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Nokomis Energy LLC, Clean Energy Economy MN, Enterprise Energy, Novel Energy Solutions
LLC, Cooperative Energy Futures, Sunrise Energy Ventures LL.C and SunShare, LLC (“Joint
Parties”) submit these Comments in response to the February 10, 2025 Notice of Comment Period.
That notice addressed the following issues:

1) Should the Commission grant the Joint Solar Association’s (JSA) request to open
an investigation into Xcel Energy’s internal transmission study process which began
in October 2023 and direct Xcel to cease this study process until it receives approval
from the Commission?

2) Should the Commission amend the Minnesota Distributed Energy Resources
Interconnection Process (MN DIP) to further clarify the Affected System Study
process when the Transmission Owner is also the Area EPS Operator (e.g. Xcel
Energy)?

As the Joint Parties explain in more detail below, the Commission should open an investigation into
Xcel Energy’s (“Xcel”) internal transmission study process (“I'TS”), direct Xcel to cease the ITS, and
refer the matter to the Distributed Generation Working Group (DGWG) to evaluate Xcel’s
concerns and adopt any needed and appropriate modifications to MNDIP. If the DGWG
recommends a version of the ITS for approval by the Commission, the Commission should amend
the MNDIP to provide the same clarity and certainty to all of Xcel’s study processes.

I. INTRODUCTION
Historically, Xcel referred interconnection applications to the Midwest Independent System
Operator (“MISO”) for transmission studies, whenever aggregate DER exceeded substation peak

load (the “Ad-Hoc Process”). Those studies cost $60,000 and were performed quarterly.

In late 2021, Xcel proposed a new transmission study process, called the MISO Affected System



Impact Study Agreement (the “ASIS Agreement”). Under the ASIS Agreement, Xcel would refer
interconnection applications to MISO for transmission studies whenever aggregate DER exceeded
substation peak load. Those studies would cost $60,000 and would be performed quarterly. In
addition, Xcel could also identify for MISO any project that might cause the exceedance of daytime
minimum load (“DML”).

When Xcel presented the agreement to the Commission, the Commission expressed concern that
Xcel had not sought input on the agreement, nor explained how it was consistent with MNDIP.
The Commission ordered the ASIS Agreement stayed pending a full comment period.

In response, Xcel abandoned the ASIS Agreement and returned to the Ad-Hoc Process, explaining
that it would rely solely on MISO’s screening criteria and study processes, and would not use DML
exceedance as a threshold. The Ad-Hoc Process continued until MISO adopted a more formal
DER Affected Systems Study in October 2023 (“DER AFS”). The DER AFS calls for Xcel to refer
interconnection applications to MISO for transmission studies whenever aggregate DER exceeds
substation peak load. Those studies cost $60,000 and are performed quarterly.

Simultaneously, Xcel introduced its own transmission study process (“I'TS”), in which Xcel would
run a paralle] transmission study on projects that do not concern MISO, but which exceed DML.
These studies initially cost $60,000" and are performed quartetly.

From the perspective of the interconnection applicant, the I'TS is more onerous than the ASIS
Agreement. Xcel has again unilaterally launched a transmission study process outside MNDIP and
returned DML exceedance as the trigger. Worse, the I'TS creates a brand new “on-hold” process,
and because it is not in MNDIP or any contract, it is not enforceable and is changeable at will.
MNDIP stakeholders are subject entirely to Xcel’s discretion.

Confronted with this, Xcel explains that it has found a loophole in MNDIP that allows it to be both
hands in the handshake, and that analogy to the ASIS Agreement is not appropriate because that
was then, and this is now. Incredibly, Xcel now claims that it is required to perform the I'TS.

The Commission should create a process to evaluate the I'TS, and if necessary, amend MNDIP.
Xcel is subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction, regardless whether it’s the Area EPS Operator or
the Transmission Owner, and subject to the processes required by MINN. STAT. § 216B.1611.

II. BACKGROUND

Over the course of 2021, Xcel worked with MISO to develop a written process to study DER
interconnection applications that may impact the transmission network.” Xcel presented the signed

version of the ASIS Agreement to the Commission for the first time via letter of December 17,
2021.°

' Xcel initially proposed $60,000, then a few months later reduced the cost to $45,000, then a few
months later reduced the cost to $33,000, and will reduce it to $27,000 on April 1. See Xcel,
Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 14, Attachment D, at 31, 38 (March 13, 2025).

* Xcel, Letter, Doc. No. 16-521 at 1 (Dec. 17, 2021).

’ 1d.



At a hearing on January 20, 2022, the Commission ordered Xcel to stay implementation of the ASIS
Agreement until a comment period could be conducted to determine whether the ASIS Agreement
required changes to MNDIP. The Commission explicitly stated that this would not require Xcel to
put projects in an “on hold” process, but rather that Xcel should use the long-standing Ad-Hoc
Process for MISO transmission studies.* A few days later, however, Xcel filed a letter with the
Commission, erroneously contending that the Commission had directed Xcel to stay the Ad-Hoc
Process as well, placing all applicable interconnection applications on hold.”

On February 17, 2022, the Commission filed a notice seeking comments on the ASIS Agreement.’
Prior to its formal comments, Xcel submitted yet another letter to the Commission.” In that letter,
Xcel announced that it would follow the long-standing Ad-Hoc Process after all.” Xcel also
explained that it would no longer use daytime minimum load as a threshold for triggering a
transmission study:

For determining the potential of adverse transmission system impacts, under the
MISO ad hoc process . . . we will not use as a threshold . . . situations where a
DER would exceed Daytime Minimum Load unless one of the above thresholds
was also met.”

