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St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Commission Inquiry into a Framework for Proactive Distribution Grid Upgrades
and Cost Allocation for Xcel Energy

Docket E002/Cl-24-318

Dear Mr. Seuffert,

The Alliance for Transportation Electrification (“ATE”) submits these comments in response
to the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s (“the Commission”) request for preferred
decision options outlined in the Staff Briefing Papers (“Briefing Papers”) for the July 24,
2025 Commission Meeting, issued July 14, 2025 in the above-referenced docket.

I. Introduction

ATE is a 501(c)(6) non-profit corporation established in early 2018 with the goal of
promoting policies and regulatory measures to accelerate the pace of EV adoption and
infrastructure. We take a “big tent” approach to advance the industry and focus not just on
accelerating EV charging deployments—which necessarily requires a strong utility role—
but also promoting public accessibility and open standards. We are presently involved in
about 30 proceedings in the States before the PSCs, state energy offices, Legislatures,
Governors, state DOTs and DEPs, and other agencies. The question of utilities engaging in
proactive distribution grid planning and investment is an emerging topic that we are
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tracking in several states, including New York, California, Colorado, Massachusetts, and
Minnesota.

Comments on Decision Options

ATE submits the following comments on the overall decision options presented by Staff in

the Briefing Papers:

1.

We support Decision Option 1, to find the proactive grid upgrade workgroup has
addressed the topics outlined in the Commission’s September 16, 2024 Order.
We support Decision Option 2, to establish a framework for Proactive Distribution
Grid Upgrades.

We support Decision Option 3, to adopt the non-disputed framework sections.
We support Decision Option 4, to adopt the framework sections listed, and provide
our feedback on individual sections below.

We take no position on Decision Option 5, which refers certain questions to a
Phase 2, as we believe this is captured in Decision Option 6.

We conditionally support Decision Option 6, which establishes a Phase 2 of the
process and refers certain topics to be discussed. We support inclusion of all
topics, with the exception of:

c. Distributed Generation Engagement Group: As outlined below, we strongly
urge the Commission to adopt a broader stakeholder engagement process
that also includes EV stakeholders.

d. Flexible Interconnection: While we strongly support flexible interconnection
as an approach to provide near-term energization and/or interconnection
while postponing or sequencing upgrades, we believe that Xcel Energy’s
approach to site-specific flexible interconnection will be sufficiently
captured in the discussion of NWA required in the IDP.

h. Non-Location Specific Measures: We do not believe this section requires
further development for Xcel Energy to proceed.

We support Decision Option 7, which delegates authority to the Executive Secretary
to revise the Framework to correct any editing errors and ensure consistency.

We support Decision Option 8, which requires Xcel Energy to file tariff pages that
implement relevant portions of the framework.

We do not support Decision Option 9, which amends Xcel Energy’s IDP Filing
Requirements to include forecast results for locations that have a potential
proactive upgrade need, as we believe IDP requirements should be the same for all
utilities, and proactive upgrade proposals should be voluntary on the part of the
utility.



10. We do not support Decision Option 10, which would require Xcel Energy to justify
why proactive upgrades should go through the proactive process, as we believe this
justification is embedded in Sections D, E and F of the Proactive Distribution
Upgrade Framework.

Ill. Individual Framework Sections

ATE submits the following feedback on the individual framework sections. Sections not
listed here are not disputed, and ATE supports Staff’s recommendation to adopt them with
Decision Option 3.

Section ATE Position Discussion

A1 Do Not Oppose Prefer A.2

A.2 Support This section offers more specificity than A.1

A.4 Oppose Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.5 Support Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.6 Oppose Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.7 Support Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.8 Oppose Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.9 Support Consistent with our position in initial comments

A.10-A.15 No Position We support Staff’s alternative approach to
consider cost allocation principles as part of
Phase 2.

B.1-B.2 Oppose Unnecessary if Xcel.B.2 is adopted as part of
Decision Option 3 as recommended by Staff.

