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INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the Notice of Extended Comment Period issued on February 7, 2022,
Northern States Power Company, doing business as Xcel Energy, submits to the
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission these Reply Comments in response to the
Comments filed by parties on February 25 and 28, 2022.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these Reply Comments. The record
contains sufficient information for the Commission to accept our Integrated
Distribution System Plan (IDP) and certify our planned Distributed Intelligence (DI)
projects and the Resilient Minneapolis Project (RMP). We appreciate the thoughtful
approach taken by the numerous parties that submitted Comments, and the support
several parties gave for the IDP, and for certification of DI and RMP.

Several months after we filed our IDP and requests for certification, however, the
Department of Commerce presented a “Guidance Document” developed by its
consultants at Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. (Synapse) and the Wired Group, and
suggested that our IDP and certification applications, among other things, be
evaluated using the criteria and proposed requirements set forth in that document.
We respectfully disagree. While we welcome the opportunity to further discuss our
distribution planning and the DI and RMP projects with the Commission and
stakeholders, changes to the IDP process and the criteria by which the Commission
reviews grid modernization proposals should be made on a prospective basis after a
tull record has been developed through a robust opportunity for stakeholders to
engage on the proposed changes. This is especially true given the Commission
already has adopted a framework for assessing grid modernization proposals, which
the Department’s Guidance Document, if adopted, would substantially revise.



Our IDP and certification requests should be assessed using the established
frameworks specified by the Commission. Our IDP complies with the Commission’s
filing requirements, and we have achieved the Commission’s planning objectives.'
Similarly, our DI and RMP certification requests meet the Commission’s
informational requirements and provide a robust record for the Commission to make
a certification decision. Both projects, while not particularly significant in terms of
expenditure, are important to our ability to develop capabilities that benefit our
customers, the reliability of the distribution system, and the environment. DI is a
promising new technology that furthers the capabilities of our Advanced Metering
Infrastructure (AMI) meters and will facilitate greater customer engagement with their
energy usage, while also providing capabilities that can improve the operation of the
distribution grid. Our initial DI proposal is relatively modest, but the lessons we learn
and the capabilities we develop, including the experiences from working with our
partners in the project, should provide a foundation for future developments using
this new technology. RMP is a relatively low-cost project that will promote grid
equity and resilience in the specific communities it serves, while also providing
valuable experience integrating battery energy storage into the distribution system and
managing it to deliver multiple benefits.

To the extent the Commission wishes to establish a prescriptive framework for
evaluating grid modernization investments, or to change the purpose of the IDP from
its current informational objective to be more akin to an integrated resource plan
(IRP), which the Department’s Guidance Document unilaterally assumes, significant,
additional process is necessary. Before making such a determination, the Commission
could initiate a workgroup to assess and explore the changes that would be necessary
to affect such a transformation. We would be happy to participate in such an effort
and to help develop any forward-looking guidance on these important topics.

The balance of this Reply focuses on four key issues: (1) whether the IDP should be
accepted, (2) proposed changes to the IDP process and requirements including: (1)
what role, if any, the Department’s Guidance Document, should play in the evaluation
of this IDP and the DI and RMP certification requests and (ii) proposed prospective
changes with regard to consideration of equity; (3) whether DI should be certified,
and, (4) whether RMP should be certified.

We respectfully request the Commission to:
e Accept the IDP,

e Certify the Company’s DI investments,

! As amended by the Commission’s November 2, 2020 Order in Docket No. E002/M-19-666.
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e Certify the Company’s planned RMP project, and

e Reject the Department’s request for the Commission to: (1) adopt its Guidance
Document, and (2) use it to assess the IDP and DI and RMP investments.

REPLY COMMENTS
I. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ACCEPT XCEL ENERGY’SIDP

Questions 1 and 2 from the Notice of Comment Period issued by the Commission on
November 15, 2021 were whether the IDP should be accepted or rejected and
whether the IDP achieves the planning objectives outlined in the Commission’s filing
requirements and its November 2, 2020 Order in Docket No. E002/M-19-666. To
squarely answer those questions: yes, the Commission should accept our IDP; it
complies with the filing requirements, including the planning objectives, and provides
the Commission with the information it needs to understand our distribution system
planning and our efforts in pursuit of the objectives established by the Commission.

In Comments, parties recognized the quality and value of our IDP. We have worked
hard to improve the content and usability of the IDP with each iteration. Fresh
Energy began its comments by stating that we have presented a “strong” IDP that
“builds upon” past plans and is “responsive to Commission and stakeholder
feedback.”? In addition, Community Power, the Environmental Law & Policy Center,
and Vote Solar (collectively, “CEV”) recommended acceptance of the IDP,* and
recognized that the IDP “does express a long-term vision for the distribution grid
consistent with the requirements of the current planning objectives.”* The City of
Minneapolis recommended acceptance of the IDP, with modifications.” While the
Department of Commerce requests some additional information and raises various
issues, particularly related to its February 2022 Guidance Document, the Department
also states that its preliminary analysis is that the IDP has sufficiently addressed each
of the IDP filing requitements and Commission Orders.°

In summary, while various proposals have been made for changes to the process and
filing requirements in the future, we have presented a strong IDP that complies with

2 Fresh Energy Comments at 1.

3 Contingent on acceptance of their recommendations for the next IDP, which are discussed in Attachment
A.

+ CEV Comments at 12.

> City of Minneapolis Comments at 3. We discuss the City’s recommendations regarding changes to the IDP
process in the Attachment A.

¢ Department of Commerce Comments at 11.



the relevant requirements and that presents a long-term vision for the distribution grid
that is consistent with the Commission’s planning objectives.

II. PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE IDP PROCESS AND
REQUIREMENTS

A.  The Department’s Guidance Document

In the Department’s Comments and the Guidance Document the Department filed in
February 2022, the Department envisions substantial changes in the IDP process.
These changes include the adoption of new requirements for evaluating the cost
effectiveness of distribution projects, and an overall conversion of the IDP from a
largely informational filing, consistent with the Commission’s July 16, 2019 Order in
Docket No. E002/CI-18-251, to some kind of combination of a prudency
assessment, such as is done in a rate case or rider proceeding, and a resource planning
or certificate of need assessment of distribution investments.

At minimum, the Department’s Guidance Document—developed without any utility
or other stakeholder input—should not be considered in this proceeding. The criteria
used to evaluate our current IDP and certification requests should not be based on
the retroactive application of a document filed in the midst of the proceeding.
Moreover, adoption of the Department’s Guidance Document’s impractical standards
would create a significant new regulatory burden with wide-ranging impacts as we
discuss in this Reply and Attachment A. We believe it would be reasonable and
appropriate for the Commission to require the Department to work with stakeholders
to modify its Guidance Document to make it consistent with the Commission’s
objectives for IDP and practicable for utilities — then file it in a new and forward-
looking all-utilities docket, subject to further stakeholder efforts and formal regulatory
procedure to build a comprehensive record for the Commission to consider. That
said, in addition to these comments, we reserve the right to further comment on the
Department’s Guidance Document in our Transmission Cost Rider (TCR) docket or
other proceedings, as necessary or appropriate.

1. The Application of the Department’s Guidance Document to this Proceeding Creates
Process Deficiencies

We submitted our 2021 IDP, as required, on November 1, 2021, consistent with
requirements that the Commission has developed over many years. Since 2015, we
have been transparent about our plans for modernizing the electric grid, and over the
course of several years and proceedings, outlined a comprehensive set of multi-year
investments to develop the next generation energy grid. Since that time, there has
been years’ worth of dialogue and record development on our proposed and in-
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process grid modernization investments. This includes significant work by the
Department to examine metrics, develop performance evaluation methods, and
ensure consumer protection. In 2019, our IDP requested certification of the
Company’s proposed investments in AMI and FAN among other projects. In that
tiling, we provided comprehensive information on the proposed investments
including cost-benefit analyses, as required by the Commission. And, during that
proceeding, the Commission and stakeholders evaluated our requests, and the
Commission ultimately granted certification of both AMI and FAN.”

However, apparently without regard for the Commission’s precedent, the Department
filed its Guidance Document on February 9, 2022 — more than three months after we
filed our IDP and accompanying DI and RMP certification requests — with new
proposed requirements it developed itself and stated it would apply to all distribution
spending, including the grid modernization investment at issue in ongoing
proceedings. The Department has since retroactively applied the “criteria” and
“requirements” set forth in its Guidance Document to evaluate both the IDP
generally, and the specific projects for which we have requested certification. While
its final recommendations are pending and will be included in Party Reply Comments,
essentially, the Department is contending that the IDP and certification requests are
deficient because they do not comport with its unilaterally-developed Guidance
Document that was only provided to the Company affer our IDP was already filed.

We respectfully object to the approach the Department has taken with its Guidance
Document and in this proceeding. We have spent considerable effort creating the
IDP and developing the projects for which we are seeking certification. The
Department’s recommended approach, if adopted, would effectively deprive the
Company, and other stakeholders, of required due process. While the Department
states that it intends to evaluate all IDPs and grid modernization proposals using its
Guidance Document issued just last month, no party, not even the Commission, has
had the opportunity to comment on its findings and recommendations. New
requirements should be adopted prospectively, not retroactively, and only after
receiving and considering appropriate stakeholder input.

2. Adoption of the Department’s Guidance Document Without Stakeholder Input and
Full Consideration Would be Contrary to Sound Public Policy

In addition to our concerns regarding the lack of process and the fundamental
unfairness of assessing the IDP and certification requests using the Department’s
Guidance Document in the manner suggested by the Department, we also believe that
suddenly adopting detailed new requirements would not be sound public policy. 1f

7 July 23, 2020 Otder, Docket No. E002/M-19-666.



the Commission does determine it wishes to consider adopting a new process and
methodology for evaluating IDPs and distribution projects, it should do so after
building a record and careful consideration of the issues at stake, with input from
stakeholders, and any resulting decision applied prospectively. Even Synapse, the
Department of Commerce’s own experts, previously stated in a 2021 report for the
U.S. Department of Energy, “[i]deally, public utility commissions should articulate a
BCA framework for grid modernization prior to the development and submission of
grid modernization plans. This allows for stakeholder input and regulatory guidance
in developing the framework, outside of the review of specific grid modernization
proposals.”®

If the Commission wishes to adopt a prescriptive, standard framework, Minnesota has
successfully used a process like Synapse recommended in its report for DOE in the
past — in developing a framework to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of Conservation
Improvement Plan programs and investments. In fact, the Department has an effort
currently underway to update the existing framework. An effort such as this is
essential to ensure that the framework to evaluate grid modernization proposals is
propetly aligned with Minnesota’s public policy objectives — and that the evaluation
methods it prescribes fairly assess proposed initiatives and their ongoing effectiveness
in a Minnesota context. Another example of just the sort of process Synapse
recommended in its report for the DOE referenced above is occurring in Docket
No. G999/CI-21-566, whete the Commission is currently acting pursuant to Minn.
Stat. § 216B.2428 (part of the Natural Gas Innovation Act or NGIA) to develop,
among other things, a cost-benefit analytic framework that the Commission will use
for comparing the cost effectiveness of innovative resources and innovation plans.” A
similar process with all the impacted utilities and other stakeholders participating in a
single docket (rather than addressing the Department’s Guidance Document
separately in each utility’s docket) would be similarly appropriate for analyzing the
cost effectiveness of grid modernization investments, if the Commission wishes to
adopt a prescriptive, standard framework. Alternatively, the Commission could also

8 Benefit-Cost Analysis for Utility-Facing Grid Modernization Investments: Trends, Challenges, and
Considerations, February 2021 at 25, available at Benefit-Cost Analysis for Utility-Facing Grid Modernization
Investments: Trends, Challenges, and Considerations (synapse-energy.com); see also Application of a Standard
Approach to Benefit-Cost Analysis for Electric Grid Resilience Investments; Designing Resilient
Communities: A Consequence-Based Approach for Grid Investment, May, 2021, at 21 (“The regulatory
perspective, and the decisions regarding how to account for policy goals in a JST [jurisdictional specific test],
should be informed by robust stakeholder input to balance the interests of different parties”), available at
Standard Approach to Benefit-Cost Analysis for Electric Grid Resilience Investments 19-007.pdf
(synapse-energy.com).

9 Notice of Comment Period on Natural Gas Innovation Act, Section 21, Docket No. G999/CI-21-566, Sept.
3,2021.
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https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/GMLC-Grid-Mod-BCA-2021-02-02-18-094.pdf
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establish a workgroup process to consider adopting such a framework and/or address
how the IDP process correlates to the IRPs and certificates of need.!’

Similarly, while the Department’s Guidance Document recommends quantifying and
reducing all qualitative benefits to a monetary value, there are no existing, well-
established methodologies for doing this. Developing new methodologies for
quantification and reduction of qualitative benefits to a monetary value will require
considerable time and resources — and such unilateral efforts by the Company would
undoubtedly be subject to criticism. Similarly, efforts by the Commission to evaluate
new methodologies for developing quantifiable metrics or methods to assess impacts
can be considerable undertakings. Two such examples are the Commission’s
investigation into petformance-based ratemaking in Docket No. E002/CI-17-401 and
its environmental cost proceeding in Docket No. E999/CI-14-643. Both of those
dockets took years to reach conclusions and involved input from numerous parties.
As we also noted above, the cost-effectiveness framework for energy efficiency
measures and the work the Commission is currently in the midst of with its work to
establish a framework for GHG emissions from natural gas use in Minnesota as part
of the NGIA are good examples of the type of efforts necessary to establish
thoughtful and appropriate frameworks.

If the Commission decides to initiate a proceeding to consider a standardized,
prescriptive framework for grid modernization cost-effectiveness, the appropriate
outcome may not be the adoption of a single required methodology. Notably, the
California Public Utilities Commission declined to do so after considering the matter
in 2018, stating that it “will not require a method to quantify a cost-¢ffectiveness showing
in order to evaluate grid modernization investments” but that careful scrutiny of “cosz
reasonableness” will continue to be required in general rate cases.!" Moteover, as we
discuss further in Attachment A, there is not a single, universally accepted
methodology for assessing the cost-effectiveness of proposed grid modernization
investments. In that respect (and others), the Department’s Guidance Document is
ovetly broad and overly prescriptive. Instead, there are a variety of potential
approaches, some of which may be more or less appropriate in particular instances.
Indeed, as Synapse itself notes in a May 2021 report for Sandia National Laboratories,
different tests “provide different information about the costs and benefits of grid
investments, and it is important to identify the test or tests that are most appropriate

10 Any such workgroup effort should involve potential prospective changes, and not the retroactive
application of new standards to ongoing dockets.

11 California Public Utilities Commission, Decision 18-03-023 at 24-25 (March 22, 2018) (emphasis in the
original), available at 212432689.PDF (ca.gov).



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M212/K432/212432689.PDF

for the jurisdiction.”'? After careful consideration and with the benefit of stakeholder
input, the Commission might choose to adopt a single test, multiple tests, or no
specific test at all. The Department’s Guidance Document deserves careful and
thoughtful consideration in a proceeding or workgroup, but so do proposals and
comments offered by other stakeholders, including the utilities in Minnesota that
would be subject to the requirements.

3. The Proposed Application of the Department’s Guidance Document is Not
Consistent with the Nature of the IDP Process

Finally, the Department’s proposed approach of applying its Guidance Document in a
manner similar to a Certificate of Need proceeding does not comport with the
established nature of the IDP process. IDPs were borne out of the Commission’s
grid modernization inquiry and desire to gain greater visibility into the distribution
system for the benefit of the Commission and stakeholders. For example, the report
on IDPs presented by ICF International to the Commission in 2016 contemplated
that distribution planning would provide analyses, forecasts, and other system
planning information.” Likewise, a Commission Staff presentation on January 23,
2018, indicated that distribution planning should provide the Commission with an
understanding of the utilities’ plans, provide context for investments, and ensure the
utilities ate proactively planning for the future.” In the briefing papers preceding the
first IDP in 2018, Staff proposed that the Commission “accept” rather than
“approve” IDPs, indicated that acceptance should not constitute a prudency
determination, and stated that IDP “filings are intended to obtain a better
understanding and dialogue surrounding forthcoming investments and planning
considerations and to provide a forum to proactively address where additional
information or planning considerations ate needed.”’

As is clear from the Commission’s Order Accepting Report, and Amending
Requirements in our 2018 IDP proceeding, the Commission accepted Staff’s
recommendation. The Order stated that the IDP is intended to “advance the
Commission and customer understanding of the Company’s planning” in the areas of

12 Application of a Standard Approach to Benefit-Cost Analysis for Electric Grid Resilience Investments;
Designing Resilient Communities: A Consequence-Based Approach for Grid Investment Report Series, May
2021 at 21, available at Standard Approach to Benefit-

Cost_Analysis for FElectric Grid Resilience Investments 19-007.pdf (synapse-energy.com).

