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RE: Docket No. E002/M-19-666 Xcel Energy 2020-2029 Integrated Distribution Plan
Dear Mr. Seuffert:

The City of Minneapolis (“Minneapolis”) thanks the Commission for the opportunity to provide comments
on Xcel Energy’s (“Xcel” or “the Company”) latest integrated distribution plan (IDP). Minneapolis recognizes
and appreciates that the Company has invested a great deal of effort into the development of this second
IDP.

Minneapolis participates in this proceeding to support accelerating the transition to a clean, reliable, and
efficient energy future for the benefit of our residents and businesses. We respond to a number of the
guestions with the Commission’s principles and planning objectives in mind:

e Maintain and enhance the safety, security, reliability, and resilience of the electricity grid at fair
and reasonable costs, consistent with the state’s energy policies;

¢ Enable greater customer engagement, empowerment, and options for energy services;

e Move toward the creation of efficient, cost-effective, accessible grid platforms for new products
and services, with opportunities for adoption of new distributed technologies;

e Ensure optimized use of electricity grid assets and resources to minimize total system costs; and
¢ Provide the Commission with the information necessary to understand Xcel’s short-term and long-
term distribution system plans, the costs and benefits of specific investments, and a comprehensive
analysis of ratepayer cost and value.?

Commission Questions

1. Should the Commission accept or reject Xcel Energy’s Integrated Distribution Plan (IDP)?

Overall, the Xcel IDP process is an important step toward increasing transparency and advanced planning
elements, including contemplating Non-Wire Alternatives (NWA), a central focus for City of Minneapolis. As
Xcel notes, NWA markets are nascent, so practices to analyze and evaluate them are still being refined.

Xcel indicated that the methodology will be improved as grid modernization activities and investments (i.e.

1 Order: Minnesota Integrated Distribution Planning Requirements for Xcel Energy. August 30, 2018.
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the proposed Advanced Planning Tool) enable access to better data and tools.? It would be helpful to have
more clarity regarding the proposed functionality and use of the proposed Advanced Planning Tool to
support the utility’s NWA process.

To support the iterative development of a robust NWA process, Minneapolis focuses on the NWA
methodology outlined in the IDP and compares it to best practices from other jurisdictions.

City of Minneapolis recommends the Commission accept the Company’s 2020-2029 plan with
modifications and enhancements as described below.

2. Does the IDP filed by Xcel Energy achieve the planning objectives outlined in the filing requirements as
amended by the Commission’s July 16, 2019 Order?
Minneapolis believes that this plan will support several principles and planning objectives identified in the
Order, including to:

e Maintain and enhance the safety, security, reliability, and resilience

e Move toward the creation of grid platforms for new products and services

e Enable greater customer engagement

Itis less clear if the plan adequately addresses the following principles and objectives:
e Fair and reasonable costs, consistent with the state’s energy policies;
o Greater customer empowerment;
e Optimizing use of electricity grid assets and resources to minimize total system costs;
e Providing the Commission with the information necessary to understand Xcel’s short-term and long-
term distribution system plans, the costs and benefits of specific investments, and a comprehensive
analysis of ratepayer cost and value with opportunities for adoption of new distributed technologies.

Minneapolis’ comments include recommendations to build upon this IDP in a way that addresses these
objectives.

3. What IDP filing requirements provide the most value to the process, and why?
The information provided was extensive and of interest, but the following areas were especially valuable for
the City of Minneapolis:

e The distribution system budget, exceeding $2.5 billion in capital expenditures over the next five
years.?

e The table with nine planned investments of $2 million or more in the five-year planning period
useful.?

