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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
BEFORE THE 

MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 

 
In the Matter of Otter Tail Power 
Company’s 2025 Integrated 
Distribution Plan – Transportation 
Electrification Plan 
 

Docket No. E017/M-25-141 
 
REPLY COMMENTS 
 

 

I. INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 

Otter Tail Power Company (Otter Tail Power or the Company) respectfully submits 

the following Reply Comments, responding to the Comments filed on April 7, 2026 by the 

Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resource’s (Department), and 

by Fresh Energy, Union of Concerned Scientists, and the Environmental Law and Policy 

Center (collectively the Clean Energy Groups, or CEGs). 

Otter Tail Power values review of our Transportation Electrification Plan (TEP) 

and resulting comments from these organizations. Formal input from these organizations 

frequently generates constructive informal discussions between utilities, regulators, and 

advocacy groups.  The Company has organized our Reply Comments by responding to 

each party’s comments separately. Section II, responds to the Department’s comments 

and Section III is in response to CEG’s comments. 

II. RESPONSE TO THE DEPARTMENT’S COMMENTS 

A. The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, update tables 

1 and 2 of its TEP to indicate the number of and expenditures related 

to level 2 charger rebates provided by the Company in the last five 

years and the planned rebates for the next five years.  

 

Otter Tail Power has included Table 1 and Table 2 from our original filing, 

modified to include expenditures related to level 2 charger rebates for the periods 

requested. Table 1 summarizes total rebate costs of $19,200 for forty-five Level 2 chargers 

enrolled in off-peak rates. Table 2 shows a total projected customer rebate costs of 

$50,000, for an average of twenty Level 2 chargers added annually over five years (100 

chargers total), all participating on off-peak rates. As shown in Table 3, we expect an 

average of ten Level 2 chargers enrolled annually in our already existing off-peak rates 

and ten Level 2 chargers to enroll annually in the new EVantage off-peak EV charging 

rate.  



 

 

Table 1 

Budget Category 
(Distribution, IT, 
Transmission, etc.) 

Capital Expenditure 

MN EV DCFC Pilot service 
extension upgrades, test site 
installation 

$290,063.86*  

MN EV DCFC Pilot, Test 
Site $2,160,858.81 $209,111.61 

Marketing and 
Communications: Ride & 
Drive Events, Flyers, 
Education Outreach, 
training, level 2 charging 
donations. 

 $100,268.16 

ECO Off-Peak Level 2 
Charging Rebates 

  
$19,200 

Sub Total: $2,450,922.67 $328,579.77 

Total Capital and 
Expense: 

$2,779,502.44 

              *Last site work order has not closed at this time 

Table 2 

Budget Category 
(Distribution, IT, 
Transmission, etc.) 

Capital Expenditure 

MN EV DCFC Charging 
Infrastructure Upgrade* 

$2,000,000 - 
$5,000,000  

Marketing and 
Communications:  

 $50,000 - 250,000 

NEVI Support <$50,000  

O&M Charging 
infrastructure 

 $50,000 - $250,000 

ECO Rebates – electric 
vehicles, electric school 
buses 

 $50,000 - $450,000 

ECO Off-Peak Level 2 
Charging Rebates 

 $50,000 

*Estimate of potential upgrade cost for improving charging sites if divestment 

is considered a non-viable option. 

 

 



 

 

Table 3 

Level 2 EV Rebates 
for Off-Peak Rates 

Actual  
2021-2025 

Participation 

Estimated  
2026-2030 

Participation 

EVantage - 50 

Other Off-Peak Rates  45 50 

 

B. The Department requests that OTP discuss, in reply comments, how 

its Transportation Electrification portfolio addresses the requirement 

of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 subd. 3(5). 

 

All of Otter Tail Power’s TEP initiatives aim to reduce the reliance on fossil fuels, 

thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.1615 

subd. 3(5). 

