size-fits-all” 

approach when it comes to determining line extension policies, as there are different 

needs of customers across all utilities in all areas of the state.4  

 
1 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Laborers’ International Union of North America (“LIUNA”). 
2 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Housing First. 
3 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Xcel Energy (“Xcel”). 
4 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation (“MERC”). 
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Finally, the OAG-RUD5, as well as the joint comments of Fresh Energy and Minnesota 

Center for Environmental Advocacy (“MCEA”)6, expresses concern about the impact of 

line extension policies and state extension policies potential impacts on low-income 

customers; therefore, any potential changes should take those negative potential 

impacts into consideration. 

CenterPoint Energy agrees with the premise that low-income customers need to be 

considered when discussing line extension policies. As stated in the Company’s own 

initial comments, natural gas not only is the low-cost alternative for customers in 

Minnesota when it comes to heating their homes, but the access customers receive to 

the safe and reliable option of natural gas, as well as the access to low-income Energy 

Conservation and Optimization (“ECO”) and Gas Affordability Programs cannot be 

ignored. 

Xcel Energy stated in their initial comments, as the only dual-fuel utility and the largest 

electric utility serving Minnesota, that it is vitally important that all customers have 

equal access to the resource of natural gas, which can provide heat far more efficiently 

and cost-effectively than electricity. Conversely some responders in their initial 

comments, such as the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (“ACEEE”) 

stated that a fully electric and well-insulated heat pump can deliver the lowest 

operating costs for Minnesotan’s which we address below.7   

In their support of electrification, both ACEEE and Center for Energy and Environment 

(“CEE”)8 present cost comparisons between all-electric and mixed fuel homes based 

on building energy models of prototype homes in Minnesota. In the case of ACEEE, 

utility rates were applied to the ResStock dataset (based on DOE’s EnergyPlus 

software) published in 2024, whereas CEE used the closed-source Ekotrope software 

to perform similar simulations using its own field data for ASHP performance.  Though 

CEE’s use of a black-box energy model Ekotrope provides limited opportunity for 

verification, the precision of EnergyPlus (used in ACEEE’s analysis) is more clearly 

characterized. In its technical documentation, the software’s authors quote an 

uncertainty in energy-use intensity and cost of 3-6%, which is on par with the ~3% 

difference in gas-electric cost reported by ACEEE. In ACEEE’s analysis they calculate 

a decrease in average annual costs of $2,680 for customers using natural gas to 

$2,591 under a winter discount time of use rate for fully electrified customers.9 In 

 
5 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by OAG-RUD. 
6 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Fresh Energy and Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 
(“MCEA”). 
7 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (“ACEEE”). 
8 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Center for Energy and Environment (“CEE”). 
9 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by ACEEE. 
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presenting only average annual utility bills, neither study adequately captures the total 

cost of ownership of heating equipment nor the wide variation in those costs across the 

population and efficiency class. It is important to note that ACEEE’s annual bill 

calculation for natural gas is well over twice the amount that was calculated by 

CenterPoint Energy. In fact, in response to a data request from CenterPoint Energy, 

ACEEE supplied the natural gas rates used in their calculation, and assuming annual 

natural gas usage of 1,000 therms the total annual cost of natural gas comes to $973.10  

This 1,000 therm assumption is higher than the average 887 therms that an average 

residential customer of CenterPoint Energy uses in a year. Furthermore, it is important 

to note that the winter time-of-use rate is not a rate offered by all Minnesota electric 

utilities, nor is it completely clear if the electric rates used in this analysis contemplate 

the cost increases needed to support the additional generation, transmission, or 

distribution infrastructure necessary for the extra electricity demand and production 

needed to heat homes in Minnesota.   

Meanwhile, the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) referenced a June 2024 study by 

Synapse Energy Economics, Inc (“Study”). This Study, while concluding that full 

electrification is cheaper than no electrification, relies on projections well into the future, 

and very directly points out that “gas bills for any homes retaining gas connections 

grow exponentially as fewer and fewer homes are expected to bear the cost burden.”11 

This end result will only exasperate the challenges faced by low-income customers and 

should be a cautionary tale of limiting line extensions and ultimately reducing natural 

gas customers to the detriment of low-income customers.   