Xcel submitted comments on March 21, 2022, proposing changes to MNDIP to harmonize it with
the ASIS Agreement. First, Xcel proposed an amendment to Attachment 6, System Impact Study
Agreement, to reflect the timing of the deposit due to the Transmission Provider, and to reflect that
Xcel would be billing the interconnection customer based on the costs of the transmission study
provided by the Interconnection Provider (i.e., MISO)."” Xcel also proposed to amend MNDIP
section 4.3.6 to reflect that the need for a transmission study may arise outside of the System Impact

* Commission, Hearing, Doc. No. 16-521 at 2:44:30 (Jan. 20, 2022) (stating that the stay should not
require an “on hold” process); see also Xcel, Reply Comments, Docket No. 16-521 at 8 (March 31, 2022)
(“Commissioner Schuerger (Beginning at about 3:53:10): As I noted in my discussion with the
Company, I do not believe that this requires an interruption, or any placement on-hold of
projects.”); Xcel, Information Request No. 3, Doc. No. 16-521 (Oct. 27, 2023) (“[tjhe Commissioner
discussion at the January 20, 2022 Agenda Hearing on this issue clearly indicated that the MISO
transmission studies would still be needed, and that the action of the Commission would not require
placing projects on hold”).

> Xcel, Letter, Doc. No. 16-521 at 2 (Jan. 31, 2022). Xcel filed another letter on February 10, 2022,
reiterating its misrepresentation of the Commission’s direction. Even after MISO told Xcel that
MISO would conduct studies under the ad-hoc process in the absence of the ASIS Agreement, Xcel
concluded that “the Commission’s decision to stay our implementation of the MISO ASIS
Agreement also stays our ability to implement any substantially similar study process.” Xcel, Letzer,
Doc. No. 16-521 (Feb. 10, 2022).

¢ Commission, Notice of Comment Period and DGWG Meeting, Doc. No. 16-521 (Feb. 17, 2022).

" Xcel, Letter Re: MISO Review of DER Applications Updating Generic Standards For Interconnection And
Operation of Distributed Generation Facilities, Docket No. 16-521 (March 4, 2022).

® Id. at 2.

? Id. (emphasis added).

' Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 6-7 (March 21, 2022) (emphasis added).



Study."

Finally, Xcel proposed a series of amendments to MNDIP and the Facilities Study Agreement to
account for any “transmission provider facilities costs.”"* Xcel further explained the transmission
study process: “[ulnder MN DIP 4.3.6, the affected system impact study will be completed by MISO
when Xcel Energy identifies the potential for adverse transmission system impacts from the
proposed DER interconnection.””” Regarding daytime minimum load in the proposed ASIS
Agreement, Xcel planned to leave it to MISO discretion:

the MISO ASIS Agreement (par. 2.2.1) provides an opportunity for the Company to
notify MISO of situations where a DER project may cause new or increased backflow
during Daytime Minimum Load (DML). MISO would then need to determine within
20 Business Days whether to conduct a study for the project."*

Xcel also explained that a MISO transmission study may include two or more projects at a time."
On March 31, 2022, Xcel submitted reply comments reiterating its support for the changes to
MNDIP to better align with the transmission study process."

On the same day reply comments were due, the Commission issued an order formally staying
implementation of the ASIS Agreement:

Xcel Energy must stay implementation of the Affected System Study Agreement until
a comment period regarding the following issues has concluded:

1. Whether the Agreement between Xcel Energy and the Midcontinent
Independent System Operator requires changes to MN DIP or to a tariff;
What those changes might be;

Whether any changes to the Agreement should be requested;

Whether any jurisdictional issues exist; and

Any other related issues."’

Al

The commission added that “the stay does not impact the current MN DIP-approved Affected
System Study process used by utilities and MISO.”"®

Since then, MISO has updated its DER affected system study process, by formally adopting a

11 Id'

" Id. at 9-14.

P Id. at 3.

" 1d. 9.

" Id. at 5 (“for purposes of MISO review, if a given substation has two or more feeders, then due to
the cadence of MISO review it could be the case for example that two projects each in MN DIP
serial review will be part of the same MISO transmission study”)

' Xcel, Reply Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 8 (March 31, 2022).

" Commission, Order Modifying Practices And Setting Reporting Requirements, Doc. No. 16-521 at 12
(March 31, 2022).

' Id. at 10.



Business Practice Manual after soliciting feedback (the “DER AFS”)."” MISO conducts its studies
on a substation basis and does not require utilities like Xcel to submit projects for transmission
study simply because they exceed daytime minimum load.”

On August 9, 2023, Xcel presented a PowerPoint in the 2023 Q3 MN DER stakeholder workgroup,
announcing a new “Transmission Studies Process.”” Under the new process, Xcel will run a
transmission study when aggregate DER is less than substation peak load, but exceeds the
substation daytime minimum load.”

Nokomis Energy submitted a letter to the Commission on October 4, 2023, raising concerns about
the authority for, and application of, Xcel’s new transmission study process.” Neither the
Commission nor Xcel responded. On October 27, 2023, Xcel responded to a series of information
requests from the Commission. Among them, Xcel confirmed that it has not used the ASIS
Agreement, and has instead used the Ad-Hoc process because “[tlhe Commissioner discussion at
the January 20, 2022 Agenda Hearing on this issue clearly indicated that the MISO transmission
studies would still be needed, and that the action of the Commission would not require placing
projects on hold.”* Xcel also explained that it now considers itself a Transmission Provider under
MNDIP.”

III. REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

At the November 1, 2024, DGWG meeting open comment period, several parties raised Xcel’s
internal transmission studies as a subject of discussion. Commission Staff recommended the parties
meet offline and directed them to file a report with the DGWG by December 13, 2024. Staff
received three reports on December 13, 2024, from Joint Solar Associations (“JSA”), Joint Parties,
and Xcel. Also on December 13, 2024, JSA filed a petition for a Commission investigation and for
the Commission to direct Xcel to stay the ITS.

On February 10, 2025, the Commission issued a notice of Comment Period regarding JSA’s request
to open an investigation into the I'TS. The Commission first solicited a utility response, and then
directed the following topics for comment to all parties:

a. Are the Xcel-transmission studies permissible under the MN DIP? Address specifically, if Xcel
Energy is a Transmission Owner or Transmission Provider and whether the internal
transmission studies are Affected System Studies.

o If the transmission studies aren’t permissible should the MN DIP be modified to
allow for them to be permissible?

¥ MISO, Generation Interconnection Business Practices Mannal, BPM-015-r26 (March 1, 2023).

* E.g id, at 123,129.

! See Xcel, 2023 O3 MN DER Stakeholder Workgroup Presentation at 34-37 (Aug. 9, 2023).

22 Id

» Nokomis Energy, Letter RE: Transmission Studies, Doc. No. 16-521 (Oct. 4, 2023).

** See Xcel, Information Reguest No. 3, Doc. No. 16-521 (Oct. 27, 2023).

> Xcel, Information Reguest No. 1, Doc. No. 16-521 (Oct. 27, 2023) (“Northern States Power
Company owns the transmission facilities and therefore qualifies under the above definition as being
a Transmission Provider.”).



o If the transmission studies are permissible, should the MN DIP be modified to add
more detail or guidelines to that process? What would the specific edits be and why?
b.Based on the information derived from the two reports provided to the DGWG on this topic:
o Is the exact timing and quarterly processing of the Xcel-transmission studies open to
being modified? Would it be beneficial to include stakeholder input?
o Is there any information that deserves further investigation or exploration beyond
what was discussed in the reports that the Commission should consider?
c. How should the Commission consider impacts of Xcel-transmission studies on
interconnection-related or state-goal related programs; such as LMI CSG Program?
d. How should the Commission respond to JSA’s request of the following?
o Should Xcel’s internal transmission study be stayed until the Commission grants
approval?
o Should the Commission open an investigation into Xcel’s internal transmission
studies and refer the matter to the Distributed Generation Working Group
DOGWG)?
e. Are there other issues or concerns related to this matter?

Xcel and Minnesota Power filed Comments on March 13, 2025. The Joint Parties provide their
initial comments as follows.

IV. COMMENTS

Despite its 136-page filing, the technical rationale behind Xcel’s determination to unilaterally impose
transmission studies based on DML exceedance remains unclear. Xcel presumably thinks the ITS is
important, but it did not perform such studies until 2024, some seven years after Xcel says it began to
be concerned.”® As recently as 2022, Xcel said it would not refer projects that exceeded DML for
transmission study. And MISO seems to have no technical concerns until aggregate DER exceeds
peak load. Then in 2023, Xcel decided that DML exceedance was a concern again. A series of
rationales have followed.

Throughout 2023 and 2024, Xcel explained that it determined that the I'TS was needed because of
the extensive cost of MISO study upgrades:

“Due to the extensive cost of transmission upgrades ($8 million) resulting from the first MISO
study analysis and resulting reliability concerns, the Company has determined there is an
additional need to conduct an internal Transmission System Impact Study.””’

Xcel has also claimed that when MISO was developing the DER AFS, Xcel noticed a “gap” between
the thresholds used by MISO and DML exceedance.” Left unaddressed was that this “gap” was
always there, because the DER AFS and the Ad-Hoc Process that preceded it use the same

threshold.

% Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 10 (March 13, 2025).

" Xcel, Compliance Filing, at 29 (Nov. 15, 2023); Xcel, Compliance Filing, at 26 (March 1. 2024); Xcel,
Compliance Filing, at 21 (May 15, 2023); Xcel, Compliance Filing, at 17 (Aug. 15, 2024).

* Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 13 (March 13, 2025); id. Attachment D, at 17-18.



In response to the request for comments, Xcel offers several other explanations. According to Xcel,
the I'TS is alternatively required by NERC,” MNDIP,” and the Commission itself.”" Xcel doesn’t
seem to have ever offered these explanations before this issue was raised in November 2024. They
do not appear in the August 9, 2023 presentation or meeting minutes, nor in the October 27, 2023
Responses to Commission Information Requests. Xcel didn’t mention this in any of the compliance
reports it has submitted with its comments.

These explanations also wilt under basic scrutiny. If NERC requires the threshold to be DML
exceedance, then why can’t Xcel quote anything that says that, and why isn’t MISO doing it? Isn’t
NERC also applicable to MISO? If MNDIP or the Commission requires it, then why is the
Commission seeking comment on whether MNDIP permits it at all?

All stakeholders would benefit from evaluating the need for the I'TS, and including any resulting
interconnection study process in the MNDIP. MNDIP exists to provide clarity and certainty
around the DER interconnection application process, and unilateral changes to this process
inevitably hinder all parties’ efforts to meet the state’s renewable energy goals.

A. Are The Xcel-Transmission Studies Permissible Under MNDIP? Address
specifically, if Xcel Energy is a Transmission Owner or Transmission
Provider and whether the internal transmission studies are Affected System
Studies.

e If the transmission studies are permissible, should the MN DIP be
modified to add more detail or guidelines to that process? What would
the specific edits be and why?

