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STATE OF MINNESOTA
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Petition of Northern MPUC Docket No. 13-867
States Power Company, dba Xcel Energy, for
Approval of its Community Solar Garden

Program UNITED STATES SOLAR

CORPORATION’S REQUEST FOR
RECONSIDERATION

Pursuant to Minn. Stat. §216B.27 and Minn. R. 7829.3000, United States Solar
Corporation (“US Solar”) respectfully requests rehearing and reconsideration of the Minnesota
Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) May 30, 2024 Order Approving Community Solar
Garden Program Rate-Transition Proposal With Modifications (“Transition Order”), which
transitions ARR-era community solar gardens (“CSGs”) from the Applicable Retail Rate (“ARR”)
to the Value of Solar rate (“VOS”).! US Solar acknowledges the complexity inherent in this
decision and appreciates the Commission’s efforts to balance myriad interests in its oversight of
Minnesota’s pioneering community solar program. However, reconsideration is necessary to
revisit conclusions that are affected by errors of law and are otherwise inconsistent with the record
in two broad respects.

First, the Commission’s determination that it has authority to transition ARR-era CSGs to
VOS is inconsistent with Minn. Stat. 8 216B.1641 (the “CSG Statute™) and the Commission’s prior
orders. Specifically, the plain text of the CSG Statute incorporating Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subd.
10 (the *“VOS Statute™), conflicts with the Transition Order’s directive to move CSGs from ARR
to VOS. In fact, comments filed by the Minnesota Department of Commerce (“Department”)
raised this point precisely, but the Transition Order did not address this issue.? Indeed, the
Commission orders that preceded the Transition Order reflect a holistic understanding of the VOS
and CSG Statutes—authorizing VOS only prospectively and repeatedly affirming that position—
consistent with the comments from the Department and other stakeholders. The Transition Order
is a significant departure from the Commission’s prior orders and approach.

1 Commission Order Approving Community Solar Garden Program Rate-Transition Proposal with Modifications,
May 30, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20245-207232-01.

2 Public Comment from Department of Commerce, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201996-02, at 4—
6. Nor was this argument discussed at the February 15, 2024 agenda meeting where the Commission heard limited
remarks from a few developer representatives.
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Second, even assuming, arguendo, that the Commission has statutory authority to change
ARR-era CSGs from ARR to VOS, the Commission lacks a reasonable basis for doing so. The
Transition Order depends on misconceptions regarding both the mechanics of CSG financing and
whether circumstances have changed since the Commission’s prior orders on the CSG program.

l. The Commission’s determination that it has authority to transition ARR-era CSGs
to VOS is inconsistent with the CSG Statute and the Commission’s prior orders.

Although the Transition Order considers whether the Commission has the authority to
transition ARR-era CSGs to VOS, its statutory analysis is incomplete. Specifically, the Transition
Order fails to address how VOS can be retroactively applied to CSGs that interconnected prior to
its approval when Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subdivision 10(b) expressly limits this transition to
prospective application. As highlighted in arguments raised by commenters in this docket, US
Solar respectfully maintains that under both the plain statutory text and prior Commission orders,
VOS only applies to those CSGs that interconnect after its approval.?

A. Under the plain text of the CSG Statute, VOS only applies to CSGs that
interconnect after the approval of VOS for the CSG program.

Importantly, the Transition Order stakes the Commission’s authority to transition ARR-era
CSGs to VOS almost entirely on subdivision 1(d) of Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641 (the CSG Statute),
which ostensibly established the ARR as a temporary rate until VOS was approved. However, the
Transition Order’s analysis of subdivision 1(d) omits a key legislative cross reference—
incorporation of “the rate calculated under section 216B.164, subdivision 10.” Indeed, the
Transition Order overlooks this key legislative cross reference entirely, substituting “[VOS]” for
the statutory reference even though the two are not interchangeable based on the specific timing
and application provisions set forth in the statutory text.* Read together, the statutes clearly
preclude the type of midstream compensation change effected by the Transition Order.

3 The Commission is a state agency of statutory origin and, therefore, “has only those powers given to it by the
legislature.” Great Northern Ry. Co. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 169 N.W.2d 732, 735 (Minn. 1969); Minn. Stat.
8 216A.01. A Commission decision rendered either without statutory authority or in excess of the authority granted is
void. State ex rel. Spurck v. Civil Service Board, 32 N.W.2d 583, 586 (Minn. 1948); see Peoples Natural Gas Co. v.
Minnesota PUC, 369 N.W.2d 530, 534 (Minn. 1985).