Additional challenges of relying on the Study is that it is full of unsubstantiated 

assumptions that do not have existing data to support projected market trends. For 

example, their leading assumption is that the gas system is losing customers and 

decreasing demand creating upwards pressure on gas rates. Regarding industrial 

usage, as stated in the report, “This pathway model projects a gradual decline in 

industrial gas use, on an energy basis, to about half of today’s level by 2050”.12  As 

discussed, later in these comments, the natural gas industry continues to see growth in 

overall demand, and this assumption simply does not align with what the market is 

seeing today. Additionally, the Study states the assumption “that customer departures 

from the gas system would be largely clustered”.  While certainly convenient for a full 

energy source conversion, that assumption alone is disconcerting, as married with the 

previous assumption that industrial usage is declining but not disappearing, and that 

low-income household may not be able to afford to make the switch to electrification. Is 

the cluster transition any more likely to occur then gradual transition over scattered 

 
10 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. ACEEE Response to Information Request CNP-001 in Docket 21-565. 
11 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”). 
12 Id. 
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locations, and if the latter is more realistic, what does that do to the energy transition 

cost estimate? This assumption in the Study raises further questions as to why 

investments in the natural gas industry prove costly, but no additional costs are 

anticipated in their modeling for the electric system to meet clean energy transition 

goals and customer load growth. If the question to be evaluated in their Study is to 

genuinely analyze holistic customer energy costs, narrowing in on one system instead 

of looking at the total potential customer costs is not realistic and concerning. 

As referenced by many parties in this docket, the history of line extensions is 

predicated on adding additional customers which help offset the fixed costs of the 

natural gas system. The counter argument is the expectation is we will see a reduction 

in the number of customers using natural gas and natural gas use, and therefore the 

new customers will only add costs that will eventually be assigned to low-income 

customers who are unable to fully electrify.  However, as discussed later in these reply 

comments, states which have limited line extensions legislatively have not yet 

recognized lower natural gas usage as a result. Furthermore, the current trends of 

overall natural gas usage in the United States continue to increase as discussed by the 

following statement; “Natural gas consumption in the United States amounted to 33.11 

trillion cubic  feet in 2024. This was a record high, up from 30.6 trillion cubic feet in 

2020.  Figures increased notably from 2018 onward.”13 

CenterPoint Energy supports the multitude of comments regarding low-income 

customers and ensuring that they are aptly protected.  However, the contention that 

low-income customers need to be protected due to declining natural gas usage is not 

supported by data. CenterPoint Energy specifically has seen an increase in annual 

weather normalized dekatherm sales from 171,665,900 in 2014 to 198,487,400 in 2024 

as reported in the Company’s annual jurisdictional reports.   Additionally, as stated in 

the OAG-RUD comments, CenterPoint Energy has seen an average annual customer 

growth of 10,145 from 2018-2024.14 And while the OAG-RUD calculates an increase in 

rate base over 40 years of $445,000,000 discounted to 2024 dollars, which equates to 

about 21% of the 2024 Test Year rate base approved in Docket G008/GR-08-173, due 

to this customer growth. The offset to that is the 10,145 annual customers increases 

the customer base by 44% over that same 40-year period. Based upon the customer 

and sales growth that the natural gas industry continues to see, the addition of 

customers not only increase the customer base to spread fixed costs across, but also 

support the regulated utility low-income programs that are currently offered. 

 
13 Statista Research Department. Consumption of natural gas in the United States from 1995 to 2024 (July 10, 2025). 
   https://www.statista.com/statistics/184329/energy-consumption-from-natural-gas-in-the-us-from-1995/ 
14 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by OAG-RUD. 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/184329/energy-consumption-from-natural-gas-in-the-us-from-1995/
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Economic Model 

Some commenters such as Fresh Energy and MCEA, as well as the OAG-RUD, 

addressed concerns about the utility's costs of adding customers to the system as well 

as overestimating the customers' future gas use. Specifically, the OAG-RUD 

recommends periodic review of the following issues regarding extension allowances15: 

1. Whether the utility’s free footage or service extension allowance included the 

majority of all new extensions with only the extremely long extensions requiring 

a CIAC. 