All Otter Tail Power rate offerings, including our public Direct Current Fast 

Charger (DCFC) EV charging rates and our private level 2 off-peak EV charging rates, 

promote off-peak or low-cost charging. Low-cost charging hours occur within the 

Midcontinental Independent System Operator (MISO), when renewable resources are 

producing energy at high levels. Because of the strong energy output by renewable 

resources, the MISO localized marginal prices are driven lower, allowing affordable EV 

charging, displacing emission producing electric generation. The Company also retires 

renewable energy credits (RECs) annually, for all energy consumed at our public DCFC 

chargers, further supporting the development of emission free energy. 

In addition to the Company’s emission reducing rate offerings, we offer EV rebates, 

through our 2024-2026 Energy Conservation and Optimization (ECO) portfolio1, to 

customers who purchase an EV. The Company’s EV rebates and supporting program 

benefits have been reviewed and approved by the Department. The Company calculates 

that each EV displacing a traditional internal combustion engine vehicle, also displaces 

5.64 short tons of CO2 annually. Based on February 2026 Minnesota EV registration 

data2, Otter Tail Power has 326 electric vehicles in our Minnesota service territory. We 

calculate that over 1,838 short tons of CO2 are displaced annually from our customers’ 

EV usage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Docket No. E017/CIP-23-094 
2 https://mn.gov/puc/activities/economic-analysis/electric-vehicles/ 
 

https://mn.gov/puc/activities/economic-analysis/electric-vehicles/


 

 

C. The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, explain the 

range of anticipated future transportation electrification spending 

depicted in its Table 2. 

 

The spending estimates in Table 2 reflect several scenarios based on early estimates 

and projections of the fate of our DCFC network. At the low end of the range, the Company 

could incur minimal maintenance costs, if the Company is ordered to conclude the pilot 

program and divest the related infrastructure or pay for removal if equipment is end of life. 

A medium range scenario includes the possibility of keeping the existing DCFC 

infrastructure, maintaining it, and staying with the same or similar cost network provider. 

The scenario relies heavily on existing equipment not having major failures, and the 

existing service providers remaining in the EV maintenance and networking marketplace. 

This scenario is ideal for cost management, but in 2025 we experienced two of our vendors 

withdrawing from providing these services, thereby creating temporary gaps in our DCFC 

network. 

 At the high end of the range, the Company could pursue reinvestment by proposing 

upgrades to aging equipment. Under this scenario, options under evaluation include new 

equipment, enhanced networking, and revised maintenance models that would replace 

current rates with a cost structure more closely tied to energy sales. Tying maintenance and 

networking costs to energy sales allows expenses to scale more efficiently, strengthens 

long-term cost control, and may reduce the need for ongoing subsidies beyond the initial 

capital investment. At this time, the Company is monitoring conditions and is not 

proposing any changes beyond operating our current DCFC network.  

The wide range for potential ECO Rebate and Marketing expenditures largely 

depends on rebate levels and the sensitivity of participation rates. Small shifts in customer 

uptake can generate significant budget volatility. Current draft estimates suggest ECO 

rebates could range from $2,000–$5,000 per electric vehicle and approximately $25,000 

per electric school bus. This area is also especially challenging to forecast because federal 

and state tax incentive programs are drivers of customer participation and can be offered 

or terminated depending on election outcomes.  

D. The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide a five-

year cost-benefit projection of its DCFC fleet, detailing rural-specific 

fixed and variable maintenance costs alongside targeted utilization 

strategies to improve revenue ratios. This analysis must include a 

clear roadmap toward financial self-sufficiency to protect non-EV-

driving ratepayers from long-term O&M subsidies.  

 

On February 1, 2019, in the matter of a Commission Inquiry into Electric Vehicle 

Charging and Infrastructure3, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 

 
3 Docket No. E-999/CI-17-879 



 

 

issued an Order providing evaluation guidance for utilities proposing EV-related programs 

and investments. As stated in the Commission’s October 27, 2020, Order4 approving Otter 

Tail’s DCFC network. The Commission summarized their February 1, 2019 Order by 

stating: 

“The Commission encouraged utilities to include in their individual proposals a 

cost-benefit analysis to examine long-term ratepayer and societal benefits, as well as 

potential costs, but the Commission did not adopt a particular cost-benefit methodology. 

Further, the Commission determined that cost recovery proposals should be decided on 

a case-by-case basis considering various factors, such as the purpose, nature, magnitude, 

and potential benefits of the investment.”  