Xcel seems to meet the definition of Transmission Owner and Transmission Provider and the I'TS
seem to be Affective System Studies. However, through the discovery that it can be both Area EPS
Operator and Transmission Provider,” Xcel has figured out how to evade the spitit and purpose of
MNDIP. As Area EPS Operator, Xcel’s obligations, study process, and timelines are all governed by
MNDIP. As Transmission Provider, however, Xcel has discovered it is no longer bound by MNDIP.

Xcel’s study processes are expected to be transparent and within the timelines and scope of
MNDIP. Xcel claiming to be a Transmission Provider, and claiming its transmission study process
is therefore exempt from MNDIP, is effectively modifying MNDIP. MNDIP was intended to
establish a “a practical, efficient interconnection process that is easily understandable for everyone
involved” and would give “maximum possible encouragement of distributed energy resources.””

* E.g. Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 4, 8, 14, 16, 17, 18, 26, 27 (March 13, 2025).

" E.g. Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 6, 13, 19 (March 13, 2025).

' E.g. Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 9 (March 13, 2025).

% Until Xcel announced the I'TS, we are not aware of any suggestion that MNDIP authorized Xcel
to perform transmission studies. Xcel made no reference to this in its December 17, 2021 letter, not
in the January 31, 2022 letter, not in the February 10, 2022 letter, not in the March 4, 2022 letter, not
in the March 21, 2022 comments, not in the March 31, 2022 reply comments, not in any relevant
Commission hearings, and not in the discussion of MISO’s DER AFS.

¥ MNDIP at 1.



MNDIP governs the interconnection of distributed resources in the state of Minnesota, including all
investor-owned utilities, generating asset owners, and other stakeholders within the jurisdiction.™
Xcel is subject to MNDIP — the processes required by MINN. STAT. § 216B.1611 — and all of its
actions and timelines in processing interconnection applications should be provided in, and
governed by, MNDIP.

If some version of the ITS is deemed necessary, the MNDIP should be modified to incorporate it.
Amendments to the MNDIP would be consistent with the SGIP, on which the MNDIP is based.”
Minnesota Power also agrees that amendments to MNDIP would be beneficial to clarify the process
and make clear the potential for a transmission impact study at the start of the interconnection

process.”

Opverall, edits to MNDIP would incorporate the I'TS process, timelines, costs, and thresholds. The
I'TS also creates some confusion and conflict in the MNDIP, which Xcel recognized when it
previously proposed some amendments to MNDIP to incorporate the ASIS Agreement.” In
addition, Xcel’s proposal to be both the Area EPS Operator and the Transmission Provider makes
some provisions of MNDIP nonsensical. For example, Section 4.3.6 directs the Area EPS Operator
to coordinate with the Transmission Provider within five (5) business days. How is this interpreted
if Xcel is both parties and is coordinating with itself? Does Xcel still get 5 business days?

Other structural consequences would need to be spelled out as well. For example, the MNDIP
queue is managed by feeder, and requires Xcel to study projects on each feeder, in the order they are
deemed complete. Xcel’s new transmission process studies projects by substation, however,
requiring Xcel to merge the queues of multiple feeders. Xcel claims that its implementation of the
ITS is “consistent with how MNDIP has been implemented since day one.”””® This is incorrect. The
provision of MNDIP that Xcel cites calls for a “a single administrative queue.”” The cited
provision seems to allow Xcel to organize by feeder or substation, but the I'TS creates two queues,
one for feeder and one for substation. That is new, fundamentally changes the order in which
projects are studied, and appears to be in conflict with MNDIP.

Most of the information needed for the specific edits would need to come from Xcel, in a process
managed by the Commission or DGWG. Xcel claims the ITS is already written down," but Xcel
seems to mean they have prepared PowerPoints and responded to Commission information
requests and referenced it in compliance filings. Xcel has never provided a document containing all
of the thresholds, rules, process, timelines, and costs for the I'TS, as would be found in the ASIS
Agreement, DER AFS, or the MNDIP.

*Id.§ 1.1

* Throughout the SGIP, the interconnecting entity is referred to as a “Transmission Provider,”
which is directed to study impacts to its distribution system and transmission system in the same
process. See FERC, Swmall Generator Interconnection Procedures (SGIP) at 3.4 (May 106, 2024).

% Minnesota Power, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 2 (March 13, 2025).

7 Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 6-14 (March 21, 2022).

% Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 22 (March 13, 2025).

% See id., quoting MNDIP § 1.8.3 (emphasis added).

Y Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 20 (March 13, 2025).



Thankfully, Xcel has provided much of this information in its comments. For example, Xcel
carefully goes through the study process details; how the projects are studied system wide, one
project per substation, per quatter, with costs divided between each project in the study.*’ This
process was far from clear to interconnection applicants. Xcel has also included specific details on
the timelines associated with the process — even an upcoming I'TS schedule — and the inclusion of
cluster studies, which was also unclear.*” This information is extremely valuable to interconnection
applicants and can help form the basis of any necessary MNDIP amendments.

B. Based On The Information Derived From The Two Reports Provided To The
DGWG On This Topic:

* Is the exact timing and quarterly processing of the Xcel-transmission
studies open to being modified? Would it be beneficial to include
stakeholder input?

e Is there any information that deserves further investigation or
exploration beyond what was discussed in the reports that the
commission should consider?