 

2. Whether the utility’s free footage or extension allowance ensures that existing 

customers will benefit from new customers additions to the system within a 

reasonable time period. Utilities should include a determination that: 

 

a.  The assumed revenues from the new customer include a reasonable  
 estimate of use per customer that accounts for potential declining customer 

 usage from energy efficiency and electrification of heating and appliances. 

b.  All costs of serving the new customer are included in the calculation. 

c.  The length of the payback period and the methodology used to calculate it 

 are reasonable. 

3.  If offered, whether the utility’s extension charge refund policy is appropriate. 

4.  Whether the utility’s extension allowance should be measured in number of feet 

(i.e. free footage) or be based on an estimate of the customer’s estimated usage 

(taking into account square footage, number of gas appliances, non-gas heating 

equipment, etc.). 

5.  Whether offering free footage or an extension allowance continues to be 

reasonable in light of current and forecasted gas-system utilization, advances in 

technology, state and federal policy, and risks to ratepayers of stranded assets 

or an overbuilt system. 
 

In general, CenterPoint Energy appreciates the OAG-RUD's approach to their analysis. 

For example, CenterPoint Energy agrees with the assumption that overall throughput 

use per individual residential customer is continuing to decline due to advances in 

energy efficiency. However, there may be some discrepancies between parties on 

what level of energy usage per customer is decreasing. While correctly pointed out by 

the OAG-RUD, as well as other parties, ECO programs have been successful in 

reducing the overall energy needs of consumers, and that fact should be taken into 

account. The Company restates its position from the initial comments that although a 

 
15 Id. 
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significant number of new customers are for new homes, there is still an equally 

significant number of new customers that are in existing homes, transitioning to natural 

gas from delivered fuels. The OAG-RUD also considers the assumption in the 

modeling that new customer consumption will be constant over time. The Company 

acknowledges that this is an additional consideration that could be evaluated.  

There is no data to support the claim that there will be stranded natural gas distribution 

system assets. The Company challenges OAG-RUD’s statement that “ratepayers could 

be responsible for hundreds of millions of dollars over the next forty years if line 

extensions continue at a similar pace as the past half decade and then become unused 

or under-utilized.”16  It appears that in reviewing the OAG-RUD's calculations for 

Attachment 6 included in their initial comments, that they arbitrarily selected a 5% 

decrease in the number of new customers year over year, but do not provide any 

support of how the 5% figure is derived. It would be helpful if the OAG-RUD would 

explain this portion of their analysis in Supplemental Comments.  Also, in the event that 

customers are added at the reduced rate as modeled by the OAG-RUD, that does not 

deter from the fact that additional customers at any level should still offset the fixed 

costs for the current customers of the natural gas system. 

Furthermore, the calculations as supported by the OAG-RUD need to be further 

reviewed and confirmed as there are some concerns with the calculations regarding 

the exclusion of deferred federal taxes and property taxes, as well as how the return 

calculation was performed. Additionally, the length of the payback period to use in the 

extension model needs further discussion in terms of what is a reasonable payback to 

support existing customers. While as stated in CenterPoint Energy’s initial comments, 

the amount of time supported by the current free footage allowances the Company 

uses targets three to five years, this time frame is a very conservative estimate when 

thinking about the life of the assets used to support the customer. With asset lives 

extending 40 – 50 years, a payback period of about half that could be deemed a 

reasonable amount of time. 

Other States Line Extension Policies 

Several parties such as the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), Department of Commerce 
(“Department”)17, and Fresh Energy & MCEA noted that other states have moved 
towards limiting the extension allowances for new customers. Highlighting only a small 
group of states have changed directions of the 48 states which have historically had a 
version of line extension policies18. While these few states have imposed stricter 
applications of line extension policies, they seemingly have a different set of facts.  

 
16 Id. 
17 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by  Department of Commerce (“Department”). 
18 American Gas Association, The Current State of Natural Gas Utility Line Extension Policies (July 10, 2024).  
   https://www.aga.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/The-Current-State-of-Natural-Gas-Utility-Line-Extension-

Policies_FINAL.pdf 

https://www.aga.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/The-Current-State-of-Natural-Gas-Utility-Line-Extension-Policies_FINAL.pdf
https://www.aga.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/The-Current-State-of-Natural-Gas-Utility-Line-Extension-Policies_FINAL.pdf
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First and foremost, the few states that have enacted a change in line extension policies 
tend to not have the cold winters that Minnesota experiences. Secondly, Minnesota is 
not competing directly with these states in regard to being competitive in attracting 
business or having similar natural resources, industries, or economies. Thirdly, and as 
discussed in a later section of these Reply Comments, each of those states that have 
imposed stricter line extension policies, have done so with legislative guidance.    