4 Ininterpreting statutes, “[b]asic canons of statutory construction instruct that” the Commission must “construe words
and phrases according to their plain and ordinary meaning.” Am. Family Ins. Grp. v. Schroedl, 616 N.W.2d 273, 277
(Minn. 2000). “A statute should be interpreted, whenever possible, to give effect to all of its provisions; ‘no word,
phrase, or sentence should be deemed superfluous, void, or insignificant.”” Id. (quoting Amaral v. Saint Cloud Hosp.,
598 N.W.2d 379, 384 (Minn. 1999)). Likewise, the Commission “must not read into a statute language that the
legislature omitted.” State by Comm’r of Transportation v. Schneider, 934 N.W.2d 140, 143 (Minn. Ct. App. 2019).
Instead, the Commission must “read and construe a statute as a whole and must interpret each section in light of the
surrounding sections to avoid conflicting interpretations.” KSTP-TV v. Ramsey Cnty., 806 N.W.2d 785, 788 (Minn.
2011).



The relevant provision of the CSG Statute—subdivision 1(d)—provides:

The public utility must purchase from the community solar garden
all energy generated by the solar garden. The purchase shall be at
the rate calculated under section 216B.164, subdivision 10, or, until
that rate for the public utility has been approved by the commission,
the applicable retail rate.

But where the Transition Order quotes and analyzes the CSG Statute, it substitutes the following
language:

The public utility must purchase from the community solar garden
all energy generated by the solar garden. The purchase shall be at
[\VQOS], or, until that rate for the public utility has been approved by
the commission, the applicable retail rate.

Importantly, the omitted cross-reference—Minn. Stat. 8§ 216B.164, subdivision 10 (the VOS
Statute)—provides the mechanism by which the Commission may approve an “alternative tariff,”
otherwise known as VOS.” It does not provide a fixed rate, but rather a robust statutory subsection
describing the alternative tariff methodology. It also provides the requirements such an alternative
tariff must meet to be approved,® as well as requirements for the proper application of the tariff
after approval, including that, “[i]f approved, the alternative tariff shall apply to customers’
interconnections occurring after the date of approval.”® Moreover, the Commission’s rule
implementing subdivision 10(b) of the VOS Statute reiterates the requirement: “If a public utility
has received commission approval of an alternative tariff for the value of solar under Minnesota
Statutes, section 216B.164, subdivision 10, the tariff applies to new solar photovoltaic
interconnections effective after the tariff approval date.”*°

By substituting the shorthand “[VVOS]” for the full text of “the rate calculated under section
216B.164, subdivision 10,” the Transition Order fails to incorporate a key legislative limitation of
the VOS Statute: VOS only applies to interconnections occurring after the Commission approves
it. Indeed, the CSG Statute and VOS Statute must be read together to obtain a complete picture of
how the community solar rate transition was supposed to (and in fact did) work. ARR applies for
the contract term of CSGs that submitted complete applications prior to the effective date for the
Commission’s approval of VOS; VOS applies to CSGs that submitted complete applications after

5 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641, subd. 1(d) (emphasis added).
& Transition Order at 23 (underline emphasis added) (brackets in original).
7 Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subd. 10(a).
8 See id., subdivision 10(c).

% 1d., subdivision 10(b) (emphasis added).

10 Minn. R. 7835.4023 (emphasis added).



that date.'* Accordingly, the ARR is only temporary insofar as it was the only available rate for
CSGs that interconnected within a limited window of time. ARR is not temporary in the sense that
the rate would cease to be available to those projects at some future uncertain date.

Because the Transition Order omits any analysis of Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subdivision
10 and the plain limitations related to interconnection timing, the Commission’s resulting decision
to terminate the ARR constitutes an error of law that warrants reconsideration.

B. The Commission’s prior orders reflect a holistic understanding of the VOS
and CSG Statutes, authorizing VOS only prospectively and repeatedly
affirming that position.