Despite aligning with MISO’s process, Xcel has offered little rationale for the exact timing and
quarterly process of the ITS. For example, why is Xcel only studying one project per substation
(excluding clusters)? As Xcel has noted, and as is made clear in MISO’s Business Practices Manual,
MISO conducts transmission studies at the substation level, i.e. 2 or more projects at a time.*

It is not clear that this cadence or formality is needed at all. Daytime minimum load can be
determined without a system impact study, so the transmission study could be performed at almost
any stage in MNDIP. Shouldn’t Xcel be conducting its own transmission studies on an as-needed
basis? The Commission or the DGWG should carefully examine whether Xcel can conduct
transmission studies in parallel with the existing MNDIP timelines and process.

The Commission or the DGWG might also investigate why Xcel is so concerned about DER
exceeding daytime minimum load. MISO doesn’t seem to be concerned — their threshold has always
been DER exceedance of peak load. MISO has planned transmission studies under the ASIS
Agreement, the Ad-Hoc Process, and DER AFS. At no point has MISO ever suggested that
projects that exceed daytime minimum load pose any risk to the transmission system. Indeed, the
only reference to daytime minimum load in either process was added as a courtesy to Xcel in the
ASIS Agreement. Despite repeated requests since 2021, Xcel has never offered any explanation for
why, if MISO finds mere exceedance of daytime minimum load insignificant, Xcel believes it poses a
concern to the very same transmission system.

And although Xcel says it was concerned as eatly as 2017, they only proposed using DML
exceedance in the ASIS Agreement in 2021, later stating they would not apply it in the Ad-Hoc

" Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 14, 24 (March 13, 2025).

42 Id

¥ See Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 5 (March 21, 2022); Midwest Independent System
Operator, Generation Interconnection Business Practices Manual, at 129.



Process,"* before proposing it again in 2023. That does not suggest the sort of urgency one expects
for a supposed safety and reliability concern. Perhaps there is another, more straightforward way of
addressing Xcel’s concerns.

Importantly, and to Xcel’s credit, they say they are open to “further modifications” of the ITS:*

The Company notes that the I'TS process is still in its infancy. The Company
suggests that it be allowed to gain some real-world experience with examining the
results of the I'TS studies for some period so as to have a better-informed base
before engaging in further discussions to modify the process. Evaluation of these
study results may reinforce the need for the current I'TS process or show potential
for other viable approaches.*

Xcel’s statement seems to suggest an evaluation period while the I'TS continues. Joint Parties might
agree to a version of that, if the I'TS is also referred to the DGWG for study, the process is strictly
limited, and any evaluation of the ITS focuses on the delays and transmission upgrades
recommended through the I'TS. If few or no transmission upgrades are recommended by the I'TS,
the practice should presumptively sunset. If the I'TS results in meaningful transmission upgrades, or
the DGWG otherwise recommends a long-term version of the ITS, the DGWG should recommend
changes to the MNDIP to be ordered by the Commission.

C. How Should The Commission Consider Impacts Of Xcel-Transmission
Studies On Interconnection-Related Or State-Goal Related Programs; Such
As LMI CSG Program?

The I'TS impedes progress in fulfilling the legislature’s intent to interconnect distributed generation
in a transparent and efficient process to give maximum possible encouragement of distributed
energy resources. All distributed resources, like the DSES program, will be slowed down. On
substations where DER exceeds DML, interconnection timelines will drag out years as the I'TS
compounds.

For example, a 90 day study that is only conducted once per quarter may add only 90 days to the
first project, but that number compounds for every project waiting to interconnect on the same
substation. This I'TS “on hold” process is worse than the last (or current) “on hold” process, where
only the subsequent projects on the same feeder are placed on hold.” Under the I'TS, every project

* See Xcel, Letter Re: MISO Review of DER Applications Updating Generic Standards For Interconnection And
Operation of Distributed Generation Facilities, Doc. No. 16-521 at 2 (March 4, 2022); Xcel, Comments,
Docket No. 16-521 at 9 (March 21, 2022). Xcel complains that this is an analogy to the Ad-Hoc
Process. See Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 20-21 (March 13, 2025). That is correct. From the
perspective of the interconnection customer, there is no difference between the Ad-Hoc Process
and the DER AFS. MISO never looked at DML. The only thing that has changed is that Xcel is
now doing what Xcel said it was not going to do.

* Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 9 (March 13, 2025).

0 Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 25 (March 13, 2025).

7 Xcel again objects to this analogy, claiming that the Commission “did not change the queue
process” and that the quoted language is not in context. See Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 23

10



at the substation, regardless which feeder it is on, even those first in line on a feeder, even those in
active study on a feeder, will be put on hold each time Xcel studies a single project from any feeder
on the substation.

The impending delays are largely just a math problem. There isn’t really much to debate. Which is
perhaps why Xcel responds to claims that the I'TS will affect a large number of projects by saying it
affects a small number of substations.*® Left unchecked, the I'TS will have real, deleterious effects on
the state’s distributed energy policies and renewable energy goals.

D. How Should The Commission Respond To JSA’s Request Of The Following?

e Should Xcel’s internal transmission study be stayed until the
Commission grants approval?

* Should the Commission open an investigation into Xcel’s internal
transmission studies and refer the matter to the Distributed
Generation Working Group (DGWG)?

The Commission should stay Xcel’s internal transmission study, open an investigation into the I'TS
and refer the matter to the DGWG. If the Commission believes it worthwhile to develop an
evaluation period while the I'TS continues, Joint Parties might agree to a version of that, if the I'TS is
also referred to the DGWG for study, and the process is strictly limited, as set forth above.