13 Integrated Distribution Planning, ICF International, Aug. 2016, at 5-6, 10-12, attached to Notice of
Integrated Distribution Planning Report and Stakeholder Workshop, Sept. 13, 2016, Docket No. E999/CI-
15-556.

14 January 23, 2018 Planning Meeting Slides, Docket No. E999/CI-15-556 at 16. These slides also reflect that
some stakeholders did contend that IDP proceedings should address prudence in some manner, see slide 15;
however, the Commission did not accept that proposal as subsequent orders cited below make clear.

15 Staff Briefing Papers for April 19, 2018 Meeting, Docket No. E999/CI-15-556, at 12.
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grid modernization and the framework for on-going distribution system planning.'¢
IDPs have been and continue to be informational proceedings. In that way, they are
markedly different than integrated resource plans, which — as set out in Minnesota
statutes — are required to be “approve[d], reject[ed], or modiffied]” by the
Commission and result in an order that constitutes “prima facie evidence which may
be rebutted by substantial evidence in all other proceedings.”!’

Consistent with their informational purpose, the Commission has made it clear that
the acceptance of a utility’s IDP has no bearing on cost recovery ot prudence.'®
Accordingly, while the Department seeks additional information regarding our
distribution system budgeting and expenses in this proceeding, and is considering
recommending that we be required to provide illustrative cost-benefit analyses for
projects in each budget category in our next IDP," such a recommendation must be
evaluated with the understanding that prudence and cost recovery are not at issue in
this proceeding. Instead, cost recovery for the vast majority of distribution spending
occurs in rate case proceedings where we have the burden of showing those costs
were prudently incurred; the only exception is the ability to seek cost recovery
through certain rate riders in narrow circumstances. Given the informational context
of the IDP, it is appropriate that the budget discussion in the IDP provides more of a
general overview as opposed to justifying the prudence of discrete projects or the
planned expenditures in each budget category.?

Likewise, even certification of grid modernization projects only allows the Company
to subsequently seek recovery in the TCR, and does not establish any presumption of
prudence or guaranty that the investments will, in fact, be allowed to be recovered
through the rider.”’ Were IDP proceedings fundamentally transformed into matters
in which the prudence of the Company’s expenditures were at issue, that would
substantially increase the burden on participating parties and the Commission in
considering IDPs. It would also upend long-established regulatory frameworks and
duplicate issues that are appropriately considered and decided in other proceedings.
Such a fundamental change to the IDP process is unwarranted and, at a minimum,
should certainly not be implemented in the midst of an ongoing proceeding.

16 July 16, 2019 Otrder, Docket E002/CI-18-251, at 4.

17 Minn. Stat. § 216B.2422, Subd. 2.

18 See November 2, 2020 Otder, Docket No. E002/M-19-666 at Order Point 4 (noting that Commission
review “is not a prudence determination of any proposed system modifications or investments.”)

19 Department of Commerce Comments at 15-21.

20 The Department of Commerce’s budget-related comments are addressed further in Attachment A.

21 July 23, 2020 Otder, Docket No. E002/M-19-666 at 12 (stating that “certification does not constitute a
pre-judgment of whether costs will be recovered through riders or base rates. Certification simply permits a
utility to request rider recovery in the future, which the Commission may approve or deny based on the facts
available at that time.”)



The Department’s Guidance Document evinces a desire to create an IDP process that
mimics the IRP process in Minnesota and the MISO transmission planning processes.
While we generally support alighing various planning processes, we do not believe
simply porting requirements from one process to another, at least without careful
consideration, is supported by statute or consistent with the Commission’s direction
on the purpose and objectives of the current IDP process.

Fundamentally, we disagree with the premise that the current IDP process is
equivalent to current IRP and Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO)
transmission planning processes. The IRP process 1s a long-term (15-year) resource
planning process that has been in place for decades and is governed by established
Minnesota Statutes and Rules (which result in Orders that constitute prima facie
evidence in other proceedings). Similarly, transmission planning is largely governed
by FERC and NERC requirements, and overseen by MISO. In contrast, as explained
above, the IDP process is nascent in comparison — intended to be informational in
nature, and based on a set of reporting requirements that the Commission has
established on a utility-by-utility basis.

While IDP requirements may change over time, evolving it to be similar to an IRP-
like process would require significant time, work, and stakeholder input — and that is
only if the Commission desires to evaluate or pursue such a change.

B.  Proposals Regarding Explicitly and Broadly Incorporating Equity into
the IDP

Across several recent dockets, including the IDP, parties have placed an increasing
emphasis on more explicitly incorporating equity broadly into energy planning and
decision-making. We recognize and appreciate this focus. Most recently, this
discussion of equity appears clearly in the decision options the Commission voted to
approve on February 8, 2022 in connection with our IRP in Docket No. E002/RP-
19-368. The Decision Option the Commission adopted, and which several parties
referenced in their IDP comments, reads:*?

The Company shall do community outreach and establish a stakeholder group to:

a. Design for the equitable delivery of electricity services and programs for energy
burdened customers in the next IRP.

b. Create new options to improve customer access to energy efficiency and renewable
energy.

c. A plan to be submitted in the next IRP to bring its workforce’s racial and gender
diversity in line with the utility’s stated goals.

d. Design DG Resource incentive programs that ensure distributed generation

22 See CEV comments at 6, Fresh Energy comments at 16, and City of Minneapolis comments at 7.
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programs provide equitable access to low income and Black, indigenous, and
communities of color that have disproportionately borne costs of unjust and
inequitable energy decisions.

e. Adopt practices in furtherance of procedural justice, including deeper engagement
with renters, affordable rental property owners, BIPOC communities, and under-
resourced individuals, providing resources for engagement and participation, and
providing financial support for impacted individuals to participate in dockets and
decision-making processes.

f. Form an environmental justice accountability board, which would develop
environmental justice-focused initiatives to be incorporated throughout the utility.

In its next IRP docket, and in a separate docket to be established by the Executive
Secretary, Xcel shall file details describing stakeholder outreach and progress by
January 1, 2023 and annually thereafter.”

In this IDP docket, various parties urge the Commission to incorporate similar equity
considerations and requirements in evaluating distribution system investments.**
Notably, the parties in question are recommending changes that would apply to the
next IDP. We fully support incorporating equity broadly into energy planning and
decision-making.> Parties also point to ovetlapping equity issues and considerations
in the Performance-Based Ratemaking docket (Docket No. E002/CI-17-401), and the
Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality docket (Docket No. E002/M-20-4006). The
equity discussions occurring in disparate dockets significantly overlap in some areas,
and also complement one another in some areas. We see opportunity in the adopted
Decision Option referenced above that anticipates a separate equity docket with
annual reporting requirements. We anticipate that this new docket will provide a
more holistic but central process and forum to engage stakeholders and attempt to
reach consensus on how equity can be incorporated across the Company, including in
our IRP, IDP, and related dockets. As such, we do not believe CEV’s or the City of
Minneapolis’ proposed additions to the IDP planning objectives and filing
requirements® are necessaty at this time. Likewise, we believe that including a
duplicate equity-focused Order Point in this docket is not necessary, but we
respectfully request that this or any Order Point that the Commission chooses to
adopt for the IDP be identical to that in the IRP to ensure that there is one set of
clearly-stated expectations. Two sets of similar, but not identical, Order Points on the
same topic could lead to confusion and duplicative efforts. Attachment A includes
our full response to Parties’ comments on new or revised IDP planning objectives.

2 Decision Option E15, adopted verbally during February 8, 2022 Deliberations in Docket No. E002/RP-19-
368; written Order pending.

24 City of Minneapolis Comments at 6-7, CEV Comments at 9-11, 13-16, Fresh Energy Comments at 16.

2 Parties also commented on equity aspects specific to the RMP; we address those comments in Part IV of

this document and further in Attachment A.
26 CEV Comments at 13-16.
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We appreciate the stakeholder interest in equity issues and look forward to engaging
with a diverse set of stakeholders, intervenors, communities, and customers as we
implement the equity initiatives outlined in the Commission’s anticipated IRP Order
Points.

III. CERTIFICATION OF FOUNDATIONAL DI CAPABILITIES AND
INITIAL DI USE CASES

Distributed Intelligence (DI) is an emerging technology that can be leveraged to
provide substantial benefits in the near-term, including substantial energy savings, and
has even greater potential in the medium and long-term. The distribution of
computer processing capabilities to the edge of the distribution grid and the
communications pathways made available by Wi-Fi radio and the IEEE 2030.5
communications protocol together open up new possibilities for analyzing,
transmitting, and sharing data in ways that will empower customers, give the
Company greater insight into the operation of our distribution system, and benefit the
environment. Certification is appropriate for this investment both because of the
benefits described in our application, including the quantified predicted customer
energy savings benefits, and, more importantly, because of the new technological
pathways that will open up as a result of the development of foundational DI
capabilities and the lessons and the capabilities that will be learned and developed as a
result of our deployment of the initial use cases.

The Commission granted certification for the Company’s Advanced Metering
Infrastructure (AMI) meters in the last IDP;* we are currently seeking cost recovery
in the pending TCR docket. The Itron Riva 4.2 AMI meters we have procured have
DI capabilities, which means, essentially, that each meter will contain the equivalent of
a small computer. We referenced DI in our prior IDP,* but did not seek certification
tfor any DI capabilities at that time. Because the Department’s Comments express
concern regarding our decision to separately seek certification for DI, we briefly
describe the background and basis for that decision — and, the distinction between the
meters themselves, which we sought certification for previously, and the incremental
DI investments we are seeking certification for now.

As an initial matter, it is important to take note that the timing of the Company’s
procurement of new AMI meters is driven by the age and obsolescence of our
existing automated meter reading (AMR) meters. Landis+Gyr (Cellnet) has indicated
it will no longer manufacture replacement parts for the meters we use after 2022 and
we are, in fact, the last Cellnet customer using the technology. Replacement Cellnet

27 July 23, 2020 Order in Docket No. E002/M-19-666, Order Point 7.
28 Nov. 1, 2019 Integrated Distribution Plan (2020-2029), Docket No. E002/M-19-666 at 9, 26, 173.
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parts are also not available from other vendors and so we will not be able to purchase
replacement parts after 2022. Additionally, our contract with Cellnet for meter
reading service and support expires at the end of 2025. The AMR meters served our
Company well for nearly 30 years, but they must now be replaced.

Given the impending need to replace our existing electric meters, we began our
procurement process in 2016. In March 2018, we issued a request for proposals
(RFP) to select an AMI meter vendor, and responses were received from four
vendors. None of the responding vendors proposed DI-enabled meters. However,
later in 2018 during discussions with vendors, the Company was made aware that
some manufacturers were developing DI-enabled meters (then referred to “edge”
computing or “grid edge” technology). We responded by studying DI technology and
then issuing a bid clarification seeking proposals for DI-enabled meters. Ultimately,
we negotiated favorable pricing with Itron, which allowed us to purchase DI-enabled
meters for a price within the range of those that had eatlier been proposed for non-
DI AMI meters. Itron was selected as a vendor in May 2019.

At the time of our 2019 IDP filing, DI technology was new to the market, and the
Company had just selected its preferred meter vendor the preceding spring. While the
Department suggests that we should have combined our AMI certification request
with a DI certification request, it was simply not possible for us to submit such an
application for DI, given the novelty of DI technology both in the industry and to the
Company. We needed some time to study DI and better understand the capabilities it
offers our customers and the grid, including the costs to develop those capabilities, so
that our stakeholders and the Commission could evaluate the investments. We were
transparent with the Commission about the fact that we had selected DI-capable
meters” and waited to make a concrete proposal for the deployment of those
incremental capabilities until we were ready to do so.

After selecting Itron as our vendor, we collaborated with Itron with regard to the
design and construction of the physical and cyber infrastructure that will support the
DI capabilities of the meters. Over the past two-plus years, we have made the

necessary progress to be able to present a robust DI certification application with the
2021 IDP.

On a similar note, the degree of certainty the Department seeks regarding the benefits
of DI deployment is not practicable given the emerging nature of the technology.” If

2 Nov. 1, 2019, Integrated Distribution Plan (2020-2029), Docket No. E002/M-19-666 at 9, 26, 173.

30 One area of complaint is the presentation of unquantified benefits. However, the Commission specifically
required in Order Point 3 of its July 16, 2019 Order in Docket No. E002/CI-18-251 that Xcel Energy include
a discussion of non-quantifiable benefits when it presents cost-benefit analyses for grid modernization
projects.
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we wait to deploy DI capabilities until numerous other utilities have gained experience
with DI, we may be able to quantify more of the expected benefits. However, the
AMI acquisition timing is driven by the approaching end of the service lives of our
AMR meters. Given that timing, we could not simply choose to postpone AMI
deployment while waiting and observing other utilities’ experiences with DI-enabled
meters. And, if we were to deploy the AMI meters now while postponing the
development and deployment of DI applications, we would not be utilizing the
meters’ full capabilities and would be losing the opportunity to gain experience with
DI now, which would result in years of lost benefits, including substantial customer
energy savings and delay in the development of capabilities and experience that will
facilitate future DI use cases.

We respectfully request that the Commission approve our certification application.
The development of foundational DI capabilities and the deployment of the initial DI
use cases will provide both expected financial benefits to our customers and other
benefits that we are not currently able to quantify. The City of Minneapolis supports
certification, with certain proposed modifications we discuss in Attachment A,*! CEV
takes no position,*” and Fresh Energy supports certification of the customer-facing
use cases, but not the grid-facing use cases.” Fresh Energy’s position appears to be
based on the fact that the estimated quantifiable benefits presented in our DI
certification application all relate to the customer-facing uses, in particular, the Energy
Analysis use case. Fresh Energy also references the limited number of issues that will
be detected by the grid-facing uses. That analysis, however, does not consider how
DI provides sub-second analytics capabilities at the final portion of the distribution
grid or the grid edge — the portion of the grid that we currently cannot see or monitor.
This visibility is becoming increasingly critical as more and more is happening with
distributed energy resources and electric vehicles. Because we lack visibility on this
tinal portion of our distribution grid, we are not fully aware of what is happening, and,
therefore DI will enhance our planning and operations. However, as we integrate
these capabilities with our planning and operations of the distribution grid we expect
to better understand the quantifiable benefits and we are certain it will enhance the
service we provide our customers. In addition, the initial grid-facing uses will provide
a foundation for how we integrate DI into our planning and operations which will
support future uses.

The first set of proposed grid-facing DI use cases use applications that are already
developed and available for purchase. While the direct benefits of these specific use
cases may be somewhat limited, through deploying them now, we can gain experience

31 City of Minneapolis Comments at 21-22.
32 CEV Comments at 27.
3 Fresh Energy Comments at 11.
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and develop capabilities that will later facilitate the deployment of more complex, and
more promising, grid-facing uses. To take one example, while the Connectivity grid-
tacing use case will improve our hosting capacity analysis as a result of more accurate
GIS data, a potential future case would involve using on-meter processing to identify
whether there are local (secondary system) limitations to DER, which could further
improve hosting capacity analysis. To take another example, the potential
Transformer Load Monitoring use case will provide near real-time monitoring of the
amount of load on an individual transformer. While it has always been important to
manage these assets, as the adoption of distributed energy resources and electric
vehicles increases such management is becoming increasingly critical. Being able to
have the information to proactively replace transformers so they do not impact the
ability for customers to charge electric vehicles, for instance, will be a priority so there
are not unnecessary barriers for to the adoption of electric vehicles.

We are not seeking certification for either of those potential future Use Cases, but are
seeking to certify the foundational investments and initial grid-facing Use Cases that
would lay the groundwork and allow us to develop the experience and capacity to
move towards those and other potential promising future grid-facing uses of DI. By
moving forward with all proposed DI use cases, we will position ourselves to continue
to modernize our grid in ways that benefit our customers, the distribution grid, and
the environment.

IV. CERTIFICATION OF RMP

The Resilient Minneapolis Project (RMP) meets the Commission’s criteria for
certification and has widespread support both among the parties in this docket and
those organizations who have filed letters of support with the Commission. We thank
the following parties, organizations, and individuals for their support of the RMP:

e TFresh Energy,

e Community Power, the Environmental Law & Policy Center, and Vote Solar

(collectively CEV),
e City of Minneapolis,
e Mayor Jacob Frey of Minneapolis,
e Minneapolis City Council President Andrea Jenkins,
e Sabathani Community Center,
e Center for Energy and Environment,
e Klevate,
e Minneapolis Climate Action,
e Minneapolis American Indian Center,
e Renewable Energy Partners, Inc.,
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e University of St. Thomas - Center for Microgrid Research, and,
e Mr. Tim Wulling,

We note that these expressions of support are a result of the work done in partnership
with community organizations and local government to develop this project and
reflect the widespread recognition that RMP will provide significant community and
equity benefits. Several also highlight its potential to generate useful lessons for BESS
and other DER integration across the Company’s system.