We note that in this IDP Xcel did not identify any planned capacity investments in Minneapolis that exceed
$2 million.> Minneapolis is concerned that this may result in underinvestment in our city at a time when we
might expect distribution improvements associated with:

e Changes in Minneapolis zoning designed to increase density®

e Beneficial electrification trends in transportation’ and heating

2 Xcel 2019 IDP. p. 88.
32019 Xcel IDP. Tables 1 and 2. p.11-12.
42019 Xcel IDP. Table 22. p. 98.
5 ld.
5 Minneapolis Comprehensive Plan 2040 eliminates single family zoning community wide.
7 Minneapolis had 1,488 registered electric vehicles as of April 2019, and this number is expected to increase with
time.
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e On-going significant construction in Minneapolis and a growing population®

4. Are there filing requirements that are not informative and/or should be deleted or modified, and why?

City of Minneapolis focuses on possible modifications to filing requirements based on the Commission IDP
Order Point 3 E.2, which requires (emphasis added):

Xcel shall provide a detailed discussion of all distribution system projects
in the filing year and the subsequent 5 years that are anticipated to have
a total cost of greater than two million dollars.

For any forthcoming project or project in the filing year, which cost two
million dollars or more, provide an analysis on how non-wires alternatives
compare in terms of viability, price, and long-term value.

Xcel shall provide information on the following:

*  Project types that would lend themselves to non-traditional
solutions (i.e. load relief or reliability)

e Atimeline that is needed to consider alternatives to any project
types that would lend themselves to non-traditional solutions (allowing
time for potential request for proposal, response, review, contracting and
implementation

. Cost threshold of any project type that would need to be met to have
a non-traditional solution reviewed

. A discussion of a proposed screening process to be used internally to
determine that non-traditional alternatives are considered prior to
distribution system investments are made.’

Minneapolis notes that for the second year in a row, “analysis performed by Xcel Energy has determined
that the cost of incorporating DERs as the primary risk mitigation is at this time still more costly than
traditional solutions.”'® Xcel explains:

Most capacity projects budgeted at greater than 52 million are intended to
solve larger numbers of risks — this vastly increases the complexity of the
problems to solve with an NWA, and in turn increases the amount of
resources required to conduct the analysis. Projects with fewer capacity risks
to solve are more localized and therefore more straightforward. We also
look for any opportunities to utilize resources to solve more than one risk,
such as optimally placing them at key locations on the system.!

The City of Minneapolis provides suggestions for expanding the screening criteria for NWAs to resolve
some of the barriers identified by Xcel in the current IDP, some of which are based on the Non-Wires

8 Minneapolis processed permit applications for ~4,900 residential units in 2019, with 4,700 associated with multi-
family buildings.

918-251 IDP Commissioner Order. August 30, 2018.

102019 Xcel IDP p.90.

11 Xcel 2019. p. 98.



Solutions Implementation Playbook: A Practical Guide for Regulators, Utilities, and Developers'? and with
consideration of the filing requirements for Xcel.

1. Modify the criteria used to screen for NWA projects as follows:

a. Project types: While we believe that ‘capacity projects’ are one reasonable focus as
candidates for NWA, omission of ‘asset health projects’ could result in the exclusion of
potentially viable investments. Further, excluding asset health projects could disadvantage
cities with older infrastructure, such as in urban areas, unintentionally creating inequities
in NWA opportunities. This approach has proven problematic in Rhode Island, for instance,
where screening out asset health projects has resulted in most potential projects being
excluded from NWA analysis.”® It would be better for Xcel to include analysis of some
‘asset health’ projects as candidates for NWAs as is done in New York, California, and
Vermont to avoid prematurely narrowing the field of NWA opportunities.'*

b. Project timing: The proposed 3-year timing criteria is not responsive to Order Point 3 E2
and could miss opportunities for rapid NWA deployments where solutions like energy
storage can be deployed extremely quickly. Recent examples of rapid storage deployment
include South Australia’s Tesla battery and California’s Aliso Canyon.*®

C. Cost threshold: Xcel identified 22 capacity projects planned between 2022-2024 and
found that nine of them exceed the $2 million threshold outlined in IDP Requirement
3.E.2. However, a review of capacity projects ranked in the IDP showed a tenth project,
“Install Louise LOU TR2 & Feeders ($3.5 million).%¢ It is unclear why this project was not
included in the NWA analysis.