E. Are There Other Issues Or Concerns Related To This Matter?
We have no other concerns beyond the issues raised above.
I. CONCLUSION

The Commission should open an investigation into Xcel’s I'TS and refer the matter to the DGWG
to evaluate Xcel’s concerns and adopt any needed and appropriate modifications to MNDIP.
Simultaneously, the Commission should direct Xcel to cease the I'TS, or agree to a sunset. If the
DGWG recommends a version of the I'TS for approval by the Commission, the Commission should
amend the MNDIP to provide clarity and certainty to the ITS.

[Signature page follows]

(March 13, 2025). Xcel then proceeds to explain exactly how the Commission changed the queue
process, to alleviate the delays created by the “on hold” process, explaining the analogy. Id.
* Xcel, Comments, Doc. No. 16-521 at 14-15 (March 13, 2025).

11
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400 South 4th Street, Suite 401 — 202
Minneapolis, MN 55415

/s/ Eric Pasi

CEO

Enterprise Energy

2925 Dean Parkway, Executive Ste 300
Minneapolis, MN 55416

/s/ Clifton D. Kaeler

CEO

Novel Energy Solutions LLC
2303 Wycliff St - Suite 300
St. Paul, Minnesota 55114

/s/ Pouya Najmaie

Policy and Regulatory Director
Cooperative Energy Futures
310 E 38th St Suite 109
Minneapolis, MN 55409

/s/ Dean Leischow

CEO

Sunrise Energy Ventures LL.C
315 Manitoba, Ste 200
Wayzata, MN 55391

/s/ David Amster-Olszewski
CEO

SunShare, LI.C

1724 Gilpin Street

Denver, CO 80218
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Pursuant to MINN. R. 7829.0400 Subp. 3, I have electronically filed the foregoing with the
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, and copies have been served on the parties on the attached
service list.

/s/ Matthew Melewski




Last Name

Allen

Allen

Anderson

Anderson

Bailey

Bakk

Beaton

Benson

Bertsch

Bischoff

Black

Bradley

Brekke

Brennan

Brodin

First Name

Brian

Michael

Janet

Jay

John

Mark

Laura

Jeff

Derek

Barb

William

Kenneth

Jon

Kathleen

Matthew

Email

brian.allen@allenergysolar.com

michael.allen@allenergysolar.com

jcainstp@icloud.com

jaya@cmpas.org

bailey@ilsr.org

mbakk@lcp.coop

beaton@smwlaw.com

jbenson@southcentralelectric.com

derek.bertsch@mrenergy.com

barb.bischoff@nngco.com

bblack@mmua.org

kbradley@environmentminnesota.o
g

jbrekke@grenergy.com

kbrennan@spencerfane.com

mbrodin@allete.com

Organization Agency

AllEnergy Solar, Inc

AllEnergy Solar

CMPAS

Institute For Local Self-

Reliance

Lake Country Power

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger
LLP

South Central Electric

Association

Missouri River Energy Services

Northern Natural Gas Co.

MMUA

Great River Energy

Spencer Fane LLP

Minnesota Power

Delivery
Method

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Browning

Brusven

Burdette

Byer

Carlisle

Carnival

Carruth

Colburn

Commerce
Attorneys

Cray

Crocker

Dahl

Daniels

Darabi

DeMarre

Christopher

Christina

Jessica

Jerry

Daniel T

Douglas M.

Pat

Kenneth A.

Generic

Kevin

George

Stacy

Lisa

James

Danielle

christopher.browning@nexteraener
gy.com

cbrusven@fredlaw.com

jessica.burdette@state.mn.us

jbyer@itasca-mantrap.com

todd-wad@toddwadena.coop

dcarnival@carnivalberns.com

pat@mnvalleyrec.com

kcolburn@symbioticstrategies.com

commerce.attorneys@ag.state.mn
.us

kevin@communitysolaraccess.org

gwillc@nawo.org

sdahl@minnkota.com

lisadaniels@windustry.org

james.darabi@solarfarm.com

danielle.demarre@allenergysolar.c
om

Fredrikson Byron

ltasca-Mantrap Coop.
Electrical Ass'n

Todd-Wadena Electric
Cooperative

McGrann Shea Carnival
Straughn & Lamb

Minnesota Valley Coop. Light &

Power Assn.

Symbiotic Strategies, LLC

CCSA

North American Water Office

Minnkota Power Cooperative,

Inc.

Windustry

AllEnergy Solar

Department of
Commerce

Office of the
Attorney
General -
Department of
Commerce

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Denniston

Dieren

Dietrich

Dolan

Doyle

Dunlop, P.E.

Dybdahl

Eide Tollefson

Engelking

Farrell

Ferguson

Fox

Frank

Franzen

Frye

Garvey

James

Curt

Cheryl

Kristin

Renee

JohnR.

Kelly

Kristen

Betsy

John

Sharon

Christine

Kornbaum

Nathan

Katelyn

Edward

james.r.denniston@xcelenergy.co
m

curt.dieren@dgr.com

cheryl.dietrich@nexteraenergy.co

m

kdolan@meeker.coop

guydoyleelectric@gmail.com

jdunlop@resminn.com

kdybdahl@llec.coop

healingsystems69@gmail.com

betsy@nationalgridrenewables.co

m

jfarrell@ilsr.org

sharon.ferguson@state.mn.us

cfox@itasca-mantrap.com

fkornbaum@mnpower.com

nathan@nationalgridrenewables.co

m

kfrye@mnpower.com

garveyed@aol.com

Xcel Energy Services, Inc.

L&O Power Cooperative

NextEra Energy Resources,
LLC

Meeker Cooperative Light &
Power Assn

Doyle Electric Inc.

Renewable Energy Services

Lyon-Lincoln Electric

Cooperative, Inc.