Fresh Energy suggested minor modifications to RMP, which we address in
Attachment A. Although the Department did not provide a final recommendation,
the Department’s Comments indicated skepticism regarding the project. In particular,
the Department’s Comments took issue with the relatively low benefit-cost ratio and
the lack of other quantified forecasted benefits. We recognize both of those potential
shortcomings and clearly stated them in our certification request. However, the
potential benefits, though unquantifiable, are significant for us, our partner
organizations, and the communities in which the project sites are located.

These projects have already, and will continue to require considerable collaboration
with our community partners. That process has and will continue to provide valuable
insights into the community’s needs, which can inform the developing efforts to
consider and further issues of equity into utility planning. In addition, the
development of microgrids and battery energy storage systems will further our
understanding of how and when to facilitate the development of such systems, while
also providing experience to the partner organizations, contractors, and involved
community members. Moreover, we fully believe there will be cascading effects from
each community’s designation as a resiliency hub, including the potential to become a
community gathering space and increased funding for community initiatives. The
risks and costs of RMP are low — and the potential benefits, though largely qualitative,
are high. Multiple stakeholders and the Commission itself have made clear the
importance of embedding equity and procedural justice considerations into energy
planning and decision-making. Basing a certification decision on a singular economic
criterion, such as a cost-benefit result, to the exclusion of other important, but
qualitative benefits that these projects will provide, would be inconsistent with the
public interest and the Commission’s approach to-date.
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CONCLUSION

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these Reply Comments, including
Attachment A where we provide additional detailed responses to various issues and
requests from parties’ Comments. We respectfully request the Commission to accept
our Integrated Distribution Plan, certify our proposed Distributed Intelligence and
the Resilient Minneapolis Project grid modernization investments, and reject the
Department’s request for the Commission to: (1) adopt its Guidance Document, and
(2) use it to assess the IDP and our proposed DI and RMP investments

Dated: March 22, 2022

Northern States Power Company
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This Attachment responds to certain comments from parties that are not otherwise
addressed in the body of our Reply and/or expand upon certain topics.

I. THE DEPARTMENT’S GUIDANCE DOCUMENT AS APPLIED TO
OUR INTEGRATED DISTRIBUTION PLAN

The body of our Reply responds generally to the Department’s Guidance Document.
In this Section, we respond to the Department’s apparent intention to apply its
Guidance Document to not just grid modernization investments — but also to the
entirety of utility distribution expenditures, budgets, and associated strategies for
managing the distribution grid. In addition to the due process concerns expressed in
the body of our Reply, this would be a significant departure in procedure for the
Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP) and for a rate case, which is the current and
proper venue to assess prudence of the Company’s investments and costs to
customers.

We also provide additional information regarding the variety of methods that could
potentially be used to measure the effectiveness of proposed grid modernization
investments. We provide this information to reinforce the point that the Commission
should carefully consider whether to adopt any specific required test or tests and, if
so, what types of projects should be tested and how. As we discuss elsewhere in this
Reply, this would require some type of formal process, including opportunities for
record development and stakeholder input, which has not occurred for the
Department’s Guidance Document or potential alternative approaches.

We conclude our discussion of the Department’s Guidance Document in this Section
by addressing the recommendations it contains regarding the appropriate discount
rate to use when analyzing the cost-effectiveness of proposed investments.

A. Prudence and Costs to Customers are Determined in a Rate Case

The Department appears to be applying its new Guidance Document to more than
grid modernization proposals — also to evaluate our utility distribution expenditures,
budgets, and associated strategies for managing the distribution grid as part of the
IDP process.! As discussed in Section II.A of our Reply, IDPs are not the
proceedings in which the Commission determines prudence or cost recovery.? As

! Department Comments at 14, 23, 25
2 See November 2, 2020 Order, Docket No. E002/M-19-666 at Order Point 4 (noting that Commission
review “is not a prudence determination of any proposed system modifications or investments.”)
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the Department itself recognizes in presenting its Guidance Document, the IDP
process was established by the Commission as a “distribution planning process and
principles that require utilities to transparently and proactively plan for the ongoing
patradigm shift in technology and customer preferences.”” Our IDPs have comported
with this intent and provided significant transparency into many aspects of our
distribution business, including the ways that we proactively plan our system. To
date, the Commission has been clear that neither grid modernization investments nor
distribution expenditures more generally are evaluated for prudence through the IDP
process. Rather, prudence for the vast majority of our distribution spending is
determined in rate case proceedings.

Further, the cost-benefit testing that the Department is contemplating to evaluate the
prudence of all types of distribution spending would not be a meaningful analysis and
would nearly always, if not always, produce results suggesting the project failed that
type of assessment. Cost-benefit analyses are not intended nor suited for traditional
distribution investments that are most often driven by emergent circumstances and by
our obligation to serve.

Adding a detailed assessment of the prudence of our planned capital budgets would
take considerable time and consume significant resources for the Company and
parties to the IDP, with no meaningful benefit or contribution. The results would not
inform the decisions we make about operating our system and would not be
appropriate measures of the prudence of actions or plans. The IDP is currently not a
forum to assess prudence, approve plans, or to grant cost recovery, nor should it be.

We have an obligation to provide reliable service to customers in our assigned service
territory and accordingly must spend in certain situations, for example, to replace
tailing, failed, or damaged equipment — even if a cost-benefit analysis indicates that
the cost-benefit ratio for the projects in question are less than 1.0. For much of our
distribution spending, the focus is not on whether to perform the work, but rather on
how to most effectively complete the necessary work — and in some cases, when is the
most appropriate time to do so. Effectively building, maintaining, and operating a
distribution system is informed by engineering analyses and engineering judgements,
and cannot be reduced to a mathematical, monetized equation. The prudence of
utility budgets are appropriately evaluated and resolved in rate case proceedings using
traditional measures of prudence.

B.  Experts Agree There is More than One Cost Effectiveness Test

3 Department Comments, Docket No. E002/M-21-814 at 9 (February 9, 2022).
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The Department’s Guidance Document portrays that there is only one way to assess a
project — through a cost-benefit analysis that results in a cost-benefit ratio. However,
there are multiple types of cost-effectiveness tests that may be appropriate for
distribution system projects (and for other kinds of projects), and different tests can
be appropriate for different types of distribution projects. In Volume III of its
Modern Distribution Grid Decision Guide, the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”)
identifies four broad categories of grid modernization expenditures and suggests
different types of methodologies that might be appropriate for each category. For
some expenditures, cost-benefit analysis is not even recommended; these include
replacement of aging infrastructure, relocation projects, new customer service
connections, and “core platform” expenditures to allow for reliable operations with
higher levels of distributed resources. Instead, least-cost, best-fit methodologies are
suggested for these types of expenditures, and other “traditional methods” are
suggested for evaluating the replacement of aging infrastructure, relocations, and new
customer service extensions.”

Even when cost-benefit analysis is recommended by the DOE Decision Guide, it
refers to multiple types of cost-benefit analyses that may be appropriate in different
situations.” The DOE also notes that both EPRI and New York have developed
frameworks for cost-benefit analyses. As we noted in Section II.A of the body of
our Reply, the California Public Utilities Commission decided not to require a single,
standardized methodology for evaluating grid modernization investments. Given the
variety of distribution projects, a similar determination would be warranted in
Minnesota. However, if the Commission decides to consider the possibility of a
standard methodology for evaluating cost-effectiveness, it should evaluate the various
possible methodologies in a Minnesota context to determine what test or tests might
be most appropriate here.

Finally, with regard to the incorporation of qualitative considerations in evaluating
gtid modernization investments, such as equity, and conducting cost/benefit analysis,
the Department’s Guidance Document seems to favor and require quantification of
virtually all costs and benefits. The Commission has previously recognized that some
benefits are qualitative — and requires that we discuss those. Requiring quantification
of qualitative benefits without an associated framework that has been vet by
stakeholders and adopted for use by the Commission would be highly subjective and
likely a source of disagreement among parties. We have no objection to further
discussions of methods to improve quantification of qualitative benefits. Indeed, we

4+ U.S. Department of Energy, Modern Distribution Grid Decision Guide, Volume III at 39 (2017).
5 1d. at 39-42.
¢ Id.
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believe further discussions of frameworks that aid utilities’ assessments of the
qualitative aspects of their grid modernization or integrated resource plans for
considerations such as equity, community resilience, and the development of
technological capabilities, will become increasingly important in the future — and will
help align the Company’s interests with those of our stakeholders.

That said, we have concerns with the approach the Department takes in its Guidance
Document, and the retroactive application of that approach to the DI and RMP grid
modernization investments in this IDP. With regard to equity, the Department’s
Guidance Document does suggest some methods for quantification. However, the
City of Minneapolis in its Comments also provided a helpful review of ways various
states have considered equity and incorporated equity outcomes, metrics, and
procedural concerns in Commission decision making.” Accordingly, the
Department’s Guidance Document prescribes only one possible method — and
adopting that approach retroactively without stakeholder input, including from
community groups affected by IDP investments, would seem to violate the
“procedural justice” principles embedded in the Commission’s February 8, 2022
decision option in our latest Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) proceeding, and
mentioned by several parties in their IDP comments.®

More generally, it is expected that grid modernization investments such as the RMP
and DI will include benefits that are resistant to quantification, but are nonetheless
important to the Commission’s consideration of these investments. DI, for example,
involves new technological capabilities and it is simply not feasible for the Company
to quantify all the benefits when it is still learning and developing that technology.
We caution against an approach that insists all benefits must be quantified, and/or
that only quantified benefits are worth consideration. In addition to other things, that
type of approach would tend to hamper innovation. As we discuss elsewhere in this
Reply, the Commission and the Department have previously utilized workgroups
combined with formal procedure to establish other frameworks to assess cost-
effectiveness for subjects such as energy efficiency — and to establish methodologies
to measure avoided greenhouse gases, for example, such as it is doing now with the
NGIA. These approaches and the frameworks themselves could serve as models
toward the development of an equity evaluation framework, for example, or a
comprehensive grid modernization evaluation framework.

C. The Weighted Average Cost of Capital is an Appropriate Discount Rate
for the Company’s Cost-Effectiveness Tests

7 City of Minneapolis Comments at 5-11.
8 See for example CEV Comments at 9 and 11; City of Minneapolis Comments at 6-7.
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The Department’s Guidance Document opines that the weighted average cost of
capital (WACC) should not be used as the discount rate in cost analyses of grid
modernization investments “or any other investments in Minnesota.”” Instead, they
recommend using a “low risk or societal” discount rate for evaluating grid
modernization investments.'” The Department’s Guidance Document further
suggests that the same discount rate should be used for all utility investments. !

Taken together, the Department appears to be suggesting that a societal or “low risk”
discount rate be used by the Company for all its evaluations of the cost-effectiveness
of proposed investments: grid modernization investments, other distribution system
investments, and all other types of investments — including generation resources. This
is a sweeping position to take. Consistent with the points made in the body of our
Reply Comments, if the Department is truly seeking such a dramatic change in how all
utility investments are analyzed, including in resource planning, it would be most
appropriate to consider such a proposal in a separate proceeding with the relevant
stakeholders, including other utilities.

With regard to the substance of the issue, it is worth noting that the Department’s
Guidance Document itself indicates three of the five states with established grid
modernization evaluation procedures (New York, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island)
explicitly provide for use of WACC and one (California) does not provide for a
specific discount rate.'? Accordingly, despite the strong opinion the Depattment’s
consultant expresses, their recommendation clearly does not represent a regulatory
consensus. WACC has been recognized as the appropriate rate in other jurisdictions
because it represents the true cost of any project to customers. If it is decided to
utilize the proposed discount rate suggested in the Department’s Guidance
Document, which appears to be more similar to a rate of inflation rather than a true
rate of cost, the final cost to customers and the analyses derived from those will be
misleading.

With the exception of some specific instances when the Commission has determined
another rate should be used for particular analyses, we generally use WACC as the
discount rate for analyzing proposed projects of all types. Notably, WACC is what we
use in resource planning, including in numerous resource plans that have been
accepted over the years by the Commission and stakeholders.

9 Department Guidance Document at 24.

10 1d. at 25.

n1d.

121d. at Appendix B, Table B-6, p. B-7. The table seems to suggest that Hawaii considers grid modernization
investments during rate cases and recorded depreciation accruals are determined by project.
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WACC is the appropriate rate to use in evaluating the cost-effectiveness of proposed
investments because it is the Company, not individual customers or society as a
whole, that may be making these potential investments, and we use our capital to do
so. That capital is either debt or equity and WACC represents the average cost we pay
for that capital. WACC is thus an opportunity cost and, as such, is commonly used by
private companies to evaluate potential investments.

II. IDP BUDGET AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION

In Comments, the Department requested additional information regarding our
budgeting process for non-capacity projects, and also asked for information regarding
changes in the Company’s five-year budgets over time. As we discuss throughout this
Reply, a rate case is the proper regulatory forum in which to assess the prudence of
our expenditures; an IDP is an informational filing, and as such, provides summary
level information about numerous distribution-related topics. With that said, we
provide summary information responsive to the Department’s questions, and direct
the Department to our currently pending multi-year rate case in Docket No.
E002/GR-21-630 for a more robust discussion about our budget development and
the drivers for the budgets for which we are seeking approval in that case.

As we discuss in the IDP, and our pending rate case in more detail, electric and gas
utilities are long-term, capital intensive businesses. Every year, we prepare a five-year
financial forecast that we use to anticipate our financial needs. Key components of
the five-year financial forecast are the O&M and capital expenditure five-year budgets.
When a five-year budget is created and approved, the first-year budget is essentially
“locked in.” However, budgets for the subsequent two to five years are reevaluated in
the next budgeting cycle and will necessarily change in response to new developments
and as business requirements change. As we get closer to when spending will occur,
our forecasts become more refined, based on more relevant information for the
upcoming period, and forecasted expenditures are adjusted accordingly.

This is particularly true for the Distribution business area, which is responsible for the
tinal connection to our customers — and is so distributed, that it is not practicable to
have a comparable level of redundancy as exists at the transmission level. This means
that distribution must constantly anticipate and respond to emergent needs from
customers and external forces such as local governmental requirements and the
weather to ensure safe, reliable, and adequate service to customers. With that context,
we supplement the information already contained in our IDP about our overall
budget process, including more detail in the specific areas requested by the
Department.
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A.  Opverall Budget Development Process

Xcel Energy’s capital planning process involves a bottom-up analysis of needs and
priorities on the part of the business areas, such as distribution, as they develop capital
budgets for review and approval. In this process, achieving the balance of funding
key strategic priorities, maintaining base operations, and minimizing impacts on
customer rates is important. Once proposed, project expenditures — both capital and
O&M - are identified and developed. They are then reviewed in the context of the
Company’s overall resources to determine how projects should be prioritized and
which are ultimately included in an approved budget. We also assess overall cost
levels in relation to inflation, which provides a helpful benchmark for reasonable
increases. This allows us to ensure the most important priorities are met while keeping
overall costs at reasonable levels.

In any budget process, there is typically more demand for O&M and capital budget
dollars than there is financial capacity to fund. Therefore, financial guidance is
provided to the business areas to set expectations for that area. The starting point for
developing the guidance is the most recent five-year financial forecast, considering
Xcel Energy’s business plans and other factors. Of particular importance in this
review are known and expected changes to business area O&M and capital plans. The
guidance process also looks at any new legislation or regulatory requirements that may
impact spending in the next five years, assesses the current portfolio of projects and
how any expected changes will impact customer rates, reviews changes related to new
requirements or that are necessary to maintain or improve reliability, safety, and
satisfaction of regulatory requirements, and considers where there may be
opportunities to mitigate risk or to work toward meeting state policy goals or advance
priorities our customers or regulators have communicated.

The result of this process balances our overall budgets and thus costs to customers in
alignment with all of these factors. This means that some business areas and
operating companies get more or less of the overall budget, depending on the
circumstances, so in certain years, Distribution’s capital investments may be lower to
support increased investments by other business areas of the Company. Conversely,
Distribution’s capital investment levels may increase in years when it is working on
major initiatives, and capital additions necessarily increase when those initiatives are
placed in service.

B. Business Area Budget Development

In Comments, the Department requested additional information regarding our
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budgeting process for non-capacity projects, which we provide in this section.”
Please see our 2021 IDP, Appendix Al for a description of the overall Distribution
budget framework and process that coordinates and builds on the overall corporate
process summarized in Part A above. In summary, Distribution uses a bottom-up
approach to determine its needs over the upcoming 5-year budget period. The
overwhelming majority of the Distribution budget is reactive and dedicated to the
immediacy of customer reliability impacts and the dynamic nature of the distribution
system. This includes building and maintaining feeders, substations, transformers,
service lines, and other equipment based on customer needs — as well as reacting to
external factors such as requirements from local and other units of government to
relocate our facilities, aging equipment, public policy objectives and priorities, and
restoring customers and our system in the wake of severe weather.