The Transition Order’s oversimplification of VOS in the CSG Statute departs from the
Commission’s prior orders, which clearly and consistently construe the ARR as the applicable rate
for the contract term of CSGs that were deemed complete before VOS was approved. While the
Transition Order characterizes the relevant prior orders as merely atmospheric and providing
general context for the Transition Order itself, a faithful reading of those orders shows that they
unequivocally directed and reaffirmed that ARR-era CSGs would receive the ARR for the duration
of their contract term.

1. The April 2014 Order

The Commission’s rejection of Xcel’s initial CSG program proposal by order dated
April 7, 2014 (“April 2014 Order”) demonstrates that from the inception of Xcel’s CSG program
the Commission has interpreted the CSG Statute as incorporating the VOS Statute and authorizing
only a prospective application of VOS. In rejecting Xcel’s initial program proposal, the
Commission ordered “Xcel to calculate a value-of-solar rate for its system using the Department’s
methodology and to file a value-of-solar tariff for the Commission’s review. The statute”—
referring to the VOS Statute—"does not provide a timeframe for Xcel’s tariff filing.”*? The April
2014 Order concluded by providing that, “[a]t such time as the Commission may issue an order
approving a value-of-solar rate for solar gardens, the applicable retail rate and the solar REC value
will expire according to the schedule set forth in that order.”*®

11 As discussed in more detail in the following section, the Commission approved VOS relative to application dates
of CSGs: “The Commission approves the value-of-solar rate for use as the solar-garden bill-credit rate for all solar-
garden applications filed after December 31, 2016. The value-of-solar rate that is in place at the time an application is
deemed complete will be the subscriber bill-credit rate for the term of that solar garden.” Commission Order
Approving Value-of-Solar Rate for Xcel’s Solar-Garden Program, Clarifying Program Parameters, and Requiring
Further Filings, September 6, 2016, eDockets Doc. ID. No. 20169-124627-01, at 23, ordering para. 1.

2 d.

13 1d. at 15.


https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b01EC193B-0588-4371-B601-F0E0AA9D4D2D%7d&documentTitle=20169-124627-01

The Transition Order relies upon the April 2014 Order for the idea that the Commission
has always anticipated the ARR as applicable to ARR-era CSGs would one day expire: “At such
time as the Commission may issue an order approving a value-of-solar rate for solar gardens, the
applicable retail rate and the solar REC value will expire according to the schedule set forth in that
order.”** But the Transition Order ignores the operative language in that sentence from the April
2014 Order: “the applicable retail rate and the solar REC value will expire according to the
schedule set forth in that order.”*® As explained below, “according to the schedule set forth in” the
Commission’s eventual VVOS approval order in September 2016, the ARR would continue to apply
to ARR-era CSGs for the duration of those CSGs’ 25-year contracts.®

2. The September 2014 Order

The Commission’s approval of Xcel’s revised CSG program proposal by order on
September 17, 2014 (“September 2014 Order”) confirms and reiterates that ARR would apply for
the contract term of CSGs that applied to the program prior to the approval of VOS.Y” Commenters,
including the Department, “recommended several clarifications to improve the financeability of
projects receiving the [ARR],” and noted the “broad agreement that any eventual transition to the
[VOS] should not be retroactive. In other words, solar gardens that are approved and interconnect
under the [ARR] should continue to receive that rate even after Xcel implements a [VOS] rate for
solar gardens.”'® The Commission thus found “that Xcel should continue to use the [ARR]”
because “further discussions” were necessary “to ensure that the solar-garden program reasonably
allows for the creation, financing, and accessibility of community solar gardens” under VOS, “as
required by statute.” Based on these compelling factors and interests, and in direct response to the
comments received and summarized in the September 2014 Order, the Commission
unambiguously ordered that “solar-garden projects approved under the [ARR] should be credited
at the [ARR] in place at the time of energy generation for the duration of the 25-year contract.”*°

The Transition Order ignores this clear mandate, instead characterizing the September
2014 Order as merely “requir[ing] Xcel to continue to provide CSG bill credits based on the ARR”
and “recogniz[ing] that any transition of the CSG program from the ARR to the VOS may
ultimately require an adder to increase VOS-based compensation rates to achieve reasonable CSG
development.”?® That characterization is at odds with the plain language of the September 2014
Order ordering the ARR apply for the duration of an ARR-era CSG’s contract. The Commission

14 Transition Order at 19 (citing April 2014 Order at 28, ordering para. 11) (emphasis in Transition Order).

15 April 2014 Order at 15 (emphasis added).

16 Commission Order Approving Solar-Garden Plan with Modifications, September 17, 2014, eDockets Doc. ID No.
20149-103114-01, at 19, ordering para. 3.

