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NOTES  
 
Meeting Began: 1:03 p.m.  
 
Adam begins meeting and reviews. Says that participants should feel free to put comments in 
chat or raise hands to speak. Notes that meeting is recorded for note-taking purposes. He will be  
monitoring the chat.  
 
Slide 2 

 
Adam reviews welcome slide. Requests that participants let others know who might be 
interested in participating. 
 
Slide 3 

 
Grey reviews agenda slide. Mentions that the last meeting was November 2022. Reconvening 
the group. 
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Grey discusses invitees slide and reiterates request for names of potential new members or 
removal of those who will not be participating. No new names entered into chat. 
 
Slide 6 

 
 
Grey reviews CAC purposes slide.  
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Slide 7 

 
 
Grey reviews cost-effectiveness slide.    
 
Slide 8 

 
 
Grey reviews relevance of cost-effectiveness slide.    
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Slide 9 

 
 
Grey reviews the tests that Minnesota utilities use to evaluate programs and portfolios for cost 
effectiveness. He does sound check but his audio had been cutting out previously.  
Adam: All good now. 
 
 
Slide 10 

 
 
Grey reviews outcomes from previous CAC process. Grey emphasized that previous process 
was very effective and collaborative and that CAC members provided significant input. 
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Slide 11 

 
Grey reviewed the high-level schedule. Will have a slow role to Q1 2026 Deputy Commissioner 
decision.  
 

 
 
 
Adam: No questions in the chat. 
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Slide 14 

 
 
Grey reviews survey results.  
 
 
Slide 15 

 
 
Grey mentions that information is blurry on his screen. Others say it looks fine. We are 
providing a table and scores to show the results more clearly.  
 

Topic Score 
Review current MN Test estimates with possible revisions 3.78 
Identify and estimate new MN Test Impacts 3.44 

Consider role of secondary tests (Societal Cost Test, Participant Cost Test, etc.) 
and estimates of Impacts included in each 3.33 
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Topic Score 

Updated cost-effectiveness guidance for Efficient Fuel-Switching and Load 
Management programs 3.33 
Developing templates to report cost-effectiveness in Triennials and Status 
Reports 3 
Updates to avoided electric Transmission and Distribution costs 3 
Fixes to BENCOST model 2.89 
Other 2.56 

 
 
Slide 16 

 
 
Grey reviews changes, improvements, ideas slide. He mentions that Minnesota is different in 
allowing programs to consider savings fuels other than "regulated" fuels (electricity and gas). 
Utilities can consider saving petroleum in their evaluations of Efficient Fuel Switching measures. 
 
Slide 17 
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Grey reviews Deputy Commissioner's priority updates that CAC will review. 
 
 
Slide 18 

 
Grey reviews priority ECO cost effectiveness updates. He emphasizes that Participant Test is a 
key secondary test, particularly for Efficient Fuel Switching where you have increased use of one 
fuel and reduced use of another fuel. He mentions that the last Minnesota legislative session 
included changes to the ECO statute and this may impact cost effectiveness guidance.  
 
Slide 19 

 
 
Grey reviews the impacts that are part of the Minnesota Test.   
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Slide 20 

 
 
Grey reviews slide showing what factors are considered with each test. He mentions that the 
major difference between the Minnesota Test and the previous primary test - the Societal Cost 
Test - is the removal of Participant costs and benefits.  
 
Zach Froio in chat: Can someone please provide insight on the rationale/decision to not include 
customer costs in the MCT? 
 
Gregory Ehrendreich in chat: The simple explanation is that costs were being quantified but not 
benefits = not symmetrical 
 
Adam responds to the question live by saying that the participant portion in the MCT wasn’t 
symmetrical because it would include mostly quantified Participant costs but not benefits. That 
might be something we examine with this process.  
 
Grey mentions that this would require an entire separate effort to value participant benefits. 
There were participants who wanted to do that, and quantify participant benefits. This is also a 
factor with the Participant test.  
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Slide 21 

 
 
Grey reviews other potential updates. Purpose of improving the reporting process is to have 
consistency in the way utilities report information and analyze relevant information.  This will 
help the Department review utility filings.  
 
Grey mentions that reason for focusing on the BENCOST model is that there were many 
changes incorporated into the spreadsheet model to reflect the cost effectiveness updates. 
Concern that there could be issues with the model. No utility indicated any issues. 
 