Four projects fell within the 2022-2024 timeframe exceeding $1 million. While Xcel was
not obligated to analyze these projects, it demonstrates that a range of costs might be
more appropriate as a cost threshold in the future, and that identification of candidates
should involve more than just a financial threshold.?’

We agree with Xcel that more work is needed to establish meaningful cost thresholds.
Instead of a single value of $2 million, Xcel could differentiate project cost thresholds for
different types of projects. A differentiated cost approach for NWA is used in New York,
Rhode Island, and Vermont, for example.?® Minneapolis asks for consideration of whether
$1 million - $2 million or some other threshold would address the issue that Xcel raised
with the current threshold.

2. Certain aspects of the proposed NWA methodology and analytical assumptions require
clarification to support shared understanding and assessment of the reasonableness of the
process:

a. Cost assumptions: Xcel did not find any NWAs to be cost-effective in its 2019 IDP, but it
is unclear where the assumptions used for NWA technology costs came from. The best
practice for procurement is to allow third parties to competitively package proposed

12 prince, Jason, Jeff Waller, Lauren Shwisberg, and Mark Dyson. The Non-Wires Solutions Implementation Playbook:
A Practical Guide for Regulators, Utilities, and Developers. Rocky Mountain Institute, 2018.
http://www.rmi.org/insight/non-wires-solutionsplaybook/

13 Rocky Mountain Institute, Non-Wires Solutions Implementation Playbook, p. 57-58.

14 Asset health projects were ruled out for NWA on p. 90 of the IDP.

15 Rocky Mountain Institute, Non-Wires Solutions Implementation Playbook, p. 55.

16 2019 IDP AttachmentE. p. 6 of 7.

172019 IDP. p. 97.

18 Rocky Mountain Institute, Non-Wires Solutions Implementation Playbook, p. 55-56
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solutions.'® Resulting bids can be compared to traditional solutions to evaluate cost
effectiveness.

b. Evaluation parameters: Stakeholders need more clarity on the framework Xcel is using
to evaluate NWA than is provided in the current IDP to assess whether distribution
investments are prudent. This is necessary for a transparent evaluation.

i. Xcel appears to have considered only a limited set of technologies as potential
contributors to NWA. We recommend expanding the solution set evaluated to
include additional NWA technologies using a portfolio approach, including energy
efficiency, solar, energy storage, and demand side management deployed in
combination with each other.

ii. In addition to competitive procurements, Xcel should consider opportunities to

source NWAs through customer program offerings, which might be better suited

and more expeditious (e.g., overlaying a geo-targeted incentive onto an existing

customer demand response program).

iii. Xcel can explore the opportunity to combine NWAs and wires solutions so that

the latter can be right-sized and complemented by NWAs in instances where an

NWA may be unable to meet the full need.,

iv. Xcel can provide more clarity regarding the proposed functionality and use of its

proposed Advanced Planning Tool to support the utility’s NWA process.
c. Pilot: An important element of NWA is allowing the market to propose creative solutions,
not just having the utility consider solutions. A pilot can improve the accuracy of cost
estimates by incorporating market data points and soliciting feedback from the market and
stakeholders. For instance, Xcel could issue a pilot Request for Proposals to solicit responses
from the market to determine what solutions are possible. NWA projects can be structured
to enable scaling based on lessons learned.

Review of Xcel’s NWA Analysis Methodology

Xcel’s NWA analysis examines N-O (overload) and N-1 (contingency) risks for each project. N-O risks are
normal overloads on an existing substation transformer or distribution feeder.?° N-1 risks drive NWA costs
up significantly in the analysis because they result in an overload spanning several hours, requiring longer-
duration storage.?! For each risk associated with a project, Xcel aggregates historical peak load curves from
individual feeders and substation transformers to develop a demand forecast for 2022. For N-0 risks, Xcel
then applies demand response and existing solar to reduce forecasted load and develop a final demand
value.? This value is used to calculate how much battery storage (and in some cases additional solar) is
needed to meet the associated overload.?® Xcel assumes that the cost of battery storage is $400,000/MWh
and that the cost of solar PV is $2,000,000/MW.