States that have enacted more restrictive line extension policies, such as California, 

Colorado, Oregon, and Washington, have average coldest temperatures of 46.2, 25.8, 

34.0, and 33.0 respectively.19  With the exception of Colorado, the temperature profiles 

of the states that have restricted line extension policies do not match what the 

residents of Minnesota experience with an average coldest temperature of 12.4 

degrees. Adopting similar line extension policies of states that don’t have similar 

climates to Minnesota will only harm Minnesota residents and businesses from 

realizing the benefits of natural gas to keep residents warm, as further discussed later 

in these comments.    

The Gas Technology Institute (“GTI”) completed a case study analysis of Future 

Residential Energy Use Scenarios in Leading Low-Carbon Regions20 for California and 

New York in 2018. Their research aimed to quantify energy use, environmental impact, 

and cost-trade-offs of potential governmental policy scenarios for residential energy 

use in both California and New York, specifically focusing on the role of natural gas 

and electricity in traditional home applications: space heating, water heating, cooking, 

and clothes drying. Their findings show that natural gas pathways offered appreciable 

carbon emissions reductions with lower costs to consumers and society – including 

being on par with electrification scenarios in terms of percent carbon emission 

decreased.  

Additionally, they found all-electric homes are a much more expensive carbon 

abatement approach – from $200 to over $400/metric ton of carbon emissions 

reduction in California and New York, respectively. The benefit/cost ratio of all-electric 

homes were negative, due to the large increase in annual consumer energy costs 

through electrification. The economics at the time were even less favorable if electric 

price increases were required to finance major power generation, transmission, and 

distribution system upgrades. They also found that home electrification is particularly 

costly in colder weather regions such as New York. 

In contrast, the direct use of natural gas offers several cost-effective scenarios for 

appreciable reductions in CO2e emissions by (1) expanding the market penetration of 

mature natural gas energy efficiency equipment, (2) developing and deploying natural 

 
19 Winter Temperature Averages for Every State. 
   https://www.currentresults.com/Weather/US/average-state-temperatures-in-winter.php 
20 Case Studies of Future Residential Natural Gas and Electrification Scenarios in Leading Low-Carbon Regions (June 2018). 
   Future-Residential-Natural-Gas-and-Electrification-in-Low-Carbon-Regions-Technical-Paper_Liss-Jun2018.pdf 

https://www.currentresults.com/Weather/US/average-state-temperatures-in-winter.php
https://www.gti.energy/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Future-Residential-Natural-Gas-and-Electrification-in-Low-Carbon-Regions-Technical-Paper_Liss-Jun2018.pdf
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gas heat pumps for space and water heating, and (3) blending renewable natural gas 

with conventional natural gas to reduce the carbon intensity of natural gas supply. 

The Company notes that there are likely incremental changes that may impact this 

data since its creation in 2018, but provides a brief summary of these findings to 

showcase that there are multiple different analyses and pathways that the nationwide 

energy community is exploring to continue to reduce emissions while balancing not 

only customer costs, but societal costs. The forward-looking analyses are drawing 

different conclusions between GTI and additional party positions laid out in this docket, 

driven in large part by the direct customer impacts still being unknown of policy 

changes. States making policy changes have not seen attributable impacts to date. 

Eliminating line extension policies that benefit customers is premature based on 

conflicting projections and unverified outcomes. CenterPoint Energy respectfully 

encourages the Commission to look at gas line extensions policy as a tool to enable 

access to all opportunities for cost-effective energy efficiency and carbon-emissions 

reductions, with the understanding that the future will likely combine together many 

different pathways to meet the state’s energy goals.  

In addition to the benefit residential customers see associated with natural gas to stay 
warm during the winters, Minnesota’s commercial and industrial customers have many 
of the same benefits.  This is ever so important as businesses are subject to 
competition between states and their overall legislative policies.   For example, 
businesses are impacted by overall building costs as discussed in the Company’s initial 
comments. Minnesota is currently ranked 44th out of the 50 states in terms of the Tax 
Foundation’s State Business Tax Climate Index21 putting them below and at a 
disadvantage as compared to Iowa, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. These business 
cost concerns can be greater exacerbated in Greater Minnesota, where the natural gas 
system is not as built out as the metropolitan areas.  