For purposes of this response, we assessed the 5-year budget information provided in
our 2021 IDP for each of the IDP budget categories and determined the approximate
percentage that is reactive and proactive. Setting aside our AGIS and Electric Vehicle
(EV) initiatives, which we consider to be committed at this time, approximately 80
percent of the distribution budget is reactive, which means we have little to no
flexibility in those areas which are largely budgeted based on historical trends and
future growth rates. Proactive budget categories have some flexibility, but often, the
level of flexibility depends on the risk tolerance for failure and customer impacts. We
outline these categories below:

Table 1: IDP Budget Categories — Proactive/Reactive Summary

IDP Budget Category | Description |

Reactive

Budget Basis

Projects Related to Local (or other)
Government-Requirements

Required to relocate our
facilities as a condition of
operating in the public rights
of way.

Developed based on historical
trends and anticipated
initiatives of which we may be
aware.

New Customer Projects and New

Required to serve.

Developed based on historical
trends and projected customer

Revenue
growth.
Required to serve. Developed based on historical
Metering (not AGIS) trends and projected customer

growth.

Age-Related Replacements and
Asset Renewal

Response to failure/system
issues.

Based on historical trends.

System Expansion or Upgrades for
Reliability and Power Quality

Criteria-based programs driven
by failures, test results or

Developed based on historical
trends and engineering

13 Department Comments at 19-20.
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unfavorable performance.

analysis.

System Expansion or Upgrades for

Required to maintain adequate
electrical service.

Based on an engineering-based

system planning process.

¢ FFunding level is driven by
overload risks, contingency
risks, and high-consequence

Grid modernization and Pilots

Capacity contingency risks.

e A risk score is used to
prioritize the identified
projects

Miscellaneous items that do Various budget development
not fall into the other strategies depending on item,
categories including fleet, ranging from specific project

Other tools, locates, communication | plans for corporate initiatives
equipment, corporate to historical trends for
initiatives, and transformer locating.
purchases.

Committed

Approved or certified AGIS Developed based on the

and other grid mod
investments, approved EV
programs and pilots.

parameters of the approved or
certified initiatives.

Proactive

System Expansion or Upgrades for
Capacity

Targeted programs to prepare
for electrification and expand
SCADA capabilities.

Developed based on the
parameters of initiative(s),
using engineering analyses and
judgment.

Age-Related Replacements and
Asset Renewal

Targeted programs to replace
assets prior to failure and
otherwise address aging
infrastructure

Based on engineering
judgment and analyses, such as
life-cycle analysis.

System Expansion or Upgrades for
Reliability and Power Quality

Targeted programs to replace
assets prior to failure and
otherwise address aging
infrastructure

Based on engineering
judgment and analyses, such as
life-cycle analysis.

Grid modernization and pilots

Innovative or technology-
based initiatives to advance the
grid and our operational
service to customers.

Based on engineering
judgment and analyses, with
budgets developed based on
the parameters of specific
proposed or potential
initiatives.

We believe this view is helpful to illustrate the discussion elsewhere in this Reply that
a cost-benefit analysis as suggested by the Department would be misplaced on
traditional distribution infrastructure investments. These are largely categories of
emergent work that are budgeted based on historical spend levels and engineering



Docket No. E002/M-21-694
Reply Comments
Attachment A — Page 10 of 42

analyses and judgement — with a goal of maintaining safe, reliable, and adequate
electrical service. As we noted in Section 1.B above, in its Modern Distribution
Decision Guide, the DOE does not recommend using cost-benefit analyses for such
expenditures. Similarly, a report co-authored by Synapse for DOE recognized least-
cost, best-fit analysis as cost-effectiveness test appropriately used when the need for a
project is already established.!* Traditional system expenditures are budgeted based
on our obligation to provide safe, reliable, and adequate service to customers,
regardless of whether individual projects or components do or do not have favorable
cost-benefit ratios. We must continue to provide reliable service to customers even if,
for example, the monetary benefits of replacing storm-damaged infrastructure in a
particular location do not outweigh the costs. As such, a cost-benefit analysis would
not provide value to informing the vast majority of the work that we need to do as a
distribution utility, or even the priorities of that work to fulfill our obligation to
provide our customers with safe, reliable, and adequate service.

C. Distribution Budget Category Process

We summarize the drivers and process to derive the budgets for the current
Distribution budget in Part B above. In this section, we summarize further
information from the Direct Testimony of Company Witness Ms. Kelly A. Bloch in
our currently pending rate case regarding the specific budgeted levels for which we are
seeking approval in that case.

As discussed in Ms. Bloch’s testimony in our pending multi-year rate case, while our
historical levels of investments have been sufficient to maintain our system in the
past, we are now reaching the point where many of our assets are at or are past their
anticipated useful life. As a result, we have been forecasting for several years the need
for greater Asset Health and Reliability investments to make sure that we are able to
replace assets that are in poor condition, like our overhead poles, and that we are able
to replace assets closer to their estimated useful life, like substation transformers.
These investments will allow us to maintain reliable service for our customers and will
also allow us to harden our system as appropriate to make it more resilient to extreme
weather events, which are becoming more common as the climate changes. For
instance, we are now installing larger, diameter poles to make those poles better able
to withstand high winds and heavier ice loadings. We are also installing mainline
underground cable in conduits to better protect these assets from the elements. In
the near-term, we are also adding new subprograms to address aging equipment,

14 Benefit-Cost Analysis for Utility-Facing Grid Modernization Investments: Trends, Challenges, and
Considerations, February 2021 at 13, 24-25, available at Benefit-Cost Analysis for Utility-Facing Grid

Modernization Investments: Trends, Challenges, and Considerations (svnapse-energy.com



https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/GMLC-Grid-Mod-BCA-2021-02-02-18-094.pdf
https://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/GMLC-Grid-Mod-BCA-2021-02-02-18-094.pdf
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reliability issues, and to better support Distributed Energy Resources (DER)
interconnection.

Distribution is also continuing work to implement our AGIS initiative, which includes
commencing the mass deployment of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI)
meters and the associated Field Area Network (FAN) throughout Minnesota — and
the installation of Fault Location Isolation and Service Restoration (FLISR)
technology. Other priorities for Distribution include continued work on our existing
EV programs and expanding our EV offerings. This includes work on several pilot
programs that were previously approved by the Commission; the Residential EV
Charging Tariff, Residential EV Accelerate at Home, Fleet Charging Pilot, Public
Charging Infrastructure Pilot, Residential Subscription Service Pilot, and Multi-
Dwelling Unit Charging Pilot," as well as for four new pilots and programs that are
currently before the Commission. The largest portion of the EV budget is related to
the Company’s proposed EV Purchase Rebate program, which is currently pending
before the Commission.'® Our neat-term budgets reflect increased investments in
capacity projects, where we are completing eight discrete projects to address potential
overload conditions at substations throughout our service area. This category also
includes investments in our Feeder Load Monitoring Program to install Supervisory
Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) at our substations and in a Grid
Reinforcement Program to replace overloaded feeders and service transformers to
support additional load growth. Finally, while Tools and Equipment is a smaller
category of investments for Distribution, it too is seeing increased levels of
investment to build out fiber optic communications from our substations, improve
our cyber security, and to enable remote monitoring of the downtown portion of our
distribution system.

As also provided in Ms. Bloch’s testimony, the below Tables illustrate the increased
investment levels in Distribution over the recent past. We note that these Tables are
in the Company’s budget categories, not the categories specified for IDP."

15 §ee Docket No. E002/M-17-817; Docket No. E002/M-18-643; Docket No. E002/M-19-186; Docket No.
E002/M-19-559.

16 Docket No. E002/M-20-745.

17 As the Company previously cautioned, when IDP budget categories were established that were different
from those we use for our internal and rate case purposes, the differences lead to some difficulty in
reconciling the IDP and rate case views of distribution spending.
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Table 2: Table 7 (Bloch Direct)
2018-2024 Distribution Capital Expenditures

(Dollars in Millions)
State of MN Electric Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Expenditures (excludes AFUDC) Actual  Actual Actual Forecast Budget Budget Budget
Asset Health & Reliability $99.7 $95.3 $126.7  $145.7 $191.0  $205.1  $2123
‘(?(Vﬁg)ced Grid Intelligence & Security ¢, 4 $6.6  $27  $149  $928  $1383  $116.6
Electric Vehicle Program (EVP) $0.0 $0.6 $0.1 $7.7 $94.1 $63.1 $59.1
New Business $62.2 $55.8 $59.1 $66.2 $60.7 $61.9 $61.9
Capacity $13.6 $21.6 $47.4 $32.6 $38.9 $40.8 $50.9
Mandates $28.9 $39.3 $33.6 $28.3 $32.4 $32.2 $36.6
Tools and Equipment $2.7 $4.9 $4.8 $10.7 $14.7 $15.4 $14.2
Solar ($11.4) (80.8) $0.2 ($1.4) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Total $196.2 $223.4  $274.5  $304.6 $524.6 | $556.9  $551.5
Table 3: Table 8 (Bloch Direct)
2018-2024 Distribution Capital Additions
(Dollars in Millions)
State of MN Electric Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Capital Additions (includes AFUDC) Actual Actual Actual Forecast Budget Budget Budget
Asset Health & Reliability $81.6  $87.3  $122.8 | $116.8 $168.9 | $180.8  $205.0
é,fgig)c ed Grid Intelligence & Security )0 g47  g22  §77 $88.6  $1187  $131.2
Electric Vehicle Program (EVP) $0.0 $0.5 $0.1 $4.9 $79.1 $69.7 $60.5
New Business $63.3  $56.3  $56.6 | $61.4 $60.5 $61.3 $61.5
Capacity $10.6  $122  $33.4  $§59.7 $33.2 $41.4 $53.0
Mandates $21.6  $29.2  $26.4  $42.8 $28.0 $29.2 $33.5
Tools and Equipment $2.5 $2.5 $4.9 $8.6 $12.6 $14.1 $14.3
Solar ($13.2) ($2.1) %246  ($314.7) (80.2) (30.0) (80.0)
Total $166.4 $190.6 $271.0 | $287.3 $470.7  $515.2  $558.9

These Tables also illustrate how Distribution’s capital investments can vary on a year-
to-year basis depending on the specific work that is necessary to meet the needs of
both our customers and our business. As also noted above, in certain years,
Distribution’s capital investments may be lower to support increased investments by
other business areas of the Company. Conversely, Distribution’s capital investment
levels may increase in years when we are working on major initiatives, and capital
additions necessarily increase when those initiatives are placed in service.

Finally, these Tables also illustrate the incremental capital increases for 2022-2024
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over previous years are the result of greater investment in the following budget
categories: Asset Health and Reliability, EVs, AGIS, Capacity, and Tools and
Equipment. As discussed in detail in Ms. Bloch’s testimony in our pending multi-year
rate case, this increase in investments is necessary to maintain the safety, reliability,
and resiliency of the distribution system and to meet the requirements of a modern

grid.
D. Budget Vintage Comparison

The Department requested that we reconcile and explain the budgets we have
reported in our most recent three annual IDP filings (2019 IDP, 2020 Compliance,
and 2021 IDP)."® We note that in each IDP filing, we provide a discussion and batr
charts that illustrate how our actual spending over a 5-year reference period compares
to our 5-year forward budget by IDP category — with explanations for any significant
increases or decreases over time.

As we discuss in the IDP and above in this Section, when a five-year budget is created
and approved, the first-year budget is essentially “locked in.” However, budgets for
the subsequent two to five years are reevaluated in the next budgeting cycle and will
necessarily change in response to new developments and as business requirements
change. As we get closer to when spending will occur, our forecasts become more
refined, based on more relevant information for the upcoming period, and forecasted
expenditures are adjusted accordingly. This is particularly true for Distribution, which
is the final connection to our customers. As such, the current forecast compared to
past actuals paired with an explanation of what is driving the changes is the most
meaningful information about what is going on in the business area. While we
provide the reconciliation the Department requested in this Reply, it has been
administratively burdensome and misplaces the focus, which should be on actuals
compared to plans, as currently required.

1. Overall Summary of Budget 1 intages

As also discussed above, historical levels of investments are no longer sufficient to
maintain our system and we are now reaching the point where many of our assets are
at or are past their anticipated useful life. As a result, we have been forecasting for
several years the need for greater investments to ensure that we are able to replace
assets that are in poor condition, like poles and overhead wires, and that we are able
to replace assets closer to their estimated useful life, like substation transformers. We
initially referred to this in our 2019 IDP as the “incremental system investment” or

18 Department Comments at 20-21.
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IST initiative. These investments will allow us to maintain reliable service for our
customers and will also allow us to harden our system as appropriate to make it more
resilient to extreme weather events. We provide a snapshot of the overall budget
vintages below to illustrate the narrative that follows:

Table 4: Distribution Overall Budget Comparison
2019 — 2020 — 2021 Vintage

IDP 5-Year Budget YOY DELTA

2019 2020 2021 2020 2021

IDP Category (sm) ($m) (sm) (sM) (sm)
Age-Related Replacements and Asset Renewal S 406 S 718 S 860 S 312 §$ 142
New Customer Projects and New Revenue S 193 S 188 S 199 S (5) S 11
System Expansion or Upgrades for Capacity S 188 S 237§ 241§ 50 §$ 4
Projects related to Local (or other) Government-Requirements S 145 S 186 S 182 S 41 S (4)
System Expansion or Upgrades for Reliability and Power Quality S 488 S 238 S 205 S (251) S (33)
Other S 192 S 239§ 238 § 47 S (0)
Metering S 18 § 30 S 15 § 12 S (15)
Grid Modernization and Pilot Projects S 440 S 411 §$ 741 S (29) $ 330
TOTAL $ 2069 $ 2247 $ 2681 S 177 $ 434

2. 2020 Compared to 2019

In 2020, there is a $177 million increase in the 5-year budget over the 5-year budget
established in 2019. The drivers of this increase were due to an increased focus on
asset renewal, risk minimization and grid readiness (for electrification, for example),
specific initiatives associated with EV programs and pilots, and Distribution’s portion
of corporate cyber security and fiber buildout requirements, partially offset by
decreases in system expansion or upgrades for reliability and power quality, and grid
modernization and pilot projects. We discuss the changes in the various categories in
more detail below.
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Table 5: Narrative Summary of Changes from the 2019 to 2020 5-Year Budget

IDP Budget Category
and Change from 2019

Drivers

Age-Related
Replacements and
Asset Renewal: $312M

The ISI placeholder from 2019 was deconstructed and reallocated to existing/new
programs throughout the budget. A significant portion of the ISI dollars moved
to Asset Renewal, driving a $312M increase to this category.

Funds were allocated to new and existing programs to replace aging infrastructure
including substation end of life programs network end of life programs and other
asset renewal programs to replace aging line equipment.

Funds were allocated to large discrete projects targeting end of life equipment or
whole substation rebuilds were also identified including projects to address issues
at Daytons Bluff and Aldrich substations.

Funds were allocated to a large discrete project to relocate St. Paul feeders out of
the tunnel system -

Storm restoration reserves were also increased based on current storm restoration
trends.

New Customer Projects
and New Revenue:

($5M)

Updated customer growth rates and historical trends driving a decrease in this
category. Budgets are based on customer growth rates, meter set forecast, cost per
meter, and current area trends. Adjusted as needed in the current year, reset
annually based on previous year’s results, and updated growth projections.

System Expansion or
Upgrades for Capacity:
$50M

The ISI placeholder was deconstructed and reallocated to existing/new programs
throughout the budget. A portion of the ISI dollars moved to Capacity driving a
$50M increase in this category.

Funds were allocated to Capacity to robustly address capacity overloads and
contingency risks, including high consequence contingency risks, due to an overall
direction to reduce capacity risks.

Funds were allocated to new programs geared at grid readiness for electrification
including the Grid Reinforcement program.

Projects Related to
Local (or other)
Government-
Requirements: $41M

Increasing historical trends driving a $41M increase to this category. Mandates ate
externally driven relocation projects. Assuming historical increasing trends would
continue and given the reactionary nature of this program (no flexibility) budgets
were funded at similar increasing trends.

System Expansion or
Upgrades for Reliability

The ISI placeholder was deconstructed and reallocated to existing/new programs
throughout the budget. A significant portion of the ISI dollars moved from

and Power Quality: Reliability to Asset Renewal and Capacity driving a significant decrease in this
($251M) category.
Strategic initiatives driving a $47M increase to this category including Cyber
Security and Fiber Buildout. Cyber Security addresses critical infrastructure
Other: $47M protection and Fiber Buildout upgrades communication lines inside our

substations. Funds were allocated to the Network Monitoring program based on
monitoring and communication needs and transformer purchases based on
increasing demand and customer growth rates.