Slide 22 

 
 
Jeremy mentions that Xcel Energy is proposing to update avoided transmission and distribution 
costs by incorporating temporal factors, and identify areas on the distribution network that may 
benefit from geotargeted dispatch or program delivery. T&D study is high priority for Xcel.  Is 
very data intensive. Will help with geotargeting efforts. 
 
Grey asks Jeremy whether Xcel is in the process or whether they are planning to do this?  
 
Jeremy indicates that Xcel is planning to do this and incorporate a study of hourly impacts from 
EE and EFS on the system.  
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Grey asks about timing and whether other electrics are thinking the same?  
Jeremy says they hope to develop it for next Triennial.  
 
Cristina says that Otter Tail is not currently looking at an update. 
 
Lisa says that Minnesota Power also not looking into it. She can take it back and ask T&D folks 
whether they would be interested in digging more deeply into the topic.  
 
Grey mentions that, with the previous study, there was interest in getting more granular T&D 
impact information. However, there were challenges and the ability to use the information also 
requires detailed information about where on the grid measures are being installed. 
 
Kevin question for Jeremy in chat: If geotargeting for efficiency measures is being considered, 
is it likely to be a factor in efficient fuel switching as well?  
 
Jeremy says that, yes, it will apply to EE, EFS, and demand response. 
 
Grey explains the way cost-effectiveness tests work related to geo-targeting. Geo-targeting aims 
to focus EE and DR measures and impacts on certain parts of the grid that are constrained. Have 
non-wires alternatives in place of distribution system upgrades. But, as Kevin points out in the 
chat, there is a flipside to this that an area may have heavy electrification in area with constraints. 
This would increase load on that part of the grid. All different ways programs can impact the 
grid. Kevin further points out in chat that it may not only be constrained areas but also 
underutilized distribution capacity.  May have plenty of capacity in area and so it's beneficial to 
promote EFS in an area.  This all depends on getting information about what's happening on 
specific parts of the grid.  It seems that Xcel is looking at getting information about the grid and 
possibly also about how interventions can complement the information about the grid. 
 
Jeremy points that, ten years ago, Xcel didn't do distribution studies but that now they are pretty 
routine. For gas resource planning, Xcel proposed a strawman they do their gas distribution 
planning (Gas Resource Plan) at the same time as next Triennial.  A general topic of interest in 
how cost effectiveness analyses can borrow from other proceedings.  
 
Grey asks Jeremy: To have greater consistency in the information?  
 
Jeremy: What information can be pulled from the different analyses.  
 
Adway to Jeremy in chat: What is the modeling software Xcel is using?  
 
Jeremy says they are using LoadSEER. He's not sure what's publicly available.  
 
Grey says that we have topics that warrants further discussion: updates to T&D information and 
ways that the CAC can coordinate cost effectiveness efforts with other proceedings. This could 
also include META and NGIA - other efforts that are using cost-effectiveness analyses. 
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Slide 24 

 
 
Grey discusses the more detailed timeline.  
 
Slide 25 

 
 
Grey summarizes purpose of the kick off meeting. Also need to consider whether legislative 
updates will affect cost effectiveness.  
 
Anthony says that the Department is still reviewing the legislative changes. Not sure that there is 
much that impacts cost effectiveness. The legislation impacts efficient fuel switching, but not the 
cost effectiveness aspects of EFS.   
 
Kevin in chat asks if transportation is to be included should we specifically draw out a 
methodology for addressing gasoline/diesel cost forecasts, does this fit in your agendas 
somewhere? 
 
Adam says it's worth discussing where it would fit.  
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Grey says that it would be interesting to hear from the utilities about how they are handling. 
Guidance adopted GHG impacts from other fuels, not cost issues. Xcel and Otter Tail proposed 
measures that displace gasoline.  
 
Karl mentions that Xcel's Triennial included gasoline and propane and applied that same 
methodology to diesel. They didn't wind up doing diesel measures. They used the previous two 
year gas prices (2021-2022) from EIA. They escalated the values at Xcel's general escalation rate 
of 1.65%. The detail is in Xcel's Triennial filing. 
 
Adam mentions to the group that the Department welcomes additional comments from 
members.   
 
Grey says we'll provide copies of the slides and notes from the meeting.  
 
Meeting ended: 2:00 p.m. 
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