R-CURE

National Grid Renewables

Institute for Local Self-
Reliance

ltasca-Mantrap Coop. Electric

Assn.

Geronimo Energy, LLC

Minnesota Power

Residence

Department of
Commerce

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Gleckner

Gleckner

Glumack

Groebner

Gustafson

Guttormson

Haberman

Haler

Hanson

Harlander

Heinen

Henkel

Hennesy

Hoffman

Horman

Hubbard

Allen

Allen

Jenny

Sarah

Cody

Tom

Natalie

James

Donald

John

Adam

Annete

Jessy

Joe

Ronald

Jan

agleckner@elpc.org

gleckner@fresh-energy.org

jenny@mrea.org

sgroebner@redwoodelectric.com

cgustafson@mnpower.com

tom.guttormson@connexusenergy.

com

townsend@fresh-energy.org

jhaler@southcentralelectric.com

dfhanson@ieee.org

john.c.harlander@xcelenergy.com

aheinen@dakotaelectric.com

mui@mnutilityinvestors.org

jessy.hennesy@avantenergy.com

ja.hoffman@smmpa.org

rhorman@redwoodelectric.com

jan.hubbard@comcast.net

Environmental Law & Policy
Center

Fresh Energy

Minnesota Rural Electric

Association

Redwood Electric Cooperative

Connexus Energy

Fresh Energy

South Central Electric
Association

Xcel Energy

Dakota Electric Association

Minnesota Utility Investors

Avant Energy

SMMPA

Redwood Electric Cooperative

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Hunter

Jacobson

Jaffray

Jagusch

Jarosch

Johnson

Phillips

Jones

Joyce

Kaehler

Kaehler

Kampmeyer

Kegel

Key

Kluempke

Kosbab

Dean

Casey

John S.

Robert

Chris

Sarah

Nate

Kevin

Cliff

Ralph

Michael

Jack

Tom

Jack

Steve

dean.hunter@state.mn.us

cjacobson@bepc.com

jjaffray@jjrpower.com

rjagusch@mmua.org

chris@carrcreekelectricservice.co

m

sjphillips@stoel.com

njones@hcpd.com

kioyce@tesla.com

cliff.kaehler@novelenergy.biz

ralph.kaehler@gmail.com

mkampmeyer@a-e-group.com

jkegel@ommua.org

tkey@epri.com

jack.kluempke@state.mn.us

skoshab@meeker.coop

Basin Electric Power
Cooperative

JJR Power

MMUA

Carr Creek Electric Service,

LLC

StoelRives LLP

Heartland Consumers Power

Novel Energy Solutions LLC

AEG Group, LLC

MMUA

EPRI

Meeker Cooperative Light and
Power

Minnesota
Department of
Labor &
Industry

Department of
Commerce

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Krause

Krikava

Kumpe

Larson

Lauer

Leischow

Levenson Falk

Liberkowski

Linvill

Lipetsky

Londo

Lydic

Macke

McCullough

McGrane

Mclntire

Michael

Michael

Corrina

Mark

Burnell

Dean

Annie

Amy

Carl

Phillip

Jody

Brian

Richard

Jess

Sara G

Natalie

michaelkrause61@yahoo.com

mkrikava@taftlaw.com

ckumpe@mysunshare.com

mlarson@meeker.coop

blauer.sundial@gmail.com

dean@sunrisenrg.com

annielf@cubminnesota.org

amy.a.liberkowski@xcelenergy.co

m

clinvil@raponline.org

greenenergyproductslic@gmail.co

m

jody.L.londo@xcelenergy.com

brian@irecusa.org

macker@powersystem.org

jmccullough@mnpower.com

smcgrane@felhaber.com

natalie.mcintire@gmail.com

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP

Meeker Coop Light & Power

Assn

Sundial Solar

Sunrise Energy Ventures

Citizens Utility Board of

Minnesota

Xcel Energy

Green Energy Products

Xcel Energy

Interstate Renewable Energy
Council, Inc.

Power System Engineering, Inc.

Minnesota Power

Felhaber Larson

Wind on the Wires

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Melewski

Melone

Mergen

Mike

Miller

Miller

Moe

Moeller

Monsebroten

Moratzka

Nelson

Nelson

Niles

Noble

Nordstrom

Norris

Matthew

Thomas

Tim

Pontius

Luther

Stacy

Darrick

David

Dalene

Andrew

Alex

Ben

David

Michael

Rolf

Samantha

matthew@theboutiquefirm.com

thomas.melone@allcous.com

tmergen@meeker.coop

mpontius@mnpower.com

luther.c.miller@xcelenergy.com

stacy.miller@minneapolismn.gov

darrick@mrea.org

dmoeller@allete.com

dalene.monsebroten@nmpagency.

com

andrew.moratzka@stoel.com

anelson@dakotaelectric.com

benn@cmpasgroup.org

david.niles@avantenergy.com

noble@fresh-energy.org

rnordstrom@gpisd.net

Nokomis Energy LLC & Ole
Solar LLC

Minnesota Go Solar LLC

Meeker Cooperative Light And

Power

Xcel Energy

City of Minneapolis

Minnesota Rural Electric

Association

Minnesota Power

Northern Municipal Power

Agency

StoelRives LLP

Dakota Electric Association

CMMPA

Minnesota Municipal Power

Agency

Fresh Energy

Great Plains Institute

Interstate Power and Light

samanthanorris@alliantenergy.com Company

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



O'Grady

O'Leary

O'Neill

Olson

Olson

Owen

PICKARD

Panait

Patry

Paulson

Pawlowski

Peirce

Pfaff

Pomerleau

Prazak

Psihos

Logan

Timothy

Jeff

Russell

Wendi

Bethany

DONNA

Cezar

Dan

Jeffrey C

Dean

Susan

Wess

Crystal

David G.