7 d.

18 1d. at 8.

19 1d. at 19, ordering para. 3 (emphasis added).

20 Transition Order at 7.
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directly considered the proper temporal scope of “any eventual transition to the [VOS]” and agreed
such a transition “should not be retroactive.”? As raised in US Solar’s initial comments,
subscribers, developers, and program advisors reasonably and understandably read the September
2014 Order to entitle ARR-era gardens to the ARR for the contract term of those gardens and made
investment-backed decisions based on that mandate.??

3. The September 2016 Order

On September 6, 2016, the Commission issued an order adjudicating when to transition the
available rate for Xcel’s CSG program to VOS (“September 2016 Order”), again demonstrating
its consistent interpretation of the CSG Statute as authorizing such a change only prospectively.?
The September 2016 Order has two important implications for the Transition Order and this
Request for Reconsideration.

First, the September 2016 Order considered the CSG program in its entirety, confronting
whether and to what extent the CSG program should migrate to VOS. In the Commission’s own
words:

The solar-garden statute requires Xcel to purchase all energy
generated by a garden at the value-of-solar rate or, until that rate has
been approved by the Commission, at the applicable retail rate. . . .
The issue before the Commission is whether the time has come to
transition Xcel’s program to the value-of-solar rate.”?*

Accordingly, the September 2016 Order adjudicated this question with respect to the entire CSG
program, not merely pre- or post- order projects. In other words, the September 2016 Order was
not—nor can it be recast as—a placeholder decision, leaving the door open for a second migration
of CSGs from ARR to VOS. The September 2016 Order approved VOS and effectuated the change
contemplated under the CSG Statute.

2L September 2014 Order at 8, 19.

22 Joint Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDocket Doc. ID No.
20241-201988-01, at 2-5; US Solar and NextEra Energy Resources Letter in Support of Alternative Decision Option
Filed by the Department of Commerce, February 13, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID. No. 20242-203383-01 (attaching Clean
Energy Resource Teams community solar garden subscriber questions brochure).

23 On November 16, 2015, the Commission denied Xcel’s request for a formal investigation into potential changes to
the CSG program (“November 2015 Order™) and instructed stakeholders to submit comments addressing whether and
how the Commission should modify the payment rate, including whether the Commission should replace the ARR
with the VOS rate. Commission Order Denying Petition for Contested Case and Establishing Procedures for Further
Comments, November 16, 2015, eDockets Doc. ID. No. 201511-115725-01, at 4, ordering para. 2. In response,
stakeholders submitted comments that “differed as to whether and how to transition to a value-of-solar rate.”
Commission Order Approving Value-of-Solar Rate for Xcel’s Solar-Garden Program, Clarifying Program Parameters,
and Requiring Further Filings, September 6, 2016, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20169-124627-01.

24 1d. at 6. (emphasis added).
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Second, in light of the question posed and answered by the September 2016 Order, the
ARR to VOS transition mandated by the CSG Statute can only apply prospectively to CSGs that
submitted applications beginning in 2017. Specifically, the question before the Commission was
“whether and how the Commission should modify the payment rate, including whether the
Commission should replace the applicable retail rate with the value-of-solar rate.”? Stakeholders
submitted comments that “unanimously recommended that any change to the bill-credit rate be
applied prospectively so as not to undermine the viability of existing applications.”?® Based on
those comments and the record before the Commission, the September 2016 Order answered the
question in the affirmative with a qualification: it “[a]pprove[d] the value-of-solar rate apply” but
“only to applications filed after December 31, 2016.” Put differently, the answer to whether to
replace ARR with VOS was: “yes,” and the answer to how was: “prospectively to CSGs that
submit applications 2017 onwards.” The Commission understood the transition to VOS would not
and could not apply retroactively to ARR-era CSGs under the CSG Statute and made its approval
of VOS contingent on it being applied only to CSGs with applications submitted after
December 31, 2016.