In the “Reinforce Kasson TR1 and Feeders” example, Xcel indicates there are five feeder risks and two
substation transformer risks (a mix of N-0 and N-1). It concludes that two energy storage systems are needed
to address all risks: the largest would need to be capable of reaching 6.6 MW at peak and discharging 31.5

19 Rocky Mountain Institute, Non-Wires Solutions Implementation Playbook.

20 For the nine projects analyzed in 2019, there is an average of about five risks per project.

21 DP, p. 95.

22 Xcel does not apply DR when analyzing N-1 risks, on the basis that long overload durations make these unsuitable
for DR.

ZIDP, p. 98



MWh throughout the day, while a second would need to discharge at 16.82 MWh.?* It concludes that an
additional 15 MW of solar would be needed to charge the first battery. It calculates the cost of these systems
to be $49.3 million, compared to the budgeted $2.85 million for the planned substation transformer and
new feeder.?

As an alternative approach, the City of Minneapolis makes the following recommendations:
e Storage and solar costs should be refined. Xcel’s current assumptions of $400/kWh for storage
and $2/W for solar seem too high.
e Since third-parties can help offset some costs by value stacking, costs to the utility could well be
lower than the assumed installed costs.
e (Clarification is needed on how demand response (including type) and energy efficiency are
considered in the modeling.

Taken together, these recommendations are intended to resolve the issues Xcel has encountered with
identifying NWA options and support the Commission’s objectives of fair and reasonable costs; greater
customer empowerment; optimizing use of electricity grid assets and resources to minimize total system
costs; and providing the Commission with the information necessary to understand opportunities for
adoption of new distributed technologies.

5. Should the Commission accept Xcel Energy’s request to file the next IDP no later than November 1, 20217
Should the Commission move from an annual to biennial IDP filing for the Company going forward?

City of Minneapolis appreciates that a great deal of work goes into the IDP report, and we are open to a
biennial filing requirement being appropriate. We agree with Xcel that it is important to build on the
learnings from the previous IDP processes in the interim.?® As highlighted in the Commission’s IDP Order,
this process presents an opportunity to identify an NWA pilot project that allows the market to propose
creative solutions. An NWA pilot in lieu of a November 2020 full IDP report would represent a positive step
forward in terms of the practical application of the 2019 IDP.

Minneapolis recommends that if Xcel does not file the next IDP until 2021, Xcel will propose an NWA pilot
by November 1, 2020.

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

The 5-year Action Plan should include a detailed discussion of the underlying assumptions (including load
growth assumptions) and more granularity into the costs of distribution system investments planned for the
next five years.

Public Policy considerations for the communities served by Xcel
As with the 2018 IDP, Minneapolis views the following statement within the 2019 IDP as problematic as it
speaks to a lack of customer empowerment that is being realized in other markets:

The good news from a distribution planning perspective is that Minnesota is
presently at comparatively low levels of DER penetration that can reasonably be

expected to remain stable in the near-term.?,%8

However, distributed energy resources (DERs) are a public policy priority in City of Minneapolis, where we

24 |DP, Attachment H, p. 3

25 (31,5 MWh * $400,000) + (16.82 MWh * $400,000) + (15 MW * $2,000,000)
26 2019 Xcel IDP, Attachment B p.8.