Metering: $12M

Uncertainty around the timing of AMI driving the increase to this category.
Generally, meter putrchases align with new business/customer growth
assumptions, the uptick in this cycle was in relation to timing of AMI and impacts
on meter purchases. Once the timing was solidified, the funding was adjusted to
be more in line with previous trends.

Grid Modernization and
Pilots: ($29M)

AGIS decreased due to the removal of initiatives that were not certified.
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3. 2021 Compared to 2020

In 2021, there is a $434 million increase in the 5-year budget over the budget
established in 2020. The drivers of this increase were the EV Program, AGIS and an
increased focus on asset renewal, risk minimization and grid readiness, partially offset
by decreases in system expansion or upgrades for reliability and power quality, and
metering expenses. We discuss the changes in the various categories in more detail
below.
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Table 6: Narrative Summary of Changes from the 2020 to 2021 5-Year Budget

IDP Budget Category
and Change from 2020

Drivers

Age-Related
Replacements and
Asset Renewal: $142M

A combination of increasing historical trends, increasing failure rates in the pole
replacement program and increased focus on Asset Renewal (reallocation from
Reliability) driving the increase in this category.

Funds were allocated to routines and failure reserves due to increasing historical
trends and the assumption trends would continue.

Funds were allocated to pole replacements based on current failure rates, testing
schedules and cost per unit.

Funds were allocated to asset renewal programs targeted at replacing assets prior to
failure including substation ELR programs targeting substation equipment and line
ELR programs targeting line equipment. Increasing funds based on current life
cycle analysis and desire to minimize reliability concerns.

New Customer Projects
and New Revenue:
$11M

Current customer growth rates, meter set forecast, cost per meter, and current area
trends drove the decrease in this category. Adjusted as needed in the current year,

reset annually based on previous year’s results. Fluctuations in this category can be
driven by customer driven projects (not always known at the time of budget create)

System Expansion or
Upgrades for Capacity:
$4M

Continued strong focus to minimize risk associated with overloads, contingencies
and high-consequence contingencies drove an increase to this category.

Projects Related to
Local (or other)
Government-
Requirements: $4M

Historical trends drove an increase to this category.

System Expansion or
Upgrades for Reliability
and Power Quality:
($32M)

Increased focus on overhead asset renewal driving a ($32M) decrease in the
category. FFunds were reallocated from reliability to Asset Renewal.

Other: $0M

Consistent with previous IDP — no changes.

Metering: ($15M)

Uncertainty around the timing of AMI deployment drove a decrease to this
category. Generally, meter purchases align with new business/customer growth
assumptions; the downtick in this cycle was in relation to timing of AMI and
impacts on meter purchases. Once the timing was solidified, the funding was
adjusted to be more in line with previous trends.

Grid Modernization and
Pilots: $330M

EV programs primarily drove the $330M increase to this category. EV increased by
$278M due to planned expenditures for approved and proposed programs and
rebates, including Residential EV Charging, Residential EV Service Pilot, Fleet EV
Service and Public Charging Infrastructure Pilots, Residential EV Subscription
Service Pilot, EV Accelerate At Home, and Multi-Dwelling Unit (MDU) EV
Service Pilot.’” AGIS increased by $51M due to the addition of FLISR back into the
current 5-year plan and aligning the FAN budget with the latest deployment plan.

III.

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE IDP CONTENT

19 As some of these programs have a term of less than the 5-year budget period, the budget reflects some
assumptions about the continuation of those programs.
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A. Information to Assess Prudence of Distribution Investment Strategies
and Expenditures

As part of its assessment of the Commission’s planning objectives, the Department
references the need to assess the reasonableness of the Company’s investment
strategies and decisions as part of its IDP evaluation — and that additional information
is necessary to accomplish that goal.’

As we discuss in Section I above and the body of our Reply, the IDP is not a cost
recovery proceeding and not the proper regulatory forum to assess prudency of
distribution system management costs. Further, the Department implies that a CBA is
necessary to any evaluation, which is not the case. We have an obligation to serve our
customers, and that means that some investments are necessary and will not have
corresponding benefits of the kind that are typically considered in a CBA. Further,
distribution maintenance and operations costs are assessed for prudence in a rate case.
As the Department recognizes,” the Annual Electric Service Quality Report provides
the proper forum for reliability and resilience assessment; the parallel holds true with
respect to a rate case or rider proceeding and prudence evaluations.

Relatedly, as part of its review of Planning Objective #2, the Department
recommends the Commission require the Company to provide information to assess
reasonableness of proposed costs related to customer-facing programs:

The Department recommends that in future filings the Commission require Xcel to
provide the following information that will allow for an independent verification of
the reasonableness of the proposed incurred costs related to customer-facing utility
offerings and programs:

e Xcel’s internal benefit-cost analyses for reference and investment case
scenarios, including reasonably known and analyzed alternatives;

e Assumptions and data supporting the projected customer participation rates;
Sensitivity analysis for varying rates of adoption of proposed programs; and

e Discussion of how the proposed customer-facing utility offerings and
programs may interact with existing or proposed Conservation Improvement
Plan or Next Generation Energy Act programs.”

We do not object to providing this information on projects for which we are seeking
certification and have identified specific planned customer products or services to
accompany the investment, and that are included in a cost-benefit assessment.
Because the outcome of an IDP is not cost recovery or prudency determination,

20 Department Comments at 14.
21 14
22 Id. at 15.
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broad application of these recommended requirements would be misplaced.
B. Rate Impact Analysis

CEV recommended that the Commission require Xcel Energy to provide a detailed
analysis of projected bill impacts and affordability of all its planned distribution
system investments over time.*

First, IDPs provide a view of capital expenditures — not revenue requirements, which
would be necessary to perform an analysis of customer bill impacts. Development of
revenue requirements and customer bill impacts is done in a rate case or other cost
recovery proceeding such as a Rider. Second, conducting individual analyses on
different project costs would be overly burdensome and provide limited value. Any
class-based rate impact analysis is imperfect and decreases in value as we move out in
time because these analyses apply current jurisdiction and class allocations to future
revenue requirements and does not account for any allocation shifts that may occur
through future class cost of service studies. Because any rate or bill impact analysis is
illustrative at best outside the context of a rate recovery proceeding, such analyses in
the IDP would, inherently, provide little “actionable and transparent information to
those who do not have energy and regulatory expertise.” That said and as CEV notes,
we did provide an estimated bill impact of Distributed Intelligence as part of our
request for certification, and we are committed to providing a similar analysis for
certification requests in the future.

C. Incorporating Equity into the IDP

CEV and the City of Minneapolis discussed equity broadly in their comments, and
suggested additions and modifications to the Commission’s filing requirements and
planning objectives to explicitly incorporate equity considerations. We appreciate
these comments and the support expressed for equity-informed planning and equity
initiatives broadly. As we discuss below, we believe any changes to IDP planning
objectives or filing requirements should be an outcome of the forthcoming equity
docket that will explore with stakeholders how we best incorporate equity into
planning, analysis, and reporting.

CEV proposes that the Commission’s principles for incorporating grid equity into
distribution planning should be based on “proactive listening to and acting upon the
needs of communities” who have been most impacted by past pollution and high
energy burden, are likely to be most impacted by climate change, and suffer legacies of

23 CEV Comments at 17-19.
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economic and social marginalization. CEV further proposes that a grid equity
approach should direct energy system investments in a way that generates wealth,
shares decision-making power, and generates resilience from disruption for these
communities.* Indeed, this is an apt desctiption of the approach the Company has
taken in designing the RMP in partnership with the three project hosts. The
neighborhoods served by the North Minneapolis Community Resiliency Hub,
Sabathani Community Center, and the Minneapolis American Indian Center fit the
above description, having been impacted by past and present disparities in wealth,
pollution, and decision-making power.> The RMP seeks to address these patterns,
build these communities’ resilience in view of their expected greater vulnerability to
future climate change and other emergencies, and ensure that the communities

themselves are designing the effort and defining their own best interest. We discuss
the RMP further in Section IV of this Attachment.

The City of Minneapolis suggests that equity be centered in the distribution planning
process and suggests that the Commission require community engagement and
stakeholder workshops to this effect, and document and incorporate feedback in the
next IDP. The City also suggests that the Company include equity-focused metrics in
NWA and hosting capacity analyses.?® Minneapolis commends the incorporation of
equity objectives in designing the RMP:
As Xcel details in their Resilient Minneapolis Project section, there are several equity
objectives in selecting potential host sites, such as reducing energy burden, increasing
equitable access to renewable energy, providing workforce training, and addressing
environmental justice concerns. That process is an excellent example of this type of

assessment and inclusion of metrics that we would like to see expanded to all NWA
analysis.”’

We find the recommendations from CEV and the City of Minneapolis consistent with
new equity requirements included in the verbal approval of an equity-focused
Decision Option E15 during the Commission’s February 8, 2022 deliberations on our
IRP in Docket No. E002/RP-19-368, as discussed in the body of this Reply.

We are confident that we and our stakeholders can work to address these important
issues in the forthcoming equity docket, and we will seek to reach a consensus with
stakeholders regarding how we incorporate equity into planning, analysis, and
reporting. As such, we do not believe CEV’s or the City of Minneapolis’ proposed

2 CEV comments at 9-10.

%5 See Fresh Energy’s comments at 15 for an analysis of how the neighborhoods surrounding the RMP host
sites meet criteria for high proportion People of Color and low median incomes.

26 City of Minneapolis comments at 6-8.

27 City of Minneapolis comments at 9.
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additions to the planning objectives are necessary or approptiate at this time.*
1. Defining Grid Equity

CEV offers definitions of energy equity (“the fair distribution of the benefits and
burdens of energy production and consumption”)® and energy justice (“the distribution
of costs and benetfits from the generation, distribution, and consumption of energy;
the process of energy decision making; the recognition of unequal historical energy
system impacts; and the need for the energy system to move towards a restorative
justice frame”)™ to inform a potential Commission definition of grid equity. CEV also
suggests critetia that are “key prerequisites” for grid equity.”

The Company appreciates these proposed definitions and examples. Indeed, the
desire to improve energy equity has been a key driver of the RMP — both in relation to
outcomes (access to solar, batteries, and microgrids to improve resiliency) and process
(active engagement with BIPOC-led organizations at every step in the design of this
proposed initiative). We see an opportunity to incorporate such considerations and
“prerequisites” in other parts of our distribution planning as well, and the equity-
driven process the Company will shortly be launching as an outcome of our IRP
docket, as discussed above and in the body of our Reply Comments, will serve as an
appropriate forum to further discuss and formulate these considerations.

2. Equity in IDP Filing Requirements

In addition, CEV recommends changes to the IDP filing requirements that would:**

e Add insights gained from locational reliability/equity analysis to the 5-yeat
Action Plan and 10-year long-term plan,

e Require a locational reliability/equity analysis, i.e., an analysis of the extent to
which planned investments will advance the goals of ensuring affordable,
equitable service quality, reliability and capacity in disadvantaged communities,
and

28 CEV comments at 13-16.

2 Chandra Farley et al, Advancing Equity in Utility Regulation, U.S. Department of Energy Grid Modernization
Laboratory Consortium (Nov. 2021).

30 Gabriel Chan and Alexandra Klass, Regulating for Energy Justice, New York University Law Review
(forthcoming 2022), at p. 7 (available at https://sstn.com/abstract=4032969) (advance copy used with
authors’ permission).

31 CEV comments at 11.

32 CEV Comments at 15-16.
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e Require an overview of steps taken to promote grid equity based on input from
community stakeholders, and the extent to which planned investments are
responsive to stakeholder feedback and community-specific energy-specific
plans.

While we appreciate and support CEV’s — and many other parties’ — interest in equity,
we do not support these additional filing requirements in the IDP, because the
locational reliability work is occurring in other regulatory forums — namely, in the
Safety, Reliability, and Service Quality docket (Docket No. E002/M-20-4006) and the
Performance-Based Ratemaking docket (Docket No. E002/CI-17-401). We also
expect these issues to be discussed and reported on in the forthcoming equity docket

discussed above. That said, we are happy to include a summary of those efforts in our
2023 IDP.

D. Integration of Distributed Energy Resources

In this Section, we address comments regarding DER.
1. Alignment of DER Forecasting and Modeling

In Comments, CEV recommends the Company be required to use consistent DER
forecasting, modeling, and planning for DER in both IRP and IDP cases.” The
Department makes a similar suggestion regarding alignment between IDP and IRP
planning processes, especially related to forecasting of DER.*

In response, we note that the Commission adopted Decision Option E3 during its
recent IRP deliberations, which already addresses several of the topics raised by CEV
and the Department, including alignment between IDP and IRP forecasting. While
the written Order is forthcoming, we anticipate it to read:

E3.Require Xcel to take the following steps to better align distribution and resource planning,
including:
a. Set DER forecasts consistently in the IRP and IDP.
b. Conduct advanced forecasting to better project the levels of DER deployment at a
feeder level, using Xcel’s advanced planning tool.
c. Proactively plan investments in hosting capacity and other necessary system capacity to
allow distributed generation and EV additions consistent with the DER forecast.
d. Improve non-wires alternatives analysis, including market solicitations for deferral
opportunities to make sure Xcel can take advantage of DERs to address discrete
distribution system costs.

33 CEV Comments at 24-25.
34 Department Comments at 22.
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e. Plan for aggregated DERSs to provide system value including energy/capacity during
peak hours.

We see no need for the Commission to duplicate this adopted Decision Option in this
docket, because the Company will already have the obligation through the IRP
outcome. However, should the Commission find it necessary to include the same
requirements in this docket, we request that the language in any Ordering Point be
identical to that in the forthcoming IRP Order, to ensure clarity for parties and the
Company.

2. DER Integration

Fresh Energy suggests that the Company be directed to provide various information
on policies governing cost allocation of system upgrades caused by DER integration
and details on proactive planning for grid investments in its next IDP.*> CEV also
suggests two new filing requirements related to DER integration and benefits:

Provide a narrative description of programs and policies that will be implemented to
mitigate barriers to DER integration. The Plan should describe how these programs
and policies are tailored to promote opportunities for enhanced system benefits
associated with wider deployment of DER technologies, including behind the meter
energy efficiency measures, and

Provide a discussion of how the Company is pursuing opportunities to capture system-
wide benefits through broad adoption of DER, including the use of DER to manage
local capacity constraints.”

In response, we clarify that an IDP is an informational filing, and as such, any
programs or policies such as those noted by Fresh Energy and CEV would be
developed in a separate proceeding. To the extent that occurs, we would be happy to
report on the status of that proceeding in our next IDP.

3. Hosting Capacity Analysis
Although Fresh Energy acknowledges there is a separate docket dedicated to Hosting

Capacity Analysis (HCA), Fresh Energy requests the Company to provide further

explanation in our IDP Reply of our treatment of Reverse Power Flow and

3 Fresh Energy Comments at 6-7.
36 CEV comments at 21-22.
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Unintentional Islanding thresholds in our HCA.*".

Our understanding of Fresh Energy’s request is that they are concerned about the
number of feeders where Reverse Power Flow and Unintentional Islanding are
limiting factors, and about how this aligns with the Company’s interconnection
requirements. As Fresh Energy noted in Comments, Reverse Power Flow becomes
problematic when it leads to unacceptable voltage, thermal, or system protection
violations. It should also be noted that Reverse Power Flow is also a concern in
regard to the capacity rating of substation transformers. When Reverse Power Flow is
stated as the maximum hosting capacity limit, it is indeed because of the voltage,
thermal, or protective issues that can be caused during these conditions.

Part of the improvement to our HCA process that considers these thresholds in
relation to where we have Voltage Supervisory Reclosing (VSR) on our system, is only
accounting for unintentional islanding violations where VSR is #o? present. Fresh
Energy mistakenly states that the interconnection process does not address the issue
of unintentional islanding, when we in fact require all grid-connected inverters to not
only provide anti-islanding protection — but to also undergo testing prior to
interconnection. That said, the HCA indeed aligns with the interconnection process as
it: (1) is only considered where VSR is not present, and is therefore a legitimate safety
concern, and (2) aligns with our interconnection study practice that requires VSR
protection be added at the interconnection customers expense if the study identifies a
risk for Unintentional Islanding, and (3) screens every affected feeder and identifies
potential violations in advance of interconnection applications being submitted. Our
synchronization of the HCA with this aspect of the interconnection process was
intentional, and that the HCA provide that initial screening for potential
Unintentional Islanding violations prior to in-depth interconnection studies being
performed.

4. IEEE Standard 1547-2018
In addition, Fresh Energy recommends adoption of the IEEE Std 1547-2018 default
inverter settings for volt-var with reactive power priority, and requests that we include

our smart inverter roadmap with this Reply.