Similar to its treatment of the September 2014 Order, the Transition Order misconstrues
the September 2016 Order. Contrary to the Transition Order, the Commission did not simply
“elect[] to maintain the ARR-based bill credit rates for CSGs filing completed applications before
2017 in the September 2016 Order.?” As described above, the Commission instead acted in
accordance with and reaffirmed its prior orders that ARR-era CSGs would not and could not be
transitioned to VOS, consistent with the holistic interpretation of the CSG Statute.?® Moreover, the
September 2016 Order’s limitation of its VOS approval to CSGs that submitted applications after
December 31, 2016 further precludes the Transition Order’s purported approval of VOS for ARR-
era CSGs, as those gardens have all interconnected under ARR.?°

4. Taken together, the prior orders are irreconcilable with the Transition
Order.

The prior orders show that the Commission has never before understood a transition to
VOS as applying retroactively to ARR-era CSGs. Instead, consistent with a faithful interpretation
of the CSG Statute, the prior orders demonstrate the Commission has always expressly considered
the transition to VOS in the context of Xcel’s program prospectively, not individual CSGs
retroactively. The only sense in which the ARR is temporary is that the rate could only be available
to projects interconnected before VOS was approved. At that time, ARR would continue to apply

% |d. at 2.

% |d. at 14.

27 Transition Order at 8 (discussing but providing no citation to the September 2016 Order).
2 d.

2 See infra section I.A.



to those projects that interconnected to date, but projects interconnected after VOS approval could
no longer utilize the ARR.%® Moreover, because the Commission limited its approval of VOS to
CSGs with applications submitted after December 31, 2016, ARR must apply to ARR-era CSGs
for the life of their contracts.

The Transition Order’s framing of ARR as temporary cannot be squared with the
thoughtful policy and practice of the Commission’s past orders, as such a reading leaves no room
for some CSGs to remain on ARR and others to be transitioned to VOS. By the interpretation
contained in the Transition Order, all CSGs in the program should have been converted at the time
of the September 2016 Order. Yet, that is neither what the legislature intended nor what the
September 2016 Order accomplished. It converted the overall program to VOS, while explicitly
acknowledging that CSGs with applications deemed complete prior to 2017 were to remain on
ARR. Put another way, the move to VOS was directional—a maturation of the overall program—
and need not do violence to the contracts executed by the early adopters to date. Reconsideration
is necessary to avoid plain conflict with the relevant statutes and related Commission precedent.

1. Even if the Commission has statutory authority to change ARR-era CSGs from ARR
to VOS, the Commission should reconsider the Transition Order and reject Xcel’s
proposal because there is no reasonable basis for adopting it.

The Transition Order lacks a reasonable basis for three reasons. First, it depends on
misconceptions of important aspects of CSG financing and therefore fails to comply with the CSG
Statute’s requirement that any plan approved by the Commission must “reasonably allow for the
creation, financing, and accessibility of community solar gardens.”3! Second, and regardless, the
circumstances the Commission previously relied on to justify ARR-era CSGs receiving the ARR
have not changed. Third, the Transition Order will have immense negative policy impacts
throughout Minnesota and runs afoul of various legal principles. Reconsideration is therefore
warranted.®?

30 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641, subd. 1(d).

31 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641, subd. 1(e).

32 “IA]lthough an agency is not bound to follow its past decisions, it must provide a reasonable basis for departure
from precedent.” In re Detailing Criteria and Standards for Measuring an Elec. Util.’s Good Faith Efforts in Meeting
Renewable Energy Objectives under Minn. Stat. 216B.1691, 700 N.W.2d 533, 539 (Minn. App. 2005); see also In re
Rev. of 2005 Ann. Automatic Adjustment of Charges for All Elec. & Gas Utilities, 768 N.W.2d 112, 120 (Minn. 2009).
Indeed, “where evidence in the record differs from previous cases, results may differ as well.” Petition of N. States
Power Gas Util., 519 N.W.2d 921, 925 (Minn. App. 1994). But importantly, where nothing in the record has changed,
the Commission’s departure from a prior decision is improper. Peoples Nat. Gas Co., a Div. of InterNorth, Inc. v.
Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 342 N.W.2d 348, 352-53 (Minn. App. 1983).