The Company recognizes the importance of providing a cost-benefit analysis and 

is committed to reporting all costs and benefits in compliance with the Commission’s 

guidance when more information on performance of our DCFC network is available. The 

Company has only recently completed the installation of its final DCFC site in Bemidji, 

MN. The Company will be better positioned to conduct a comprehensive cost-benefit 

analysis once we can gather two years of usage data across all locations. The Company 

plans to include this analysis and associated data in the Company’s next TEP, as well as 

the Company’s annual June 1 pilot filing updates5.  

Otter Tail Power also believes that DCFC investments should not be assessed in 

isolation, but rather as part of a comprehensive electrification strategy that encompasses 

the full portfolio of TEP initiatives. The State’s overarching policy objective is to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions from transportation through increased adoption of electric 

vehicles 6 7, with a goal for 20 percent of light-duty vehicles registering in Minnesota to 

be EVs by 20308. Achieving this objective depends on the coordinated advancement of 

three interdependent elements: (1) widely available public charging infrastructure, (2) 

access to residential/commercial/fleet charging, and (3) measures to address upfront 

vehicle cost barriers. These elements operate as an integrated system; placing 

disproportionate emphasis on cost-effectiveness in any single area risks undermining the 

effectiveness of the overall framework. Similarly, evaluating individual programs without 

recognizing how complementary initiatives enable and reinforce their benefits may result 

in an incomplete assessment of their value. 

This integrated perspective does not diminish the Company’s awareness of long-

term operations and maintenance costs associated with DCFC infrastructure. Rather, the 

Company emphasizes that the DCFC infrastructure represents a limited pilot intended to 

support data gathering, inform rate development, and accelerate electric vehicle 

 
4 Docket No. E-017/M-20-181  
5 Docket No. E-017/M-20-181 
6 https://www.lrl.mn.gov/docs/2019/other/190972.pdf, pages 14-17. 
7https://sustainability.mn.gov/pages/fleet 
8 https://www.dot.state.mn.us/measures/electric-vehicles.html 
 

https://www.lrl.mn.gov/docs/2019/other/190972.pdf
https://sustainability.mn.gov/pages/fleet
https://www.dot.state.mn.us/measures/electric-vehicles.html


 

 

adoption. As vehicle adoption increases, DCFC utilization is expected to rise, improving 

the long-term economics of these assets. The Company anticipates that the point at which 

DCFC investments approach breakeven on a standalone basis will align with increased 

participation by third-party investors. 

To date, outside of federal or state incentive programs, Tesla remains the only third 

party to have made significant DCFC investments without public funding, driven by the 

direct linkage between charging availability and vehicle sales. This underscores the 

current market limitations and the role pilot investments can play in advancing broader 

EV infrastructure readiness. 

E. The Department requests that OTP, in reply comments, provide the 

expected customer count, expected load shift, expected avoided 

system costs associated with the proposed EV Load Management 

Rate.  

 

As shown in Table 4, the Company is forecasting the addition of 10 customers to 

the new EV Load Management Rate (EVantage) annually. By 2030, the Company is 

anticipating 50 participants on this new rate, resulting in a shift of 355.9 kW and $49,843 

of cumulative benefits stemming from avoided system costs in 2030. Looking further 

ahead, customer participation is expected to continue to grow beyond this point as electric 

vehicle registrations in the Company’s service territory grow year over year.  

 

Table 4 

 

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Avoided Electric 
Capacity 

$ 7,868 $ 15,736 $ 24,077 $ 32,744 $ 41,749 

Avoided T&D $ 1,438 $   2,963 $   4,578 $   6,287 $   8,094 

Participants 10 20 30 40 50 

kW Reduction 71.2 142.4 213.5 284.7 355.9 

* Table 4 includes forecasted participant numbers, kW reduction and avoided costs for 

only the new EV Load Management Rate (EVantage). 

F. Clarification regarding Department comments in J.4.3 Forecasting 

and Medium/Heavy-Duty Adoption 

 

The Department states in their comments, “The Department cautions that 

applying a statewide growth metric to the Company’s predominantly rural service 

territory likely overstates near-term adoption. Specifically, the Company’s “Medium” 

growth scenario relies on a 37 percent year-over-year growth rate derived from statewide 



 

 

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) registration data.” 