272018 Xcel Integrated Distribution Plan. Nov. 1, 2018. p. 188

28 2019 Xcel IDP. p. 19, 182, and 192-193.
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want more people, including low income households, to have access to the benefits of on-site generation.
Xcel points to its Minnesota tariff as a barrier:

Minnesota has a cost-causation regulatory construct for DER, which requires
the “cost causer” to pay the costs — shielding other customers from the costs.
As such, individuals or developers proposing to interconnect DER to the system
may incur costs for necessary system changes to accommodate the DER. Based
on our regulatory requirements in our Section 10 tariff, the customer or
developer who installs a system pays for the cost of any necessary upgrade or
modification necessary for DER integration. In some cases the developer or
customer chooses not to pursue the modification and the project does not move
forward. This construct limits the amount of negative impacts that DER can
cause on the distribution system, enabling the Company to continue to provide
safe and reliable service. It also protects the majority of customers from
incurring costs generated by a few.?

This tariff issue that Xcel flagged may be part of the reason that DER adoption in Xcel’s Minnesota territory
lags that of other states. City of Minneapolis maintains that the distribution grid is a critical part of public
infrastructure. Equitable access to the grid that is paid for and maintained by all Minnesota customers is
imperative to meet our public policy goals of beneficial electrification and 10% locally sourced generation
goals. The IDP is an appropriate place to plan for and accommodate increasing interest in electric vehicle
charging and rooftop solar by our residents and businesses.

Minneapolis notes that the Commission’s IDP order point 3.A.32 requires Xcel to report “Information on
areas of existing or forecasted high DER penetration. Include definition and rational for what the Company
considers “high” DER penetration.”*° And order point 7 from July 16, 2019 states that Xcel shall make the
development of enhanced load and DER forecasting capabilities, as well as, tracking and updating of actual
feeder daytime minimum loads, a priority in 2019 and include a detailed description of its progress in the
Company’s 2019 IDP.

The Company did not respond fully to these two order points, explaining:

We are not able to forecast DER in terms of its expected geography. As we
discuss elsewhere in this IDP, tools to perform or services available to purchase
forecasts such as this are very limited at this time. Additionally, due to the
Company’s cost causation regulatory construct that requires interconnecting
parties to mitigate potential system issues prior to interconnecting, DER is not
expected to impact system operation.3!

But several of the communities Xcel serves in Minnesota, including Minneapolis, Brooklyn Park, Saint Paul,
and Saint Louis Park have local solar energy generation and equity goals that the distribution system could
more cost effectively support if the utility takes these goals into consideration during its planning process.
The utility is a critical partner for communities if we are to achieve our goals. It is a less than optimal use of
resources if Xcel disregards the official energy policy of the communities it serves.

Public utilities are entrusted to make decisions about how to best invest billions of their customers money
to meet the needs of the people they serve. It is a tremendous responsibility because as Xcel notes, it can
make the difference for whether a family, a business, or a school is able to cost effectively interconnect their

2 id. p. 216.
30 Order 2018 IDP Aug 30, 2018.
31id. p. 191-192.
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own rooftop solar system or have electric vehicle charging on-site.?

We recommend that Xcel be required to consider the energy and climate goals of the Minnesota
communities it serves along with customer preference trends when responding to the Commission’s Aug
2018 IDP order point 3.A.32 and July 2019 IDP order point 7 in future IDPs.

k kK

AGIS Certification Request Questions

7. Should the Commission approve, modify, or deny certification of the following investments which are
components of Xcel Energy’s Advanced Grid Intelligence and Security (AGIS) Initiative at this time:

a. Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMl)

b. Field Area Network (FAN)

c. Fault Location, Isolation, and Service Restoration (FLISR)

d. Integrated Volt-Var Optimization (IVVO)

Minneapolis appreciates and is supportive of the Company’s planned AGIS plan. We believe that cost
recovery should be analyzed and addressed through the multi-year rate plan (MYRP) as a matter of
equitable cost recovery from customers, where some of the cost will be part of the variable costs
associated with energy and demand.

Minneapolis highlights a concern that the benefit to cost ratio of the AMI project for customers is just
0.83%%, which we understand to mean that the cost being borne by customers exceeds the value of
benefits they will receive. A focus on customer empowerment that goes beyond customer engagement is
essential to deliver a favorable value proposition for customers. If the AGIS plan does not empower people
to more cost effectively integrate renewables and level 2 electric vehicle charging and access and share
data easily, the system costs should not be recovered from customers.