A. The Transition Order mischaracterizes CSG financing, improperly dismissing
the impact that program changes have on existing financing agreements.

The Transition Order’s assertion that the retroactive revocation of the ARR will not impact
the financing and financeability of ARR-era CSGs is at odds with the mechanics of CSG financing.
The Transition Order states:

Although the Commission implemented a residential adder to
increase the accessibility of CSGs receiving the VOS, no additional
compensation beyond the VOS has been necessary to enable the
financing or development of VOS-era solar gardens. The existence
of willing participants in Xcel’s CSG program since January 1,
2017, demonstrates that solar gardens in Minnesota can be
reasonably financed and developed when their energy is purchased
at the VOS. Previous doubts that a compensation rate below the
ARR plus REC purchase level set by the Commission in 2014 would
reasonably allow for the creation and financing of solar gardens no
longer exist.

This misunderstands how CSG are financed. Developers financed ARR-era CSGs in
reasonable and justified reliance on the Commission’s prior orders unequivocally ordering that
those CSGs would receive the ARR for the duration of their 25-year contracts. In financing a
project, developers consider myriad factors, including the revenue a project is anticipated to
recoup. That revenue number is dependent on the terms of the Standard Contract for
Solar*Rewards Community (the “Standard CSG Contract”) between Xcel and a CSG operator, as
well as the subscriber bill-credit rate at which the sale of energy from the project will be
compensated. To secure capital financing to build the ARR-era solar gardens, CSG developers
executed contracts with financiers based and in reliance on the Commission’s order that those
projects would receive the ARR for the duration the projects’ 25-year contract. Transitioning
ARR-era CSGs to VOS would fundamentally alter the revenue streams of those projects, and could
thus threaten projects with insolvency in addition to directly and negatively impacting the value of
credits paid to the ARR subscribers. Moreover, project equipment costs have generally decreased
over time. Accordingly, a higher compensation rate for earlier vintage projects directly
corresponds to those higher development costs. For these reasons, the Transition Order’s
observation that VOS-era CSGs are financeable through the VOS rate is not a reasonable basis to
conclude that ARR-era CSGs are likewise financeable on the VOS rate. Projects from each era
have been financed on their respective unique terms, which are not interchangeable.

The Commission understood this financing complexity when it issued its September 2016
Order, rejecting application of the VOS rate to ARR-era applications submitted prior to January 1,



2017, so as not to compromise those pending applications.®® That accommodation clearly was
necessary, as it took developers roughly a year from the issuance of the September 2016 Order to
retool their approaches and begin filing applications for CSGs under the significantly reduced VOS
rate.>* Yet the Transition Order disregards that concern, effectively revoking the ARR that the
Commission determined was necessary for financing those projects—and upon which they did
obtain financing—only a few short years into those financing terms.

Additionally, the Transition Order contradicts itself on the contents and veracity of the
record. On the one hand, despite hundreds of comments from developers, local governments,
municipalities, businesses, and other subscribers, the Transition Order claims that CSG developers
failed to provide “any reasonable economic justification for why ARR-era CSGs need to continue
receiving” the ARR or any “persuasive data to substantiate their claims, including, for example,
how subscription contracts allocate the ARR-based bill credit benefits between themselves and
subscribers.” These cursory dismissals wholly disregard unrebutted representations made by
multiple developers and subscribers in the record regarding direct financial harm, including several
sworn statements.*® On the other hand, the Transition Order denies a developer’s request for a
contested case proceeding to determine “who will be harmed and the degree of harm created if the
Commission approves the transition proposal” based on the Commission’s conclusion that “[t]he
current record is thorough and persuasive.”®” The Transition Order goes on to state that “the
disputes among the parties largely center on the reasonableness of transitioning to the VOS rather

33 September 2016 Order at 14.

34 See Xcel Compliance Filing — Stakeholder Meeting Minutes, October 18, 2017, eDockets Doc. ID No. 201710-
136586-01, at Attachment A, p. 18. (reporting only two VOS project applications submitted in the first seven months
following the opening of the VOS-rate program on January 1, 2017).

% Transition Order at 32.