Xcel.B.2 Support

B.7-B.8 Oppose Unnecessary if Staff.B.8 is adopted as part of
Decision Option 3.

Staff.B.8 Support

B.14 Support Consistent with our position in initial comments

B.15 Oppose Consistent with our position in initial comments

B.16 Do Not Oppose Prefer Staff.B.16

Staff.B.16 Support This section offers more specificity than B.16

ATE.B.16 Oppose Consistent with our position in initial comments,
the definition of Proactive Distribution Upgrade
must include upgrades for distributed generation
as well as load additions.

C.5-C.7 Oppose These alternatives lack the specificity of Xcel.C.6




Xcel.C.6 Support This section offers more specificity than the
alternatives.

C.10-C.10.e Support We prefer a more open-ended stakeholder
engagement process.

C.11-C.11.f Oppose The proposed DGEG excludes EV industry
representatives and other organizations that may
wish to participate. Further, ATE agrees with
Staff’s concern that the Commission cannot
require participation in a stakeholder workgroup
by entities other than the utility.

E.1 Oppose Unnecessary if Xcel.E.1 is adopted as part of
Decision Option 3 as recommended by Staff.

Xcel.E.1 Support

E.4 Oppose ATE is concerned about the burden associated
with providing and evaluating detailed information
about locations that are not proposed for upgrade.

Xcel.E.4 Support

G.3 Support

MNSEIA.G.3 Oppose The level of information requested is both onerous
and speculative, and of limited utility to the
proactive upgrade process.

G.5 Support

G.6 Oppose This section asks Xcel to perform additional
analysis outside of the IDP process, which is
burdensome, unnecessary, and has the potential
toresultin inconsistent information being
reported.

Staff.G.6: Support Where possible, we believe that planning
processes should be linked. Referring to pre-
existing analysis in the IDP adheres to this
approach.

G.14-G.14.c Oppose We find it unnecessary, and potentially internally
inconsistent, to reiterate the desired outcomes of
the proactive planning process.

G.15 Support We find this section sufficient to capture the right
information, without the specificity of G.14.

H.1 Support We support proactive distribution upgrade

approaches that accommodate both larger,
location-specific upgrades as well as more
general, programmatic investments that are not
location-specific at the time of the proposal.




H.2-Staff.H.3

Oppose

We believe that the IDP is a more appropriate
place for Xcel to provide high-level discussion of
basic, low-cost upgrades that increase hosting
capacity that are already part of standard
maintenance.

OAG.J.0-).9

Oppose

ATE supports the reorganization of sections
presented by Staff, rendering these sections
unnecessary.

JA

Oppose

ATE supports a shorter Proactive Cost-Share
Window.

J.B

Oppose

ATE believes the Proactive Cost-Share Window
should begin when the upgrade is placed in
service, and the end date should be benchmarked
to the start date. Benchmarking to the anticipated
need date for the upgrade seems complicated,
and has potential to reduce the window if the
upgrade is not placed in service by the anticipated
need date.

J.C

Oppose

ATE believes that this section creates an
administrative burden to track costs and
payments for an undue length of time.

J.D

Oppose

J.E

Support

ATE supports treating proactive investments like
other utility investments, in that the utility is able
to earn a rate of return.

J.F-J.H

No Position

L

Support

ATE supports clarity in establishing who is a
Proactive Cost-Share Customer. We note that for
clarity’s sake, the content of J.1, which further
defines a Proactive Cost-Share Customer, could
be moved to the definitions in Section B (either
Xcel.B.2 [our preferred definition], or B.1 or B.2
[alternative definitions]).

Oppose

ATE does not support a cost cap.

J.11-J.12

Conditionally
Support

If J.10 is adopted, ATE supports adoption of J.11
and J.12 to clarify the impacts of a cost cap.

J.13-J.16

Oppose

Consistent with our position in initial comments

.17

Support

J.18

Oppose

Consistent with our position on J.13




Staff.).18

Support with
Edits

ATE supports combining the additional language
in Staff.).18 with the current language of J.19.