We are wrapping up an engagement with ICF on this topic. In addition, EPRI is

37 As Fresh Energy notes in its Comments, our most recent Hosting Capacity Analysis in Docket No.
E002/M-21-767 will provide parties and the Company an opportunity to comment on these issues. The
Commission has issued its Notice of Comment Period and we will respond further in our Reply in that
proceeding. Fresh Energy Comments at 5-6.
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currently working with several utilities to study various conditions to support
recommended operating settings for inverters. Based on this, we anticipate being in a
position to share our roadmap for utilizing inverters that support IEEE 1547-2018
(smart inverters) in the third quarter of 2022. The actual usage of IEEE 1547-2018
inverters, however, will be dependent on when tested and certified inverters are
readily available which has been delayed into 2023.

E. DPossible Synergies Between Planned Infrastructure Investments and
DER Project-Driven Upgrades

Fresh Energy requests that the Company explain whether there is coordination
between our planned infrastructure projects and DER interconnection project-driven
upgrades resulting from interconnection application studies and any synergies from
such coordination.™

Any planned upgrades within the next two years and projects already in construction
are considered during an interconnection Facilities Study. Planned capital investments
such as reconductoring and feeder capacity and substation upgrades could provide
benefits to DER systems interconnecting to the grid. We have not estimated the
extent of potential synergies from this and are not able to do so in the timeline for
these Reply Comments; however, we are open to estimating those synergies in future

IDPs.
F. Forecasting and Planning

In this section, we respond to questions, issues, and requests for additional
information related to aspects of our forecasting and planning.

1. Integrated Forecasting

In Comments, CEV, the City of Minneapolis, and Fresh Energy provided
recommendations regarding our forecasting and planning. Generally, these
recommendations are related to consistency between the IRP and IDP, including the
consideration of local clean energy goals in our forecasting and planning. In making
these recommendations, parties acknowledged that the Commission verbally
approved an IRP Decision Option as part of its February 8, 2022 consideration of our
IRP that requires such alignment of forecasting and planning in the IRP and IDP.”

3 Fresh Energy Comments at 8. CEV Comments at 22-23, Fresh Energy at 2, City of Minneapolis at 16-18
% Fresh Energy Comments at 2; CEV comments at 23.
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We clarify that the Commission previously required the Company to align its forecasts
as much as practicable and to consider local clean energy goals in the IDP — and the
Commission’s verbal decision in the IRP on this topic was based on that that existing
IDP requirement. As such, we believe our existing IDP requirements and those in the
forthcoming IRP Order will fully address the Commission’s expectations regarding
integrated planning — and therefore, it is not necessary to repeat the requirements for
the IDP. That said, if the Commission determines it is necessary to also memorialize
these requirements in the IDP, we request that they be stated identical to the IRP to
ensure clarity for the Company and parties. For clarity, we outline the specific, verbal
IRP Decision Options that we believe fully address these topics:

[D6.] Require Xcel to account for local clean energy goals, in aggregate, in
forecasting and modeling for the IRP. In particular, distributed generation in
the plan should include consideration of local community generation goals.

[D11.] Require Xcel to account for anticipated effects of advanced rate design,
demand response, and any other efforts to shift customer demand in its next
IRP.

[D13.] Require Xcel to develop and/or improve base case adoption forecasts of the
following technologies to include in its overall demand forecast for its next
IRP filing, either through its Integrated Distribution System Plan
proceedings, or through another stakeholder process.

Light, medium, and heavy-duty electric vehicle adoption

. Electric space heating adoption

Electric water heating adoption

. Electrification of other end uses

Increased potential for demand response and load flexibility from an

increase in electrification of the technologies in a — d

Distributed solar adoption, including customer sited, community

solar gardens, and non-customer sited/non-CSG distributed solar

o0 o

aa}

Finally we note CEV’s comments that suggest Minnesota does not have a
transmission planning process that is analogous to the IRP or IDP, and the
Commission should encourage discussion of transmission planning in the IRP and
IDP processes.* We note that we heavily participate in the planning processes
overseen by the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO), and report
biennially on out transmission projects, most recently in Docket No. E999/M-21-111,
as required under Minn. Stat. § 216B.2425. Transmission planning and considerations
are also discussed in our IRP as it relates to the NSP System and our long-term IRP
planning horizon. In the IDP, we discuss transmission planning in the context of
distribution system impacts on the transmission system and how we are coordinating

40 CEV comments at 23.
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our planning at all levels of the system — bulk system resource level, the transmission
system, and the distribution system as required by existing IDP requirement 3.A.5.
No further requirements are necessary or appropriate.

2. Use of LoadSEER Capabilities

In this Section, we respond to Fresh Energy’s recommendations regarding our use of
LoadSEER and the incorporation of net load, beneficial electrification, and demand-
side management (DSM) into distribution planning and forecasting.*!

Before we address these specific topics however, we note that LoadSEER is a new
advanced planning tool for Xcel Energy and in the industry. As such, as we expand
our use of LoadSEER, we anticipate that it will be an iterative process because our
initial attempts to incorporate planning inputs that are novel for distribution system
planning, such as net load, demand-side management (IDSM), and electrification will
be challenging and require refinement over time. As such, we expect our reliance on
planning results that include these assumptions will be an evolution, rather than a
bright line implementation on a date certain.

1. Use of Net and Native Load in Distribution System Planning

Fresh Energy recommends the prioritization of net load in our forecasts and system
planning for the 2023 IDP, including presentation of a proposed methodology.* We
are currently assessing the best approach to incorporate net load into our forecasting
and risk analysis. Specifically, we are working toward being able to create a net load
forecast in addition to the native load forecast we currently use for each of our feeders
and banks within LoadSEER. We intend to include the results of this broader
analysis in our 2023 IDP. We are also working toward determining the methodology
for appropriately using net load forecast information in our planning process and risk
analysis. This is a very important consideration. We must remain mindful of the
Company’s operational practices while creating our forecasting and risk analysis
methodologies, and be careful that we are not planning the system based on
conditions that do not and/or could not exist operationally. Similarly, we must
continue to be sure that our plans adequately ensure our provision of safe and reliable
electric service to our customers.

We note that Fresh Energy included with their Comments, a Southern California
Edison (SCE) methodology for how they use net load forecasts in their planning

# Fresh Energy Comments at 2-5.
#2 Fresh Energy Comments at 2-4.
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process. We note that every utility’s system is different, every utility’s risk tolerance is
different, and there is currently no broadly accepted industry standard methodology
ot set of assumptions. So, while SCE’s assumptions and methodology work for their
system, we need to determine what assumptions and what risk tolerance is most
appropriate for our system. Similarly, various utilities have their own methodologies
to forecast net load, but the industry lacks a well-accepted, standardized method for
net load forecasting.

1. Load-Moditying Impacts of DSM

Fresh Energy suggested that the Commission require the Company to incorporate the
load-modifying impacts of DSM in its system-wide, substation, and feeder-level
forecasts.*” CEV suggested that the Commission ensure DER modeling, forecasting,
and program planning functions are treated consistently in the Company’s distribution
and resource plans.* As we discuss below, we have done some of the foundational
work to prepare for a future where we will be able to factor DSM into our feeder and
substation-level planning, but there is more work to do before we can incorporate it
with any sense of certainty into our planning process.

At the system-wide level, we currently develop a Base System Peak Demand forecast
that includes the peak hour impacts of energy efficiency and distributed solar. We use
this forecast in distribution system planning. We also create a Net System Peak
Demand forecast, which equals the Base System Peak Demand forecast, less all
demand response (Savet’s Switch and Interruptible/Peak Control programs, for
example). At a system level, we reduce the energy forecast by expected energy
efficiency achievements, but not demand response because the impact is too small to
affect total energy at the system-wide level, due to the relatively few hours in which
demand response is called.

At the substation and feeder levels, we intend to incorporate the load modifying
impacts of DSM into our planning process using LoadSEER. As an initial matter, we
note that energy efficiency is embedded in our Base System Peak Demand forecast
and therefore our distribution forecasts. So, in this case, this discussion of
incorporating DSM impacts into forecasting effectively — for now — means
incorporating demand response impacts.

We have taken initial steps with LoadSEER toward this future capability by
integrating customer demand response program enrollment data (i.e., Savers Switch,

# Fresh Energy Comments at 4.
# CEV Comments at 24-20.
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AC Rewards, etc.) with our initial implementation of LoadSEER,; this data is also
updated on an ongoing basis through an integration with Salesforce. As is the case
with the system-wide forecast, the nature of demand response is a challenge, because
it is not a permanent reduction in load, and it is often behaviorally dependent. Also,
we traditionally have utilized demand response at an NSP System level, with specified
agreements to control for MISO during system events. So, properly reflecting it in our
system planning analysis at the distribution feeder and substation level is challenging.
To illustrate, if we were to simply incorporate demand response into our forecasts at
the substation and feeder levels, we would be assuming that demand response could
be specifically only targeted to a feeder or group of feeders based on distribution
need, which is not at all the case.

There are also further challenges with how to propetly reflect and use DSM data for
distribution system planning. Some of the additional considerations and challenges we
are currently assessing, and that will take ongoing work to solve and develop include:
(1) forecasts for customer enrollment in DSM programs into the future; this could
potentially be derived from a system-wide DSM impact forecast, but we would have
to develop assumptions or a methodology to forecast its geographic dispersion; (2) we
will need hourly load shapes by customer type and program that show how much we
should expect the loading of a customer to be reduced upon activation of specific DR
programs; we expect our implementation of AMI to be very helpful to this end; and,
(3) energy efficiency is already embedded in the corporate forecast, from which we
derive projected year-over-year load growth.

As we noted above, we have done some of the foundational necessary to prepare for
a future that factors DSM into our distribution-level planning, but there is more work
to do before we can more fully incorporate and rely on the planning results to meet
our customers’ energy needs every hour of every day.

iii. Electrification Scenarios

Fresh Energy suggested that the Commission direct the Company to incorporate
building, transportation, and industrial electrification scenarios into its system-wide,
substation, and feeder-level forecasts.* CEV suggested that the Commission ensure
DER modeling, forecasting, and program planning functions are treated consistently
in the Company’s distribution and resource plans.*

As noted above, the Commission-adopted Decision Options in the IRP docket

4 Fresh Energy Comments at 5.
4 CEV Comments at 24-20.
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already aligns with these recommendations. We fully expect to engage with
stakeholders on these issues and align these forecasts, and we do not object to Fresh
Energy’s suggestion that we host two stakeholder workgroup meetings by December
1, 2022, as this suggestion also aligns with the anticipated IRP Order.*’

That said, we are currently working to more fully incorporate the impacts of
transportation electrification and building electrification into our system-wide
forecasts. For EVs, we can create system-level forecasts for various vehicle segments
(light duty, medium duty, and heavy duty), although light-duty vehicles account for
the majority of EVs currently. As we further develop these system-level forecasts,
LoadSEER’s capabilities can help us incorporate them in future distribution planning
torecasts. We are working through the complexities associated with how we propetly
apply the inputs in a substation- and feeder-level forecast.

With respect to building and industrial electrification, we are actively laying the
groundwork for new programs to enable electrification under both the Energy
Conservation and Optimization (“ECO”) Act and NGIA — both of which will allow
new electrification programs and measures if certain criteria are met. We recognize
that these types of electrification have the ability to significantly impact the loading on
the distribution system in the long term — including the possibility of shifting the
teeders from summer peaking to winter peaking. At the system-wide level, we are
beginning to develop forecast methodologies for building-electrification and expect to
include those in our next IDP. However, for distribution system planning purposes,
we will also need to develop a methodology to incorporate those impacts into
LoadSEER. We expect this to be a topic for discussion with stakeholders as we
implement the Commission’s forthcoming IRP Order Points related to electrification,
torecasting, and IDP-IRP alignment.

We confirm that we understand the need and importance of incorporating EVs and
other electrification into our forecasting, and have already been and will continue to
work on finding ways to do so.

G. Non-Wires Alternatives Analysis

In Comments, the City of Minneapolis made several recommendations with regard to
the methodology used to consider non-wites alternatives (“NWA”).* We proposed a
significant shift in the way that we evaluate NWAs beginning with our 2022 analysis
that is more wholistic in that it better recognizes a broader set of potential benefits

47 Fresh Energy Comments at 5.
4 City of Minneapolis Comments at 12-16.
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from NWA — and that more closely mirrors what we expect an NWA procurement
process might look like. We welcome the City’s feedback.

1. Energy Efficiency and 1oad Forecasts

With regard to inclusion of energy efficiency, we note that energy efficiency trends are
already incorporated in the load forecast, and so the load reduction benefit from
energy efficiency is already accounted for in our risk assessment. However,
incremental energy efficiency gains beyond the current trends are not included in our
initial NWA screening process. This is a simplifying assumption we use, because risks
can generally be solved in a more cost-effective and timely manner with other DER
types such as BESS, solar, and demand response/load flexibility. Even so, this does
not exclude energy efficiency from being considered for inclusion in NWAs. Our
proposed methodology includes an assumption that there would be an open
solicitation process that is technology agnostic. Therefore, any bid that can solve the
projects risks cost-effectively can be a viable alternative and will be considered,
regardless of DER type(s). The initial NWA screening process is a coarse filter that
serves to exclude projects that are either infeasible from an engineering perspective or
that have costs vastly outweighing the benefits. Projects that are close in terms of
costs and benefits will not be excluded by the initial screening.

2. Wider Range of Grid Constraints

With regard to the recommendation that NWAs be considered for a wider range of
grid constraints, we clarify that reliability and resilience issues are caused by a broad
range of hazards and conditions — the most common of which are wildlife and
vegetation contact, weather, human error, aging equipment, and overloads. NWAs
have no effect on nearly all of these outage causes, with the exception of overloads.
However, potential overloads are already captured in our annual planning cycle and
are already accounted for and considered for NWAs. In some cases, an NWA may be
able to supply power to customers in the case of an extended outage. However, this
benefit would be reflected in an NWA cost-benefit analysis, but would not directly be
a reason for considering an NWA. Again, this is also captured in our annual system
planning cycle. The risk of an extended outage would be captured as an N-1 risk and
the NWA would be considered as a potential mitigation.

3. Ten-Year Timeline

With regard to the ten-year timeline, we clarify that ten years is the anticipated
contract term for load relief services that would be provided by an NWA. This does
not mean that the Company would not consider NWAs for near-term planning needs
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(e.g., needs 3-5 years out), provided there is adequate time to evaluate, solicit, and
place the NWA into operation. However, there are several factors that led us to a
standard term of ten years instead of a shorter term for load relief services.

First, one of the key drivers of NWA value is the deferral value of the project, which
is related to the concept of time value of money. In simple terms, the longer a
traditional project can be deferred, the greater potential benefit that can accrue to the
NWA project through the application of the time value of money. In other words,
projects that have shorter deferral periods would be comparatively more costly in
relation to their benefits than projects with a longer deferral period such as the 10-
year period included in our analysis.

Second, a longer project timeline results in a more efficient engineering and regulatory
process. The time committed to identify, screen, and propose NWAs is significant. It
will take approximately 1.5 years to perform the initial NWA cost screening and
conduct a technology-neutral solicitation. In addition, we expect it would take at least
one year for third-parties to develop and commission NWAs. Repeating this
approximate three-year process on a cadence of less than a 10-year deferral period is
inefficient.

Third, both developers and their investors prefer long-term, stable cash flows. It can
be difficult to finance and sell projects that have shorter contract terms. In addition,
the useful asset lives of many projects such as those we expect may be proposed for
NWAs (e.g. batteries, solar PV) are a minimum of ten years.

4. Dollar Value Threshold

With regard to the current $2 million threshold contained in the IDP requirements,
we agree with the City that some threshold is necessary. We have discussed in past
IDPs the reasons we believe $2 million is the right threshold at this time, and we
continue to believe those same reasons continue to be relevant and pertinent. There
is practical limitation to how many potential NWAs can be analyzed during a given
period. Further, it continues to be is less likely that there will be viable NWAs for
smaller distribution projects given the costs of the possible NWA infrastructure at this
time.

5. Discount Rate

We used the WACC as the discount rate for the reasons discussed above in Section
I.C. As we have discussed, we generally use WACC to analyze the cost-effectiveness
of proposed projects. We acknowledge however, in some specific instances it may be
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appropriate to use a different rate for particular analyses — and that there may be merit
in further exploring the use of other discount rates in the specific context of NWA
analysis in our next NWA analysis. Ultimately, the discount rate(s) used in NWA
analysis should be consistent with the value stream assessed (e.g., utility costs, society,
customer). The matter is not binary as some comments suggest. To the extent the
Commission decides to establish a prescriptive framework for NWA analysis or
prescriptive aspects of such an analysis, the issue of discount rate should be carefully
considered in the context of its effect on the analysis and the outcomes on all
customers.