8. Should the Commission certify the Advanced Distribution Planning Tool (APT) at this time?
It would be helpful and necessary to have more clarity regarding the proposed functionality and use of its
proposed Advanced Planning Tool to support the utility’s NWA process.

9. What, if anything, should the Commission set as conditions or clarify if granting certification of these
distribution projects?

City of Minneapolis recommends the Commission assign consumer protections and conditions as a
requirement for AGIS cost recovery within the MYRP. For example, the City appreciates the following AGIS
features and would want to see these features as well as others required to be functional to fully recover
costs:

Green Button Connect (GBC) and Home Area Network (HAN) functionality are

enabled by the advanced meter and are two products that may be included in

the Day 1 experience. GBC allows customers to share their energy usage data

seamlessly with their approved third-parties. This is an enhancement to the

existing system, Green Button Download, because it allows a customer to

share their data regularly with a third-party without needing to take proactive

32 Xcel 2019 IDP. p. 215 “Based on our regulatory requirements in our Section 10 tariff, the customer or developer
who installs a system pays for the cost of any necessary upgrade or modification necessary for DER integration. In_
some cases the developer or customer chooses not to pursue the modification and the project does not move
forward.”

33 Attachment M1 Table 10. p. 165
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action to share that data. For customers with third-party services that help
them manage their energy usage this will allow them to work with their
chosen third-party to more effectively manage their energy.

And for demand side management:
We are developing multiple new programs for Day 1 deployment. These
include: virtual energy audits; whole facility monitoring and continuous
commissioning; and Enhanced Saver’s Switch.>*

The AGIS system will collect an enormous amount of data and has the potential to add value to customers
depending, on how AGIS is implemented. In keeping with the Commission goals of customer empowerment
and cost effectiveness, reasonable consumer protections include withholding cost recovery until the
following criteria are satisfied:

e AGIS budget is subject to an in-depth review to ensure that costs are reasonable and capped
appropriately
e Demonstration of full functionality that enables customer empowerment, including but not
necessarily limited to:
o Fully functional ‘Green Button Connect My Data” that allows from Day 1%
= Ease of access to data by customer’
=  Ease of on-going data sharing with third parties;
= Virtual energy audits;
=  Whole facility monitoring and continuous commissioning;
=  Enhanced Saver’s Switch;
= Better integration of DER3®

11. At the stage of certification, what consideration should the Commission give to subsequent cost recovery,
via either the Transmission Cost Recovery rider or general rate case, for each of the AGIS investments?
Minneapolis notes that the Commission’s Utility Rates Study offers some guidance for criteria for
certification outside a rate case:

The risk to incentives is especially significant when special recovery is allowed

for cost categories that do not inherently pose a danger of severe financial

risk; i.e., costs that are not always outside the control of the utility,

unpredictable or substantial. In those instances, allowing automatic recovery

would also be expected to erode incentives for cost control.

Moreover, making certain cost categories subject to automatic recovery
removes them from inclusion in the overall review of costs (those that
decrease as well as those that increase) when a general rate case is ultimately
filed. It effectively takes them “off the table” in a rate case review and thereby
constricts the Commission’s rate-making authority. And while special recovery
will have the effect of dampening the magnitude of rate requests that utilities
make when they do ultimately file a rate case petition, the reality is this effect
merely masks the full rate implications for ratepayers.3’

34 Xcel IDP Attachment M1. p. 128.

35 jd. p. 127-130.

36 jd. p. 128.

37 MIN Public Utilities Commission. Utility Rate Study. Jun 2010. p.8. https://mn.gov/puc/assets/012854 tcm14-

5188.pdf
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City of Minneapolis does not believe that the AGIS project meets these parameters, therefore we support
cost recovery that is accomplished through rates. We look forward to reading others’ thoughts on the
specific AGIS investments.