Elizabeth

logrady@mnseia.org

toleary@llec.coop

jeff.oneill@ci.monticello.mn.us

rolson@hcpd.com

wolson@otpco.com

bowen@mnpower.com

dpickard@aladdinsolar.com

cezar.panait@state.mn.us

dpatry@sunedison.com

jeff.jcplaw@comcast.net

dpawlowski@otpco.com

susan.peirce@state.mn.us

wes.pfaff@mrenergy.com

crystal.r.pomerleau@xcelenergy.co

m

dprazak@otpco.com

elizabeth.psihos@idealenergies.co

m

Minnesota Solar Energy
Industries Association

Lyon-Lincoln Electric

Cooperative, Inc

City of Monticello

Heartland Consumers Power

District

Otter Tail Power Company

Minnesota Power

Genie Solar Support Services

Public Utilities

Commission
SunEdison
Paulson Law Office, Ltd.
Otter Tail Power Company
Department of
Commerce

Xcel

Otter Tail Power Company

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Reese

Reinhardt

Residential
Utilities
Division

Reuther

Robinson

Rogers

Ruiz

Ruschen

Sahr

Scheevel

Schiro

Schraeder

Schuerger

Schwartau

Schwartz

Peter

John C.

Generic Notice residential.utilities@ag. state.mn.us

Kevin

Kristi

Daniel

Michael

Darla

Robert K.

Kenric

Dean

Kay

Matthew

Ronald J.

Christine

preese@sundialsolarenergy.com

kreuther@mncenter.org

krobinson@star-energy.com

dan@nokomispartners.com

michael.ruiz@xcelenergy.com

d.ruschen@bcrea.coop

bsahr@eastriver.coop

kis@dairynet.com

dean.e.schiro@xcelenergy.com

kschraeder@minnkota.com

matthew.schuerger@state.mn.us

rschwartau@noblesce.com

regulatory.records@xcelenergy.co
m

Sundial Energy, LLC

Laura A. Reinhardt

Office of the
Attorney
General -
Residential
Utilities
Division

MN Center for Environmental
Advocacy

STAR Energy Services, LLC

Xcel Energy

Brown County Rural Electrical
Association

East River Electric Power

Cooperative

Dairyland Power Cooperative

Xcel Energy

Minnkota Power

Public Utilities

Commission

Nobles Electric Cooperative

Xcel Energy

Electronic
Service

Paper Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Scott Hovland

Sedgwick

Seuffert

Shoemaker

Skaggs

Smith

Sohail

Soholt

Solie

Solum

Stamp

Stanfield

Stastny

Swanson

Swanson

Tauer

Rob

Dean

Will

Doug

Felicia

Trevor

Rafi

Beth

Marcia

Braden

Brandon

Sky

Kristin

Eric

Sherry

Bryant

rob.scott-hovland@mrenergy.com

sedgwick@itascapower.com

will. seuffert@state.mn.us

dougs@charter.net

fskaggs@meeker.coop

trevor.smith@avantenergy.com

rafi.sohail@centerpointenergy.com

bsoholt@cleangridalliance.org

m.solie@hcrea.coop

braden.solum@idealenergies.com

brandon.j.stamp@xcelenergy.com

stanfield@smwlaw.com

kstastny@taftlaw.com

eswanson@winthrop.com

sswanson@noblesce.com

btauer@whe.org

Missouri River Energy Services

[tasca Power Company

Minnesota Renewable Energy

Meeker Cooperative Light &

Power

Avant Energy, Inc.

CenterPoint Energy

Clean Grid Alliance

Brown County Rural Electrical

Association

iDEAL Energies

Xcel Energy

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP

Winthrop & Weinstine

Nobles Cooperative Electric

Wright-Hennepin

Public Utilities
Commission

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Torres

Treseler

Triplett

Tromblay

Trudeau

Urban

Veazey

Villella

Vorasane

Walsh

Warehime

Weaver

Wefel

Williamson

Winner

Woeste

Emma
Marshall

Pat

Jeff

Adam

Lise

Alan

Ellen

Sam

Wendy

Robert

Roger

Samantha

Elizabeth

John

Danielle

Robyn

emarshall-
torres@convergentep.com

pat.jcplaw@comcast.net

triplettji@powersystem.org

atromblay@noblesce.com

lise.trudeau@state.mn.us

alan.m.urban@xcelenergy.com

lveazey@solarunitedneighbors.org

sdvillella@gmail.com

wendy.vorasane@idealenergies.co

m

bwalsh@mnvalleyrec.com

roger.warehime@owatonnautilities

.com

samantha@communitysolaraccess

.org

eawefel@flaherty-hood.com

john.williamson@state.mn.us

danielle.winner@state.mn.us

robynwoeste@alliantenergy.com

Paulson Law Office LTD

MREA

Nobles Cooperative Electric

Xcel Energy

Solar United Neighbors

Minnesota Valley Coop Light
and Power

Owatonna Municipal Public
Utilities - Gas

Coalition for Community Solar
Access

Missouri River Energy Services

Minnesota Department of
Labor and Industry

Interstate Power and Light
Company

Department of
Commerce

Department of
Commerce

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service



Electronic
Wolf Terry terry.wolf@mrenergy.com Missouri River Energy Services Service

Electronic
Zavesky Brian brianz@mrenergy.com Missouri River Energy Services Service