3% See, e.g., Public Comment from Joint Solar Associations, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201991-
01, at Attachment B (affidavit of Timothy Denherder-Thomas, General Manager of Cooperative Energy Futures,
swearing and affirming to various impacts changing ARR-era CSGs to VOS would have, including “[i]n such
circumstances, | expect that CEF would be unable to service the debt on its community solar gardens and would
default on its loan obligations, resulting in foreclosure on its eight community solar gardens”), Attachment C (affidavit
of Daniel C. Dobbs, Chief Strategy Officer of Standard Solar, Inc.), Attachment D (affidavit of Nicole LeBlanc, Vice
President and Chief Operating Officer of PureSky Community Solar Inc.), Attachment E (affidavit of Jason Kuflik,
Manager of Green Street Power Partners LLC), Attachment F (affidavit of Olivier Desplechin, Director of Commercial
and Asset Management of ENGIE); see also Public Comment from the Department of Commerce, January 8, 2024,
eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201996-02, at 8-9 (describing, explaining, and expressing concern regarding the
financial impact of transitioning to VOS for ARR-era CSGs); Joint Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra
Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDocket Doc. ID No. 20241-201988-01, at 5-6 (likewise describing the financial
impact of transitioning to VOS for ARR-era CSGs and summarizing stakeholder comments on the same); Public
Comment from Solar Energy Advocates, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201961-01, at 3-9 (explaining
the financial impacts of changing ARR-era CSGs to VOS and noting the numerous other comments expressing similar
concern); Public Comment from Winona County Board of Commissioners, January 2, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No.
20241-201722-01 (stating it subscribed to an ARR-era CSG “with an understanding of how the program worked and
would work for the 25 years of the contracts [it] entered” and its “residents will lose about $2 million in savings over
the duration of [their CSG] contracts” if the Proposal is approved).

37 Transition Order at 34.
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than on the factual accuracy of the filings themselves.”*® Although US Solar agrees that the
“reasonableness of transitioning to the VOS” depends in large part on “the factual accuracy of the
filings themselves,” the accuracy of the facts underpinning the Transition Order is indeed in
dispute.*®

B. Circumstances have not changed since the Commission’s prior orders on the
CSG program.

The Transition Order also mistakenly concludes that ARR-era CSGs should be transitioned
to VOS because circumstances surrounding Xcel’s CSG program have changed. Specifically, the
Transition Order points to “the escalating rate impact of maintaining the ARR bill-credit
framework” as its main—if not sole—justification for ordering the transition of ARR-rate CSGs
and their subscribers to the (much lower) 2017 VOS structure.*’ But that escalating rate impact is
not a changed circumstance. It has been at the center of stakeholder discussion and the
Commission’s prior orders since the inception of Xcel’s CSG program.

When the Commission approved VOS for the CSG program, it fully understood both the
large volume of CSGs applying to the program under the ARR and the associated cost impacts.
Even after multiple developers voluntarily withdrew ARR-era applications in light of co-location
limitations, “by July 2016 there were 855 MW of active applications in the program.”! Xcel
“estimated that for each 100 MW of community solar gardens that comes online at current rates,
ratepayers will bear an incremental fuel-cost increase of $17 million annually” and “stated that as
many as 400 MW of solar gardens could be built in the next year, leading to a customer bill impact
of approximately 1.8 percent for nonparticipating ratepayers.”*? Yet, with those concerns fully in
view, the Commission declined to reduce the ARR and, instead, instructed that VOS apply only
“prospectively so as not to undermine the viability of existing applications.”*® It considered those
volumes and costs and ordered “the value-of-solar rate apply only to applications filed after
December 31, 2016.”* Critically, and contrary to inferences of the Transition Order, the total

8 1d.

3 See, e.g., Public Comment from the Department of Commerce, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-
201996-02, at 8-9; Joint Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDocket
Doc. ID No. 20241-201988-01, at 6 (both describing and explaining the financial impact of transitioning to VOS for
ARR-era CSGs); Public Reply Comment from Fresh Energy, January 22, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-202475-
01, at 3 (“These arguments are speculative, unsupported by evidence, and not reasonable.”).

0 Transition Order at 16.

4l September 2016 Order at 6 (emphasis added). The Commission also confronted the size and cost of the ARR pool
in evaluating the CSG co-location dispute in 2015. See Commission Order Adopting Partial Settlement as Modified,
August 6, 2015, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20158-113077-01, at 2, 8-10 (recounting comments and discussing this issue).
Notably, the application pool reached nearly 2000 MW by October 2015, prior to the implementation of the co-location
cap adopted by the Commission. September 2016 Order at 6.