With regard to the specific suggestion to use the same discount rate for NWAs that is
used in the referenced Conservation Improvement Program (CIP) customer-funded
programs, we clarify that there are two primary discount rates that were set in the
February 11, 2020 Otder in Docket No. E999/CIP-18-783. A Societal Discount Rate
of 3.02% was required for use by all electric utilities in the Societal Cost Test, which is
used to determine which individual technologies may be allowed in the electric CIP
portfolio. This rate is based on the 2018 average of the United States Department of
Treasury’s 20-year Constant Maturity Rate. This test includes all costs and benefits of
customer-funded programs, including the cost of the equipment installed by
customers and environmental externalities. The breadth of the costs and benefits
included in this test is the rationale for the use of a more general, economy-wide
discount rate to be used. The Order also established a Utility Discount Rate of 5.38%
that is required for the Utility Cost test, which considers only the program costs of the
electric utilities and excludes environmental externalities. This rate was based on a
combination of the utility WACC and the Societal Discount Rate.

As we note above, there may be merit in further exploring the use of other discount
rates in the specific context of NWA analysis. However, caution is warranted in
merely adopting a rate established for a different purpose, and without fully vetting
the details and implications. Ultimately, the discount rate(s) used in NWA analysis
needs be consistent with the value stream being assessed. To the extent the
Commission wants to consider setting a prescriptive discount rate for NWA analysis,
the record in this IDP is not fully developed and ripe for a determination. We are
happy to engage in further dialogue or record development on this issue that will
contribute to the Commission’s careful consideration, and we welcome input from
other stakeholders who have not yet addressed the subject.

H. Other Items

As part of its assessment of the Company’s responsiveness to the Commission’s
planning objectives, the Department suggests more specificity in our descriptions of
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locations where certain topics are discussed; for example, safety.* The Commission’s
planning objectives are broad and may be addressed directly or indirectly in many
places throughout the IDP report, so correlating specific content to the planning
objectives as currently required by the Commission’s July 16, 2019 Order which stated
that the Company is to provide an analysis of how the information presented in the
IDP relates to each planning objective and the location of such information in the
IDP is subjective.”” Indeed, safety is central to everything that we do — and the word
“safety” appears 61 times in our filing. That said, the most relevant or informative
details about safety (or any given topic) may be different for each party or stakeholder.
Listing and citing to every statement that is related to safety and safe operation of our
system (or other topics contained in the Commission’s planning objectives) would be
administratively onerous and provide little value in exchange. That said, we recognize
that our IDP is voluminous, so we are open to replacing the current planning
objective to content mapping requirement with a keyword index of the Commission’s
planning objective topics in future IDPs. Such an index would be more
administratively streamlined and significantly lesson the subjectivity of creating the
connections between the planning objectives and the content — and, it would provide
users with a comprehensive tool to view related content.

We also note here, as discussed in more detail elsewhere in this Reply, we believe the
Department is measuring the content of our IDP in relation to the Commission’s
planning objectives and specific IDP requirements to a higher and different standard
than is intended for an IDP.

Finally, we note that we agree with recommendation by CEV and the Department
that the Commission consolidate all relevant requirements for our next IDP into a
single document that will help stakeholders understand the structure and context of
the IDP more easily and ensure the Company complies with all of the requirements.

IV. CERTIFICATION OF DISTRIBUTED INTELLIGENCE
FOUNDATIONAL INVESTMENTS AND INITIAL USE CASES

We respond to comments from the Department and Fresh Energy regarding
certification of our proposed DI investments in Section III of the body of our Reply

Comments. In this section, we respond to other recommendations and questions.

A. Requested Information Related to Customer and Third-Party Data

4 Department Comments at 13.
50 See Order Accepting Report, and Amending Requirements, Docket No. E002/CI-18-215, at Order Point 5
(July 16, 2019).
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Access

Fresh Energy noted in its Comments that the Company’s Xcel Energy affiliate
operating company, Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) entered into a
Settlement Agreement, and asked the Company to explain in Reply whether the
customer and third party customer data access provisions of the Settlement will be
handled the same in Minnesota.”' In summary, these issues will be implemented in
Minnesota generally consistent with how they will be addressed in PSCo, pending the
outcome of the Settlement Agreement.

On February 18, 2022, PSCo and the other parties in Proceeding No. 21A-0279E
filed a unanimous Settlement Agreement (Settlement). On March 7, 2022, the
Administrative Law Judge in that matter issued a Recommended Decision that
recommends approval of the Settlement. Unless exceptions are filed, or the Colorado
Commission issues a stay on its own motion in the interim, the Recommended
Decision will become the final decision of the Colorado Commission on March 28,
2022. The discussion below outlines the customer and third-party data provisions of
the Settlement and is based on the premise that it will be approved. If the Settlement
is not approved in Colorado, some issues might have to be revisited.

That said, we note that the Settlement is not binding on the Company in Minnesota —
and many of the provisions it contains, such as those addressing cost recovery in
Colorado, a Colorado pilot program regarding electric vehicles, or reporting to the
Colorado Commission, are simply not relevant to the deployment of DI in Minnesota.
However, issues of customer and customer-authorized third-party access to data and
the manner in which connectivity between meters and the Home Area Network
(HAN) is deployed are relevant in both Minnesota and Colorado; we plan on
addressing those issues in Minnesota generally consistent with how they will be
addressed in Colorado if the Settlement is approved.

With regard to HAN, the Company plans to first roll out its HAN mobile application,
which will initially have limited functionality, and then subsequently enable Bring
Your Own Device (BYOD) functionality that will allow Wi-Fi compatible devices
using the IEEE 2030.5 compatible devices to access the meter and obtain one-second
power (kW) and five-second energy (kWh) consumption data, with customer consent
(verified using a two-step authentication process). The HAN software development
kit provided to third parties pursuant to the Settlement will facilitate third-party
development of applications that can also be deployed in Minnesota. As in Colorado,
however, we cannot guarantee any particular customer’s ability to successfully connect

> Fresh Energy Comments at 12-13.
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with a meter via Wi-Fi as the distance between meter locations and Wi-Fi routers can
differ, as can the quality of customers’ internet connectivity and home Wi-Fi
networks.

The Settlement also provides for a second software development kit to developers.
This will facilitate the ability for customer-authorized third parties to remotely
connect to customer meters via the internet and customers’ Wi-Fi, and obtain one-
second data using the IEEE 2030.5 protocol. This second kit will also function with
the Company’s Minnesota meters. As with HAN connectivity, the Company cannot
guarantee the success of any particular connection given our lack of control over
customer Wi-Fi and internet connectivity and variances in meter locations.

In summary, the DI capabilities of the meters will be deployed in a manner that
tacilitates the development of third-party services using customer energy usage data,
with customer consent, to provide insights and services. The software development
kits issued by the Company pursuant to the Settlement will help third-party
developers create relevant products and services.

We further note that the Settlement does not require PSCo to install customer-chosen
third-party applications on its electric meters, and Xcel Energy does not plan on
allowing such functionality in either jurisdiction. The meters are crucial portions of
the Company’s electric distribution system and they are connected to our back-end
systems, including the secure Operational Technology zone. In order to maintain
cybersecurity and avoid potential operational issues, the only software installed on the
meters will be programs Xcel Energy itself selects after conducting appropriate due
diligence.

B.  City of Minneapolis Recommendations

In response to recommendations from the City of Minneapolis in its Comments that
the Company be required to provide an annual report regarding data shating,** we
note that issues of customer privacy, data release, and reporting regarding utility
customer data practices are already being addressed in Docket Nos. E999/CI-12-1344
and E,G999/M-19-505. To avoid duplication, any proposed new requirements
should be addressed in those dockets. We note that the Commission issued a Notice
for Comments in that proceeding, with initial Comments due April 1, 2022.

The City of Minneapolis also recommends that there be “an option to opt out of data
sharing” and that if the Company receives any income from “data sharing,” it offer a

52 City of Minneapolis Comments at 20.
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small bill credit to customers who share data. In response, we note that customer
consent and control are central tenets of our customer data practices, and therefore,
just as other data we maintain today, with DI, customers will have to affirmatively
consent to share their data with third parties. Customers will also have the option of
opting out of having an AMI meter installed at their premises.™ We further note that
we do not plan on generating income by selling customer data.

V. CERTIFICATION OF THE RESILIENT MINNEAPOLIS PROJECT

We outlined the robust support for our Resilient Minneapolis Project (RMP) and
responded to the Department’s Comments regarding RMP in Section IV of our Reply
Comments. We address additional comments from other parties here.

A. Preference for Local Union Labor

In its comments, Fresh Energy suggested that a preference for local union labor be
used in the procurement and bid evaluation process for the project.” The Company
has no objection to this recommendation; though we note this preference will need to
be balanced with our intention to apply supplier diversity criteria and give preference
to women- and minority-owned businesses in the RFP(s) for BESS equipment and
associated services.

B. Additional Reporting Requirements

Fresh Energy suggested that the Company be required to provide the following in the
Annual RMP reports the Company offered to submit as part of its RMP proposal:

a. Optional feedback from site hosts and community partners, using a form Xcel
distributes on an annual (or more frequent) basis, which invites partners to
discuss their experience participating in the project, its impact on the
organization or community, or other information partners wish to share with
the Commission.

b. Updates on the status of HVAC upgrades, building envelope upgrades, energy
efficiency measures, and/or demand response programs undertaken at any of
the RMP sites, to be provided in consultation with site hosts.

c. A discussion of the RMP program in comparison to battery and microgrid
programs/projects in Xcel’s other setvice territories, and how Xcel is

53 There ate one-time and recurring charges associated with this service. See Order in Docket No. E002/M-
20-592 (July 21, 2021).
> PFresh Energy Comments at 18.
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identifying and applying lessons learned across territories.

We have no objection to this recommendation. We clarify however, with respect to
item 2.b, we will only be able to provide updates as long as the RMP host(s) consent
to our release of information about their participation in Xcel Energy programs. In
the case of one of the hosts, Sabathani Community Center, we have worked with
Sabathani over the past year to identify existing programs and sources of funding for
its planned HVAC and building efficiency upgrades. We assisted Sabathani to
complete its LED lighting retrofit in 2021, leveraging CIP rebates, City of
Minneapolis cost share funds, and other resources to finance a lighting project that
will provide an estimated $28,000 in annual cost savings at no up-front cost to
Sabathani. We are providing funding assistance and partner connections to support
Sabathani’s evaluation of potential HVAC system retrofits and will continue to
support that effort going forward.

C.  City of Minneapolis Requests

The City of Minneapolis recommends the Commission approve certification of the
RMP and asks that the Company continue to work collaboratively with the
community hosts in the final development and implementation of the projects,
including working with the hosts to identify building loads that are most critical for
the resiliency hub during an outage as well as non-critical loads that could be curtailed
to extend battery capacity and sustain critical setvices.”” The Company supportts these
requests. We have worked closely with Renewable Energy Partners, Sabathani
Community Center, and the Minneapolis American Indian Center since mid-2021 on
the design of the RMP, and intend to continue doing so as we move into the
engineering, construction, and operational phases, should the Commission approve
the RMP. A key part of the design phase will be, as Minneapolis suggests, to identify
critical and non-critical loads within each of the RMP host buildings in order to
ensure the microgrids could support resiliency during an extended outage if necessary.

Minneapolis also commends several aspects of the RMP design, some of which echo
the equity and “procedural justice” requirements expected to be part of the
Commission’s forthcoming order in Docket No. E002/RP-19-368:

e Hxpanded consideration of community resilience as part of the project value.
Minneapolis does not suggest all benefits of community resilience need to be
quantified to have value,

e Supporting communities to determine their own needs, identify how to meet

> City of Minneapolis Comments at 23-25.
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those needs, and support partnerships that empower the community,

e [Leverage internal and external funds for energy efficiency and rooftop solar —
including building and HVAC improvements that, while not included in the
RMP budget, are equally important goals for the hosts,

e Increase investments in under-resourced and marginalized communities
through needed grid upgrades that improve resilient infrastructure, reduce
energy burden, and allow for more community-based generation,

e Provide an opportunity for utilities to develop projects that are responsive to
the community through focused stakeholder engagement, include equity
considerations as part of the criteria’s last selection process, and consider the
tull range of DERSs that could comprise a true non-wires alternative,

e Maximize opportunity for women-and minority-owned small businesses to
build and maintain these systems.*®

We thank the City of Minneapolis for these comments and intend to continue
working with both the City and the RMP hosts to ensure the project meets these
aspirations if the Commission certifies it.

C. Other Questions

CEV Comments include recommendations that we consider adding training and
education to this and future related projects.”” We thank CEV for its support for
certification, and note these recommendations are already part of the RMP project
plan. Two of our RMP partners, Renewable Energy Partners and Sabathani
Community Center, are already active in workforce training and development to
promote BIPOC careers in clean energy. We intend to work with these partners to
provide new educational and workforce development/career pipeline opportunities
connected to the RMP investments.

In Section IV of its Comments, the City of Minneapolis seems to suggest that RMP is
an NWA project. We clarify that RMP is not an NWA project. However, the RMP
deploys some of the same technologies as — and we believe will provide learning
opportunities in the design and operation of those technologies to inform future

NWA projects.

Fresh Energy included in their comments several questions they request the Company
address in Reply Comments.” We address these briefly below, and note that we will

5 City of Minneapolis Comments at 24-25.
57 CEV Comments at 27.
> Fresh Energy Comments at 17-20.
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address them more fully in RMP Annual Reports, should the Commission certify the

RMP.

Question

How does Xcel anticipate using these learnings
[from managing BES'S for resiliency and other
use cases| for future programs and offerings to
their customers?

How will this project help reduce costs for future
projects or streamline execution of future BESS
or microgrid projects?

What has Xcel learned so far about BESS

and)/ or microgrid deployment from both the
Resiliency as a Service program in Wisconsin and
the Energy Future Collaboration in Colorado?

Response
The RMP will demonstrate whether this type of

partnership can be a viable solution to extending
resilience services to at-risk portions of the population
where increased resilience is deemed to provide a public
good, yet faces funding challenges. This may provide a
way to offer resilience services to customers/partners
where the forthcoming “Resiliency as a Service” program
is not an option.

RMP will provide lessons on how the Company can
integrate these systems more quickly and efficiently,
which should translate into lower costs for design,
construction, installation, and integration with our
ADMS on future projects.

Wisconsin —

Resiliency Service Assets — Company ownership and
operation of Resiliency Service Assets (RaaS) will provide
valuable experience to the Company on the benefits of
behind-the-meter technologies that can aid the Company
in evaluation of alternatives to traditional utility
distribution investments. As proposed, the Wisconsin
pilot is voluntary for customers and exists to meet
customer resiliency needs. The data and experience from
the pilot may be valuable for evaluating non-wires
alternatives in the future.

We currently have no projects in service yet. The
Wisconsin RaaS product officially launched summer
2021. Microgrid projects have a long lead time due to the
intensive engineering and financial analysis required to
implement a project in partnership with a potential
customer. We are finding that each project is highly
customized and the costs and benefits of each microgrid
deployment is highly situational.

Community Critical Infrastructure Support — This pilot will
result in the additional deployment of microgrids and
green energy infrastructure which could help achieve
carbon emissions goals for individual customers,
communities, and the state of Wisconsin. Community
microgrid projects supported by the pilot will enable
communities to provide support to the most vulnerable



What specifically has Xcel learned about
managing BESS for grid services or peak
reduction on the feeder level, and about
integrating battery and microgrid software with its
distribution management systems?

What lessons from these projects are being or
conld be applied to the RMP?

What lessons has the Company learned from
these procurements |[from the Wisconsin and
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groups during a disaster.

Additionally, as discussed above, the pilot will also
provide the Company with experience with potential
non-wires alternatives and can enable communities to
increase resiliency for critical infrastructure, thereby
increasing support for vulnerable populations.

Colorado —

In the Community Resiliency Initiative (CRI), the Company is
installing six microgrids with similar scale and objectives
to the RMP. Projects are currently in various stages of
design/construction, so no operational learnings are yet
available. However, the CRI projects have provided
learnings on design and construction, fire safety
precautions, permitting complexities, and vendor
limitations. We expect these to help streamline the
design, permitting and construction process for the RMP
sites.

Since the CRI projects are still in design/construction,
the Company has no operational learnings yet. If it is of
interest, there are status reports to the Colorado PUC for
the Panasonic Battery Demonstration Project, which
(while larger and installed at a commercial customer site)
shares some common elements with the RMP.” The
status reports were submitted as compliance filings in
Docket No. E002/M-17-776.

The CRI projects have provided lessons learned on
design and construction, fire safety precautions,
permitting complexities, and vendor limitations, which
will help streamline the design, permitting and
construction process for the RMP sites. Operational
learnings from the Panasonic project will also be applied
in the design and operation of RMP.