By limiting natural gas expansion opportunities and limiting line extension policies 
pushing more costs onto the new businesses in the state, business will only continue to 
be put at a competitive disadvantage to like businesses in neighboring states. 

Minnesota Legislation 

A number of commenters including CUB, Fresh Energy and MCEA, and the 

Department referenced the state’s energy goals for GHG emissions.22 The contention 

of these comments is that natural gas, and the current line extension policies 

themselves, are in direct opposition to the state’s emissions goals. Additionally, 

commentators have highlighted the efforts of the state and support of natural gas 

alternatives in the form of the Natural Gas Innovation Act (“NGIA”), as well as the 

continued work of utility Energy Conservation and Optimization (“ECO”) program as a 

 
21 Tax Foundation. 2024 State Business Tax Climate Index (October 24, 2023). 
   https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/state/2024-state-business-tax-climate-index/  
22 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. 

https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/state/2024-state-business-tax-climate-index/
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basis for reducing access to natural gas and moving away from the current the line 

extension policy. 

It is important to note that legislative goals themselves do not give legislative direction 

to move away from natural gas. Instead, natural gas utilities across the state of 

Minnesota have continued to be supporters and are an important component to meet 

the goals of the state. Minnesota utilities are able to support the states emission 

reduction goals by implementing innovative ideas via NGIA and ECO. Without the 

natural gas utilities, the state would lose an important asset to meet their goals.    

Meanwhile, while CUB, Fresh Energy and MCEA, and the Department all address the 

states GHG emission goals, they do not address other legislative policies and goals 

regarding home ownership and affordable housing as addressed in the comments of 

Housing First.  Specifically, Housing First addresses the building code requirements 

that every dwelling unit shall be provided with heating facilities capable of maintaining a 

room temperature of not less than 68 degrees Fahrenheit.  As stated in Housing First’s 

comments “dependable fuel sources like natural gas are not only a matter of comfort 

and cost – they are a matter of safety and code compliance in Minnesota.”23 Because 

of the cold climate in Minnesota, the state’s building codes are designed to protect 

customers from the cold and keep them safe. CenterPoint Energy takes this 

responsibility most seriously and looks forward to continuing to provide safe and 

reliable heating for all Minnesotans. 

 

CEE Recommendation for Single-family new construction Energy Conservation 

and Optimization (“ECO”) program  

CenterPoint Energy updated its programs for residential new construction in the 

Company’s 2024-2026 ECO triennial 24. Most builders participate in the more 

comprehensive and holistic High-Efficiency Home program, but the New Home 

Construction Rebates program provides an opportunity for builders and customers to 

participate in ECO through prescriptive rebates. Starting in 2024, the Company began 

offering the same Efficient Fuel-Switching (“EFS”) measures throughout its residential 

and low-income programs including the High-Efficiency Homes and the New Home 

Construction Rebates program serving the new construction sector. In the approved 

2024-2026 ECO Triennial, EFS is subject to the same requirements as the rest of its 

programs, with new construction projects needing to be the Company’s customer. 

Although CenterPoint Energy appreciates CEE’s efforts to find compromise positions 

for free footage allowances in their July 8th, 2025, Initial Comments in this docket, the 

Company does not support and has concerns with CEE’s proposal to require rate-

regulated natural gas utilities that offer a free footage allowance through line extension 

 
23 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565, Initial Comments Filing by Housing First. 
24 Docket No. G-008/CIP-23-95. 
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tariffs to file a comprehensive single-family new construction ECO program with the 

Department. The most concerning of the recommendations is the required installation 

of an air source heat pump (ASHP) in lieu of a central air conditioner to be eligible for 

the program. CenterPoint Energy interprets this recommendation in violation with 

Minnesota Statute Sec. 216B.241 Subd. 2(c)25, as ECO must provide free choice for 

customers. The Company recognizes CEE’s preference to encourage ASHP adoption, 

however this recommendation goes beyond building code requirements and could 

likely lead to customer and participant dissatisfaction. This recommendation would 

stray from historic practice, likely causing customer and trade ally confusion with 

natural gas utilities in essence banning certain electric equipment. 