To clarify, Otter Tail Power’s electric vehicle registration data and growth metric 

of 37 percent, used to create Figure A from the Company’s initial filing, was based on 

registration data specific to Otter Tail Power, as provided9 by the Minnesota Public Utility 

Commission from Minnesota Department of Transportation data. The data below, in 

Table 5, highlights the electric vehicles served by Otter Tail Power and the Year-Over-Year 

growth.  

Table 5 

Registration 
Year 

Electric Vehicles Served 
by Otter Tail Power 

YOY 
Growth 

2024 270  

2023 194 39.2% 

2022 145 33.8% 

2021 104 39.4% 

 Average 37.5% 

 

III. RESPONSE TO THE CEG’s COMMENTS 

G. Provide Further clarification and detail about anticipated ECO 

spending and programming in its reply comments, including 

information regarding its plans for multifamily and low-income EV 

charging programs as well as its re-evaluation of existing rebates. 

 

The questions posed in G and J are closely aligned. Accordingly, the Company 

addresses the ECO low-income program in its reply comments to G and the ECO load 

management program in its reply comments to J.  

Total spending on Low-Income programs for the Company’s 2027-2029 ECO plan, 

is projected to be approximately $650,000 annually. However, the share of funding that 

will be dedicated toward EV charging programs has not been established at this time.  

Final budgetary figures are currently being finalized as program evaluations are 

completed. The Company continues our focus of meeting savings goals with a highly cost-

effective and inclusive program portfolio. This is discussed more in response to comment 

K below.  

As part of our multifamily-focused initiatives, the Company is piloting a Level 2 

charging solution at our own facilities. The new solution demonstrates the potential for 

lower upfront installation costs, and reduced ongoing expenses through a simplified, 

volumetric-based networking fee that can share revenues with the charger owner. The 

 
9 https://mn.gov/puc/activities/economic-analysis/electric-vehicles/ 

https://mn.gov/puc/activities/economic-analysis/electric-vehicles/


 

 

solution provides a transparent and straightforward mechanism for passing energy costs 

through to end users, helping drive property owner buy-in, particularly in scenarios 

where a single shared meter serves multiple residential parking locations. 

H. Provide more information on timeline for commercial Level 2 rate. 

 

The timeline for developing a rate will depend on approval of a Commercial Level 2 

program in the Company’s Energy Conservation and Optimization (ECO) triennial filing. 

The Company is closely monitoring the outcome of Xcel Energy Docket No. 

E-G002/CIP-23-92 and reviewing the Department’s comments issued on April 7, 2026, as 

well as other stakeholder comments. The Department has identified two key concerns with 

Xcel’s proposal, both related to the measure’s baseline being defined as gasoline.  

If it’s determined that a gasoline baseline is inappropriate and requires a deviation 

to a standard Level 2 charger, Xcel Energy’s proposal will no longer qualify under the 

Energy Conservation and Optimization Program – Efficient Fuel Switching (EFS), 

resulting in a substantial reduction in claimed savings and potentially eliminating the 

program.  

Outside of EFS, the only remaining pathway to claim savings would be through a 

load management approach. However, the currently estimated load profile for 

Commercial Level 2 charging is not compatible with the Company’s existing load 

management practices while meeting a reasonable customer experience. As a result, ECO 

options would be unavailable to support incentives or actively promote Commercial Level 

2 charging.  

I. Provide detail regarding the timeline, budget, and scope of DCFC 

make-ready potential program. (Electrical Service Agreement 

extension) 

 

As noted in the response to question H, the timeline of a DCFC make-ready type 

incentive option will depend on the Company’s 2027-2029 ECO triennial filing. ECO 

remains an effective mechanism for funding and cost recovery of program expenses. ECO 

is reviewed annually, allowing for adjustments based on program learnings and customer 

participation. The initial scope will likely include an incentive to offset customer-side-of-

the-meter costs, similar in structure to Xcel’s public charging EV pilot, but without 

Company ownership of equipment or construction responsibilities beyond standard 

electric service practices. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

J. Provide more detail regarding the nature of upcoming ECO 

programming for multifamily EV and low-income charging. 