J.19

Support

Consistent with our position in initial comments

K.1-Dep.K.1

Do Not Oppose

Either K.1 or Dep.K.1 is acceptable

K.2-Xcel.K.2

Oppose

We agree with Staff that questions of how the
cost-share fee is used to offset other costs is
better addressed elsewhere in the framework.

Staff.K.2

Support

K.3.-K.6

Support

We prefer that fees be calculated at the program
level, using rate case allocators. Any other
approach is likely to become administratively
burdensome for Xcel and confusing for
customers, or depart from the principle outlined
in A.10 to limit deviations from traditional cost
allocation processes. We note that for clarity’s
sake, the content of K.4 and K.5, which further
define a Proactive Cost-Share Customer, could be
moved to the definitions in Section B (either
Xcel.B.2 [our preferred definition], or B.1 or B.2
[alternative definitions]).

K.7-K.12

Oppose

This approach strikes us as unnecessarily
complex, and a departure from A.10.

K.13-K.21

Oppose

These sections do not appear to have significant
support from any stakeholder.

K.22

Oppose

This section strikes us as inconsistent with the
point of proactive upgrades, which are for the
utility to anticipate and meet future needs.

K.23

Oppose

We do not believe that Xcel’s existing CIAC waiver
for residential customers need be documented in
the proactive upgrade framework.

K.24-
OAG/Dept.K.25

Oppose

These sections overlook the fact that upgrades
benefit multiple classes and itis unlikely to be
simple to parse upgrades as finely as the sections
would require.

K.26-
OAG/Dept.K.26

Oppose

We have concerns about implementation
feasibility of this section.

L.1

Do Not Oppose

We do not oppose the inclusion of L.1, clarifying
that capacity does not need to be reserved, but
we also suggest this section could be removed
entirely if L2-L.6.c are not adopted.




L.2-L.3.c Oppose We do not think that a complex and
administratively burdensome capacity reservation
system for proactive upgrades is required.
L.4-L.5.a Do Not Oppose | We do not oppose a capacity reservation system
for small DG, so long as the approach is
straightforward and not administratively
burdensome. For clarity’s sake we prefer the
language in L.4 to the language in L.5.

L.6-L.6.c Oppose We do not think that a complex and
administratively burdensome capacity reservation
system for proactive upgrades is required.

M.2 Oppose We agree with other stakeholders and Staff that
M.3 is the stronger approach.
M.3 Support We support the specificity of M.3, and note that

the internal reference to M.4 and M.5 will likely
need to be updated in the final version.

M.11 Oppose We do not think that the requirements of this
section help Xcel, the Commission, or
stakeholders evaluate how well the framework is
working.

M.12 Oppose We find this section unnecessarily specific as to
the impacts that Xcel is required to report on.

Xcel.M.12 Support We prefer to leave the impact of changes open-
ended for Xcel to report on.

IV. Conclusion

The Draft Framework and Briefing Papers represent a significant investment of time and
effort by Commission Staff, Xcel Energy, and various stakeholders, and ATE commends this
group on its work. Minnesota has been a leader in moving forward with transportation
electrification pilots—and, increasingly, full programs—that are innovative and well-
designed. ATE urges the Commission to play its part in the state, together with the
Legislature, other state agencies, and utilities like Xcel Energy, in continuing this
leadership, especially at a time when federal leadership is lacking. We are confident that
the final adopted framework will enable proactive investment, facilitate widespread
electrification, fairly allocate cost and risk, and bring benefits to all Minnesotans. We look
forward to continued participation in this process.



Sincerely,

/s/ Philip Jones
Philip B. Jones
Executive Director

Alliance for Transportation Electrification
1326 Fifth Avenue, Suite 621

Seattle, WA 98101

206-453-4157

/s/ Elizabeth Turnbull
Elizabeth Turnbull
Director, Policy and Regulatory Affairs