Additionally, the Company does not support the recommendation to remove the High-

Efficiency Home requirement for the installation of natural gas appliances to be eligible 

for all the program’s tiers of incentives. CenterPoint Energy is the only gas-only utility 

to provide EFS rebate measures for its customers, but it is important to note, that all 

CenterPoint Energy customers socialize those costs. This is a fundamental element of 

the program structure, dividing program participation between gas and electric utilities 

and preserving program cost-effectiveness between the programs based on gas or 

electric utility energy savings. The Company is not supportive of policy that has the 

potential for CenterPoint Energy customers to pay for rebate measures for resident 

properties that are not CenterPoint Energy customers. If a customer is not putting in 

natural gas appliances, they are likely not going to be a CenterPoint Energy customer, 

so this situation seems more appropriate for an electric utility program to provide 

support. The Company notes that this potential change could result in the program 

becoming more difficult to navigate, which could lead to lower participation in ECO 

programs or double counting of savings at utility customer expense. 

Finally, the Company notes that CEE’s requirement that homes must achieve a 

minimum efficiency of at least 10% energy savings is already a part of the High-

Efficiency Home program. However, the Company also notes that with increasing 

residential energy codes and standards requirements that is a possibility that using 

10% as a permanent requirement may be a barrier to program participation and 

contribute to program decline. 

 

New Area Surcharge  

In addition to discussion regarding line extension policies, Fresh Energy and MCEA 

also recommend that the Commission revisit the New Area Surcharge (“NAS”) policy.26 

CenterPoint Energy does not support opening this topic in the Future of Gas docket.  

 
25 Minnesota Statute §216B.241. Public Utilities; Energy Conservation and Optimization. 
26 Docket No. G999/CI-21-565. Initial Comments Filing by MCEA. 
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While not overly used, CenterPoint Energy’s NAS tariff is another important tool to 

provide safe and reliable energy service to Greater Minnesota by working directly with 

these communities that come to the Company looking to expand their energy access. 

Greater Minnesota areas currently experience higher than average heating costs when 

not being served by natural gas, and for all of the reasons the Company lays out 

above, reevaluating this approved tariff option would further limit these communities’ 

opportunity to reduce their energy burden.  

Topics Open for Comment 

1. Should the Commission consider any modifications to how gas utilities calculate 

free footage allowance and other costs related to gas main and service line 

extensions? If so, what factors or conditions would justify changes? And how 

would any proposed changes affect new connecting customers and other 

ratepayers? 

 

CenterPoint Energy does not recommend the Commission consider any 

modifications to how gas utilities calculate free footage allowance and other 

costs related to gas main and service line extensions.  

 

2. If the Commission should make modifications to regulated gas utilities’ gas line 

extension policies, how would rules, statutes, and Commission orders justify 

those modifications? 

 

The Company does not support modification to line extension policies. 

 

3. Which proposed modifications, if any, would necessitate gas utilities to 

coordinate and/or consult with electric utilities in the service territory where a 

gas line extension is being contemplated? 

 

The Company agrees with MERC’s sentiments, that although the Commission 

required coordination with electric utilities on impacts on resource-level options 

in Natural Gas Integrated Resource Plans27, detailed coordination at the level of 

individual customer line extensions is not reasonable. Additionally, it is the 

Company’s position that customers have the right to evaluate and determine 

their own energy needs. 

  

4. How should the Commission consider the results of Minnesota Energy 

Resource Corporation’s Line Extension Policy Study in this matter? 

 
27 Docket Nos. G008, G002, G011/23-117, and G999/21-565, Order Clarifying and Expanding Framework for Natural Gas 

Integrated Resource Planning, October 28, 2024, Order Point 30. 
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CenterPoint Energy does not take an initial position on this matter.  

 

5. What lessons should the Commission consider from proceedings in other states 

related to this matter? 

 

CenterPoint Energy continues to encourage the Commission to focus on 

regional, cold-weather state energy policy, if prioritizing other states proceedings 

related to this matter. 

 

6. Should any distinctions be made between different customer classes when 

considering modifications? 

 

The Company’s current policies consider customer classes in line extension 

policies and supports maintaining those considerations. 