  

The Company is presently completing the development of our 2027-2029 ECO 

triennial portfolio, with a filing scheduled for June 1, 2026. At this time, off-peak Level 2 

electric vehicle charging will be proposed, as a measure within the Company’s load 

management programming. Low-income and multifamily electric vehicle charging 

options are not separate measures included in load management. If a study demonstrates 

a higher coincidence factor or increased usage that supports greater claimed kW savings 

for Level 2 chargers for these customer types, the Company could offer higher rebates 

under the load management portfolio. This approach would also avoid competition for 

funding, as noted in responses G and K. However, at this time this customer type simply 

qualifies for the same rebate of $500/hardwired Level 2 charger and the electrical panel 

rebates if served on a qualifying off peak rate. These rebates combine for up to $2,500 in 

incentives to install an off-peak electric vehicle charger. This covers a significant portion 

of the costs of a typical installation without any enhancements or additions to the existing 

programs. 

 

K. The CEG recommend that OTP offer enhanced rebates for EVs and 

ESBs for underserved communities in its next ECO Triennial. 

 

The Company added electric vehicle incentives to the 2026 ECO Efficient Fuel 

Switching Low-Income Programming through a modification filing in Docket No. E017-

CIP-23-94, submitted on October 3, 2025, and approved on January 2, 2026. A higher 

than standard electric vehicle incentive will be proposed in the Low-Income 

Programming in our upcoming ECO triennial filing for the 2027–2029 program years.  

Low-income program funds are limited and highly competitive. As a result, the 

Company plans to continue offering an electric school bus incentive for all Otter Tail 

Power communities, but we are not planning to introduce an additional incentive 

specifically targeted to underserved communities at this time. As stated previously the 

Company is committed to exceeding our low-income spending requirements and we will 

be proposing a $650,000 annual budget in this area. The Company is concerned that a 

significant portion of these limited dollars going to, higher than standard, EV bus 

incentives, will reduce dollars going to other much needed low-income programming. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Otter Tail Power appreciates the review and constructive feedback provided by the 

Department and the Clean Energy Groups and submits these Reply Comments to clarify 

our Transportation Electrification Plan, address specific data and policy questions, and 

further explain the practical considerations influencing program design and cost 

projections. As demonstrated herein, the Company’s transportation electrification 

portfolio is aligned with Minnesota’s statutory greenhouse gas reduction objectives and is 

structured to promote off-peak charging, manage system costs, and support increased 

electric vehicle adoption across our predominantly rural service territory.  

The Company has responded directly to requests for additional data and 

explanations of future spending scenarios, while reiterating the importance of evaluating 

DCFC investments and related initiatives as part of an integrated, portfolio-based 

electrification strategy rather than in isolation. Otter Tail Power remains committed to 

prudent cost management, learning from pilot programs, and adapting our offerings as 

market conditions, technology, and regulatory guidance evolve. The Company looks 

forward to continued engagement with the Commission, the Department, CEG, and other 

stakeholders as it advances transportation electrification in a manner that is cost-effective, 

scalable, and responsive to Minnesota’s long-term energy and environmental goals. 

 

Dated:  May 12, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 
 

OTTER TAIL POWER COMPANY 

By: /s/ JASON GRENIER 

Jason Grenier 
Manager, Retail Energy Solutions 
Otter Tail Power Company 
215 S. Cascade Street 
Fergus Falls, MN 56537 
(218) 739-8639 
jgrenier@otpco.com 

 



 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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 Docket No. E017/M-25-141 
 
 I, Khris Ekstrom, hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the 
following, or a summary thereof, on Sasha Bergman and Sharon Ferguson by e-filing, 
and to all other persons on the attached service list by electronic service or by First 
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 Otter Tail Power Company 

Reply Comments 
 

Dated this 12th day of May, 2026. 
 
      /s/  KHRIS EKSTROM 
      Khris Ekstrom 
      Regulatory Filing Coordinator 
      Otter Tail Power Company 
      215 South Cascade Street  
      Fergus Falls MN 56537 
      (218) 739-8334 
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