These procurements have indicated the need for realistic
timelines due to supply chain issues and long lead times

% See CO-Panasonic-Fact-Sheet.pdf (xcelenergy.com). Located at Panasonic’s Denver operations hub at Pefia
Station NEXT, this 1 MW /2 MWh battery and solar (1.3 MW at a carport plus 200 kW on Panasonic’s
facility) project is evaluating several benefits to the grid: renewable energy integration (voltage regulation and
ramp rate control on a distribution feeder with high solar penetration), peak demand reduction (feeder and
system level), energy arbitrage (using time of charging and discharging to take advantage of fluctuations in
wholesale energy prices), regulation services (responding to low frequency events), and islanding (automated
isolation of the system from the larger grid in the case of an outage to function as a microgtid providing

power to Panasonic).


https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe-responsive/Energy%20Portfolio/CO-Panasonic-Fact-Sheet.pdf
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Colorado resiliency projects], and how are these for BESS. Many BESS vendors are moving toward large
informing the MIN process? utility-scale projects only.

What has Xcel’s excperience been like with the As these are active projects, what the Company can

selected vendors? Discuss any challenges in design, — disclose here is limited. However, for CRI, the Company

construction, and operations. submits semi-annual status reports to the Colorado
Public Utilities Commission in Docket 19A-0225E.%

60 See Public Service Company of Colorado CRI Reports submitted December 2020, June 2021, and December 2021.
Access DORA for proceeding 19A-0225E at: https://www.dora.state.co.us/pls/efi/EFT Search Ulsearch.
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55104

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

John S.

Jaffray

jjaffray@jjrpower.com

JJIR Power

350 Highway 7 Suite 236

Excelsior,
MN
55331

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Alan

Jenkins

aj@jenkinsatlaw.com

Jenkins at Law

2950 Yellowtail Ave.

Marathon,
FL
33050

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Andrea

Jenkins

Andrea.Jenkins@minneapo
lismn.gov

Minneapolis City of Lakes

350 S 5th St Room 307

Minneapolis,
MN
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Richard

Johnson

Rick.Johnson@lawmoss.co
m

Moss & Barnett

150 S. 5th Street
Suite 1200
Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Sarah

Johnson Phillips

sarah.phillips@stoel.com

Stoel Rives LLP

33 South Sixth Street
Suite 4200
Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Nate

Jones

njones@hcpd.com

Heartland Consumers
Power

PO Box 248

Madison,
SD
57042

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Michael

Kampmeyer

mkampmeyer@a-e-
group.com

AEG Group, LLC

260 Salem Church Road

Sunfish Lake,
Minnesota
55118

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694
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Nick

Kaneski

nick.kaneski@enbridge.co
m

Enbridge Energy Company,
Inc.

11 East Superior St Ste
125

Duluth,
MN
55802

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

William D

Kenworthy

will@votesolar.org

Vote Solar

332 S Michigan Ave FL 9

Chicago,
IL
60604

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Samuel B.

Ketchum

sketchum@kennedy-
graven.com

Kennedy & Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St
Ste 700
Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Brad

Klein

bklein@elpc.org

Environmental Law &
Policy Center

35 E. Wacker Drive, Suite
1600
Suite 1600
Chicago,
IL
60601

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Thomas

Koehler

TGK@IBEW160.0rg

Local Union #160, IBEW

2909 Anthony Ln

St Anthony Village,
MN
55418-3238

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Chris

Kopel

chrisk@ CMPASgroup.org

Central Minnesota
Municipal Power Agency

459 S Grove St

Blue Earth,
MN
56013-2629

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Brian

Krambeer

bkrambeer@mienergy.coo
p

MiEnergy Cooperative

PO Box 626
31110 Cooperative W4g
Rushford,
MN
55971

Electronic Service
y

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Michael

Krause

michaelkrause61@yahoo.c
om

Kandiyo Consulting, LLC

433 S 7th Street
Suite 2025
Minneapolis,
Minnesota
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Mary

LaGarde

mlagarde@maicnet.org

Minneapolis American
Indian Center

1530 E Franklin Ave

Minneapolis,
MN
55404

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Matthew

Lacey

Mlacey@grenergy.com

Great River Energy

12300 Elm Creek
Boulevard

Maple Grove,
MN
553694718

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Carmel

Laney

carmel.laney@stoel.com

Stoel Rives LLP

33 South Sixth Street
Suite 4200
Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Peder

Larson

plarson@larkinhoffman.co
m

Larkin Hoffman Daly &
Lindgren, Ltd.

8300 Norman Center Drive
Suite 1000
Bloomington,

MN
55437

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

James D.

Larson

james.larson@avantenergy
.com

Avant Energy Services

220 S 6th St Ste 1300

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Dean

Leischow

dean@sunrisenrg.com

Sunrise Energy Ventures

315 Manitoba Ave Ste 200

Wayzata,
MN
55391

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Annie

Levenson Falk

annielf@cubminnesota.org

Citizens Utility Board of
Minnesota

332 Minnesota Street,
Suite W1360

St. Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Ryan

Long

ryan.j.long@Xxcelenergy.co
m

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall
401 8th Floor
Minneapolis,
MN
55401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Susan

Ludwig

sludwig@mnpower.com

Minnesota Power

30 West Superior Street

Duluth,
MN
55802

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Alice

Madden

alice@communitypowermn.
org

Community Power

2720 E 22nd St

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Kavita

Maini

kmaini@wi.rr.com

KM Energy Consulting,
LLC

961 N Lost Woods Rd

Oconomowoc,
wi
53066

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Pam

Marshall

pam@energycents.org

Energy CENTS Coalition

823 7th StE

St. Paul,
MN
55106

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Mary

Martinka

mary.a.martinka@xcelener
gy.com

Xcel Energy Inc

414 Nicollet Mall
7th Floor
Minneapolis,
MN
55401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Samuel

Mason

smason@beltramielectric.c
om

Beltrami Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

4111 Technology Dr. NW
PO Box 488
Bemidiji,

MN
56619-0488

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Gregg

Mast

gmast@cleanenergyecono
mymn.org

Clean Energy Economy
Minnesota

4808 10th Avenue S

Minneapolis,
MN
55417

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Dave

McNary

David.McNary@hennepin.u
s

Hennepin County DES

701 Fourth Ave S Ste 700

Minneapolis,
MN
55415-1842

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Thomas

Melone

Thomas.Melone@AllcoUS.
com

Minnesota Go Solar LLC

222 South 9th Street
Suite 1600
Minneapolis,
Minnesota
55120

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Brian

Meloy

brian.meloy@stinson.com

STINSON LLP

50 S 6th St Ste 2600

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Stacy

Miller

stacy.miller@minneapolism
n.gov

City of Minneapolis

350 S. 5th Street
Room M 301
Minneapolis,
MN
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

David

Moeller

dmoeller@allete.com

Minnesota Power

30 W Superior St

Duluth,
MN
558022093

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Dalene

Monsebroten

dalene.monsebroten@nmp
agency.com

Northern Municipal Power
Agency

123 2nd St W

Thief River Falls,
MN
56701

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Andrew

Moratzka

andrew.moratzka@stoel.co
m

Stoel Rives LLP

33 South Sixth St Ste 4200

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Carl

Nelson

cnelson@mncee.org

Center for Energy and
Environment

212 3rd Ave N Ste 560

Minneapolis,
MN
55401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Ben

Nelson

benn@cmpasgroup.org

CMMPA

459 South Grove Street

Blue Earth,
MN
56013

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Dale

Niezwaag

dniezwaag@bepc.com

Basin Electric Power
Cooperative

1717 East Interstate
Avenue

Bismarck,
ND
58503

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

David

Niles

david.niles@avantenergy.c
om

Minnesota Municipal Power
Agency

220 South Sixth Street
Suite 1300
Minneapolis,
Minnesota
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Sephra

Ninow

sephra.ninow@energycent
er.org

Center for Sustainable
Energy

426 17th Street, Suite 700

Oakland,
CA
94612

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Rolf

Nordstrom

rnordstrom@gpisd.net

Great Plains Institute

2801 21ST AVE S STE 220

Minneapolis,
MN
55407-1229

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Samantha

Norris

samanthanorris@alliantene
rgy.com

Interstate Power and Light
Company

200 1st Street SE PO Box
351

Cedar Rapids,
1A
524060351

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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David

O'Brien

david.obrien@navigant.co
m

Navigant Consulting

77 South Bedford St Ste
400

Burlington,
MA
01803

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Jeff

O'Neill

jeff.oneill@ci.monticello.mn
.us

City of Monticello

505 Walnut Street
Suite 1
Monticelllo,
Minnesota
55362

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Russell

Olson

rolson@hcpd.com

Heartland Consumers
Power District

PO Box 248

Madison,
SD
570420248

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Carol A.

Overland

overland@Ilegalectric.org

Legalectric - Overland Law
Office

1110 West Avenue

Red Wing,
MN
55066

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Dan

Patry

dpatry@sunedison.com

SunEdison

600 Clipper Drive

Belmont,
CA
94002

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Jeffrey C

Paulson

jeff.jcplaw@comcast.net

Paulson Law Office, Ltd.

4445 W 77th Street
Suite 224
Edina,

MN
55435

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Jennifer

Peterson

jipeterson@mnpower.com

Minnesota Power

30 West Superior Street

Duluth,
MN
55802

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Hannah

Polikov

hpolikov@aee.net

Advanced Energy
Economy Institute

1000 Vermont Ave, Third
Floor

Washington,
DC
20005

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

David G.

Prazak

dprazak@otpco.com

Otter Tail Power Company

P.O. Box 496

Fergus Falls,
MN
565380496

215 South Cascade St

Electronic Service
eet

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Kenneth

Rance

krance@sabathani.org

Sabathani Community
Center

310 East 38th St Rm #120

Minneapolis,
MN
55409

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Mark

Rathbun

mrathbun@grenergy.com

Great River Energy

12300 EIm Creek Blvd

Maple Grove,
MN
55369

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Michael

Reinertson

michael.reinertson@avante
nergy.com

Avant Energy

220 S. Sixth St. Ste 1300

Minneapolis,
Minnesota
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

John C.

Reinhardt

N/A

Laura A. Reinhardt

3552 26th Ave S

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

Paper Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Generic Notice

Residential Utilities Division

residential.utilities@ag.stat
e.mn.us

Office of the Attorney
General-RUD

1400 BRM Tower
445 Minnesota St
St. Paul,
MN
551012131

Electronic Service

Yes

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Kevin

Reuther

kreuther@mncenter.org

MN Center for
Environmental Advocacy

26 E Exchange St, Ste 206

St. Paul,
MN
551011667

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Isabel

Ricker

ricker@fresh-energy.org

Fresh Energy

408 Saint Peter Street
Suite 220
Saint Paul,
MN
55102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Amanda

Rome

amanda.rome@xcelenergy.
com

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall FL 5

Minneapoli,
MN
55401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Robert K.

Sahr

bsahr@eastriver.coop

East River Electric Power
Cooperative

P.O. Box 227

Madison,
SD
57042

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Joseph L

Sathe

jsathe@kennedy-
graven.com

Kennedy & Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St Ste 700

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Richard

Savelkoul

rsavelkoul@martinsquires.c
om

Martin & Squires, P.A.

332 Minnesota Street Ste
W2750

St. Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Thomas

Scharff

thomas.scharff@versoco.c
om

Verso Corp

600 High Street

Wisconsin Rapids,
WI
54495

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Christopher

Schoenherr

cp.schoenherr@smmpa.or
g

SMMPA

500 First Ave SW

Rochester,
MN
55902-3303

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Kay

Schraeder

kschraeder@minnkota.com

Minnkota Power

5301 32nd Ave S

Grand Forks,
ND
58201

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Dean

Sedgwick

Sedgwick@Itascapower.co
m

Itasca Power Company

PO Box 455

Spring Lake,
MN
56680

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Maria

Seidler

maria.seidler@dom.com

Dominion Energy
Technology

120 Tredegar Street
Richmond,
Virginia
23219

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Will

Seuffert

Will.Seuffert@state.mn.us

Public Utilities Commission

121 7th PI E Ste 350

Saint Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

Yes

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Patricia F

Sharkey

psharkey@environmentalla
wcounsel.com

Midwest Cogeneration
Association.

180 N LaSalle St
Ste 3700
Chicago,
IL
60601

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Bria

Shea

bria.e.shea@xcelenergy.co
m

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis,
MN
55401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Doug

Shoemaker

dougs@charter.net

Minnesota Renewable
Energy

2928 5th Ave S

Minneapolis,
MN
55408

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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Anne Smart anne.smart@chargepoint.c |ChargePoint, Inc. 254 E Hacienda Ave Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
om
Campbell,
CA
95008
Ken Smith ken.smith@districtenergy.c | District Energy St. Paul Inc. | 76 W Kellogg Blvd Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
om
St. Paul,
MN
55102
Ken Smith ken.smith@ever- Ever Green Energy 305 Saint Peter St Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
greenenergy.com
Saint Paul,
MN
55102
Trevor Smith trevor.smith@avantenergy. [Avant Energy, Inc. 220 South Sixth Street Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
com Suite 1300
Minneapolis,
Minnesota
55402
Joshua Smith joshua.smith@sierraclub.or 85 Second St FL 2 Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
g
San Francisco,
California
94105
Beth H. Soholt bsoholt@windonthewires.or | Wind on the Wires 570 Asbury Street Suite Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
g 201
St. Paul,
MN
55104
Sky Stanfield stanfield@smwlaw.com Shute, Mihaly & 396 Hayes Street Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
Weinberger
San Francisco,
CA
94102
Tom Stanton tstanton@nrri.org NRRI 1080 Carmack Road Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
Columbus,
OH
43210
Jamez Staples jstaples@renewablenrgpart | Renewable Energy 3033 Excelsior Blvd S Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
ners.com Partners
Minneapolis,
MN
55416
Byron E. Starns byron.starns@stinson.com |STINSON LLP 50 S 6th St Ste 2600 Electronic Service No OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Minneapolis,
MN
55402
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James M

Strommen

jstrommen@kennedy-
graven.com

Kennedy & Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St Ste 700

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Eric

Swanson

eswanson@winthrop.com

Winthrop & Weinstine

225 S 6th St Ste 3500
Capella Tower
Minneapolis,
MN
554024629

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Lynnette

Sweet

Regulatory.records@xcele
nergy.com

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall FL 7

Minneapolis,
MN
554011993

Electronic Service

Yes

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Peter

Teigland

pteigland@mnseia.org

Minnesota Solar Energy
Industries Association

2288 University Ave W

Saint Paul,
MN
55114

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Stuart

Tommerdahl

stommerdahl@otpco.com

Otter Tail Power Company

215 S Cascade St
PO Box 496
Fergus Falls,
MN
56537

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Pat

Treseler

pat.jcplaw@comcast.net

Paulson Law Office LTD

4445 W 77th Street
Suite 224
Edina,

MN
55435

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Karen

Turnboom

karen.turnboom@versoco.c
om

Verso Corporation

100 Central Avenue

Duluth,
MN
55807

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Thomas

Tynes

jjazynka@energyfreedomc
oalition.com

Energy Freedom Coalition
of America

101 Constitution Ave NW
Ste 525 East

Washington,
DC
20001

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Lisa

Veith

lisa.veith@ci.stpaul.mn.us

City of St. Paul

400 City Hall and
Courthouse
15 West Kellogg Blvd.
St. Paul,
MN
55102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694
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Curt

Volkmann

curt@newenergy-
advisors.com

Fresh Energy

408 St Peter St

Saint Paul,
MN
55102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Roger

Warehime

roger.warehime@owatonna
utilities.com

Owatonna Municipal Public
Utilities

208 S Walnut Ave
PO BOX 800
Owatonna,
MN
55060

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Jenna

Warmuth

jwarmuth@mnpower.com

Minnesota Power

30 W Superior St

Duluth,
MN
55802-2093

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Samantha

Williams

swilliams@nrdc.org

Natural Resources Defense
Council

20 N. Wacker Drive
Ste 1600
Chicago,

IL
60606

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Joseph

Windler

jwindler@winthrop.com

Winthrop & Weinstine

225 South Sixth Street,
Suite 3500

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694 21-694

Robyn

Woeste

robynwoeste@alliantenerg
y.com

Interstate Power and Light
Company

200 First St SE

Cedar Rapids,
1A
52401

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Yochi

Zakai

yzakai@smwlaw.com

SHUTE, MIHALY &
WEINBERGER LLP

396 Hayes Street

San Francisco,
CA
94102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Christopher

Zibart

czibart@atcllc.com

American Transmission
Company LLC

W234 N2000 Ridgeview
Pkwy Court

Waukesha,
WI
53188-1022

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694

Patrick

Zomer

Pat.Zomer@lawmoss.com

Moss & Barnett PA

150 S 5th St #1200

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_21-694_21-694
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