 

7. How should the Commission consider the needs of low-income customers and 

other areas of equity in this matter? 

 

CenterPoint Energy strongly supports the Commission consider the needs of 

low-income customers in this matter, and for this reason, does not support 

modifications to current line extension policies that reduce energy access. 

  

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

 

CenterPoint Energy reserves the right to address additional matters in 

supplemental comments, if necessary.  

Conclusion 

Parties that have shown opposition to current line extension policies base their 

positions on natural gas not being an option for home heating in the future due to their 

vision of how to meet the state’s clean energy goals. As discussed in these reply 

comments, current data for actual energy usage and projected market trends support 

the use of the natural gas system in the long-term. Minnesota’s energy future will likely 

look to balance the many pertinent state legislative goals, affordable housing, 

increasing customer energy efficiency, building out economic development and 

advancing climate goals.    

Simply put, as stated by Xcel in the introduction of their initial comments, “It is 

important to allow customers, especially low-income and rural customers, to have 

affordable access to the resource of natural gas, which can provide heat and power 

more efficiently and cost-effectively than electricity in cold weather.” 
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Secret

Service
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111 Ken Smith ken.smith@districtenergy.com District Energy
St. Paul Inc.

76 W Kellogg
Blvd
St. Paul MN,
55102
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

112 Beth Soholt bsoholt@cleangridalliance.org Clean Grid
Alliance

570 Asbury
Street Suite
201
St. Paul MN,
55104
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

113 Anna Sommer asommer@energyfuturesgroup.com Energy Futures
Group

PO Box 692
Canton NY,
13617
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

114 Peggy Sorum peggy.sorum@centerpointenergy.com CenterPoint
Energy

505 Nicollet
Mall
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

115 Mark Spurr mspurr@fvbenergy.com International
District Energy
Association

222 South
Ninth St.,
Suite 825
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

116 Byron E. Starns byron.starns@stinson.com STINSON LLP 50 S 6th St
Ste 2600
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

117 Richard Stasik richard.stasik@wecenergygroup.com Minnesota
Energy
Resources
Corporation
(HOLDING)

231 West
Michigan St -
P321
Milwaukee
WI, 53203
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

118 Kristin Stastny kstastny@taftlaw.com Taft Stettinius &
Hollister LLP

2200 IDS
Center
80 South 8th
Street
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

119 James M Strommen jstrommen@kennedy-graven.com Kennedy &
Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St
Ste 700
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

120 Kent Sulem ksulem@mmua.org 3131
Fernbrook Ln
N Ste 200
Plymouth MN,
55447-5337
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

121 Matthew Tomich tomich@energy-vision.org Energy Vision 138 E 13th St
New York NY,
10003
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

122 Julie Voeck julie.voeck@nee.com NextEra Energy
Resources, LLC

700 Universe
Blvd
Juno Beach
FL, 33408
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

123 Sam Wade sam@rngcoalition.com Coalition for
Renewable
Natural Gas

1017 L Street
#513
Sacramento
CA, 95814
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

124 Nicole Westling nicole.westling@state.mn.us Department
of Commerce

85 7th Place
E
Suite 280
St Paul MN,
55001
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

125 Casey Whelan cwhelan@kinectenergy.com Kinect Energy
Group

605 Highway
169 N Ste
1200

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
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Plymouth MN,
55441
United States

Service
List

126 Laurie Williams laurie.williams@sierraclub.org Sierra Club Environmental
Law Program
1536
Wynkoop St
Ste 200
Denver CO,
80202
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

127 Joseph Windler jwindler@winthrop.com Winthrop &
Weinstine

225 South
Sixth Street,
Suite 3500
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

128 Tim Wulling t.wulling@earthlink.net 1495
Raymond
Ave.
Saint Paul
MN, 55108
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

129 Grant Zimmerman gzimmerman@ampamericas.com Amp Americas 811 W
Evergreen
Ave Ste 201
Chicago IL,
60642
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

130 Kurt Zimmerman kwz@ibew160.org Local Union
#160, IBEW

2909 Anthony
Ln
St Anthony
Village MN,
55418-3238
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List

131 Patrick Zomer pat.zomer@lawmoss.com Moss & Barnett
PA

150 S 5th St
#1200
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Electronic
Service

No 21-
565Official
Service
List