City of Minneapolis Summary of Recommendations

City of Minneapolis recommends the Commission accept the Company’s 2020-2029 plan with
modifications and enhancements as described below.

1. Modify the criteria used to screen for NWA projects as follows:
a. Project types: should include both capacity and health asset categories.

b. Project timing: Should follow the Commission order by covering each of the first 5 years
of the plan timeframe so as not to miss opportunities for energy storage.

c. Cost threshold: Reduce the project cost threshold to $1 million to address the issues
that Xcel raised with the current threshold.

2. The proposed NWA methodology and analytical assumptions require clarification:

a. Cost assumptions: Xcel should:
i. Update storage and solar costs to reflect current market costs.
ii. Issue an RFP for third-parties to participate in identifying NWA solutions and propose
market-based costs.
iii. Clarify and expand how demand response (including type) and energy efficiency are
considered in the modeling.

b. Evaluation parameters:

i. expand the solution set evaluated to include additional NWA technologies using a
portfolio approach, including energy efficiency, solar, energy storage, and demand
side management deployed in combination with each other

ii. In addition to competitive procurements, Xcel should consider opportunities to
source NWAs through customer program offerings (for example, overlaying a geo-
targeted incentive onto an existing customer demand response program).

iii. In future IDPs, Xcel should explore the opportunity to combine NWAs and wires
solutions so that the latter can be right-sized and complemented by NWAs in
instances where an NWA alone may be unable to meet the full need.

c. Pilot: An important element of NWA is allowing the market to propose creative solutions,
not just having the utility consider solutions. A pilot can improve the accuracy of cost
estimates by incorporating market data points and soliciting feedback from the market and
stakeholders. For instance, Xcel could issue a pilot Request for Proposals to solicit responses
from the market to determine what solutions are possible. NWA projects can be structured
to enable scaling based on lessons learned.

3. If Xcel does not file the next IDP until 2021, the Commission should require Xcel to propose an
NWA pilot by November 1, 2020.

4. Xcel be required to consider the energy and climate goals of the Minnesota communities it serves

along with customer preference trends when responding to the Commission’s Aug 2018 IDP order
point 3.A.32 and July 2019 IDP order point 7 in future IDPs.
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5. We believe that cost recovery should be analyzed and addressed through the multi-year rate
plan (MYRP) as a matter of equitable cost recovery from customers, where some of the cost will
be part of the variable costs associated with energy and demand.

Reasonable consumer protections include withholding cost recovery until the following criteria are

satisfied:

o AGIS budgetis subject to an in-depth review to ensure that costs are reasonable and capped

appropriately

o Demonstration of full functionality that enables customer empowerment, including but not
necessarily limited to:
= Fully functional ‘Green Button Connect My Data” that allows from Day 138

Ease of access to data by customer’

Ease of on-going data sharing with third parties;

Virtual energy audits;

Whole facility monitoring and continuous commissioning;
Enhanced Saver’s Switch’

Better integration of DER®®

The City of Minneapolis appreciates the opportunity to review and offer input into the Company’s latest
distribution system planning. Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

7(.. W. %&zw?/ﬂ

Mr. Kim W. Havey, LEED AP, AICP

Division of Sustainability

38 Xcel IDP Attachment M1. p. 127-130.

39 Id, p. 128.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) SS. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )

I, Kim W. Havey, of the City of Minneapolis, County of Hennepin, State of Minnesota,
affirm that on the 17th day of March 2020, | served a copy of the following via e-mail
and/or via U.S. Mail:

Comments of the City of Minneapolis regarding Docket No. 19-666

at the last known mailing addresses and email addresses of said entities/individuals on the
attached Service List. If by U.S. Mail, I placed said document in postage prepaid envelope and
placed same in the U.S. Post Office in Minneapolis, Minnesota for delivery by the United
States Postal Service.

Kim W. Havey
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