42 September 2016 Order at 10.

4 1d. at 14.

4 1d.
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capacity of ARR gardens never reached the 855 MW contemplated in the September 2016 Order.
Instead, 684 MWs of ARR projects were built and are in operation today, with no additional ARR
projects in Xcel’s study, design, and/or construction queues.*®

Moreover, in approving VOS, the Commission acknowledged that the ARR is “updated
annually to reflect changes in Xcel’s retail rates and rate riders” but is “not adjusted annually for
inflation using the CPI” and, on the other hand, ordered a “fixed escalator based on a 25-year
average of CPI data” for VOS. Both stakeholders and the Commission understood and even
anticipated that the ARR could and likely would increase over time in nominal terms (i.e., to the
extent that Xcel’s retail rates increase). That the ARR has thus increased over time along with
Xcel’s retail rates and general inflation should be a surprise to no one. In fact, from 2015 to 2023,
the ARR compound annual growth rates for each subscriber class are lower than the rate of general
consumer price index inflation over that same period, meaning the ARR has actually decreased in
real dollar terms over the course of its lifetime.*®

C. The Transition Order conflicts with Minnesota energy policy and runs afoul
of various legal principles.

First, as explained, the Transition Order invalidates the Commission’s seminal guarantee
that ARR-era CSGs would receive the ARR for the duration of their contracts. The uncertainty
that such an action injects into Minnesota’s renewable energy framework is contrary to the public
interest, creating a chilling effect that cannot be overstated.*” Similarly, in violation of the CSG
Statute, the Transition Order runs afoul of the Commission’s statutory mandate to “reasonably
allow for the . . . accessibility” of ARR-era CSGs by decreasing the bill credit rate to a level no
longer sustainable for subscribers, and specifically for the hundreds of subscribers commenting as
much in the docket.®® If Minnesota is to achieve its aggressive statutory decarbonization goals,
participants in the state’s clean energy economy must be assured that Minnesota has created a
certain and predictable regulatory framework to support development toward—and participation
in—achieving these goals.

4 See Xcel Compliance Filing on Proposal for Switching ARR-era Community Solar Gardens to Appropriate VOS
Rate, September 25, 2023, eDockets Doc. ID. No. 20239-199127-01, at 2, fn. 2. The Commission is and has been
aware of the CSG program capacity at the ARR and each VOS vintage because Xcel files annual reports with that
information. See, e.g., Xcel Solar*Rewards Community 2023 Annual Report, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20244-204867-
01, at 17 (table 5 providing “Garden Capacity (MWac) By Bill Credit Vintage™); Xcel Solar*Rewards Community
2022 Annual Report, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20233-194410-01, at 18 (same).

46 Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDocket Doc. ID No. 20241-
201988-01, at 7-8. Additionally, the Transition Order (at p. 2) finds that the ARR is likely to increase but ignores the
fact that ARR rates actually had an annual decline from 2023 to 2024, and likely would decline from 2024 to 2025.
See Xcel Response to MPUC Information Request 055, February 2, 2024, eDocket Doc. ID No. 20242-203055-02.
47 Public Comment from the Department of Commerce, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201996-02,
at 8-9.

48 Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641, subd. 1(e)(1).
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Second, the Commission’s prior orders that ARR-era CSGs receive the ARR for the
duration of their contracts also ordered Xcel to include that same mandate in its Standard CSG
Contract, which it in turn unambiguously did.*® Thus the rate and term—ARR for 25 years—are
enshrined in the plain text of the Standard CSG Contract that each ARR project executed with
Xcel. Nevertheless, the Transition Order concluded the Commission has the authority to transition
ARR-era CSGs to VOS because the Standard CSG Contract also provides: “In the event of any
conflict between the terms of this Contract and Company’s electric tariff, the provisions of the
tariff shall control.”® But this provision is simply a recognition that there may be unintended
conflicts between the Standard CSG Contract and Xcel’s tariff.>! Specifying that the tariff controls
in the event of any such inadvertent conflict does not mean that Xcel can abrogate the terms of
signed contracts simply by proposing changes to its tariff. Moreover, as explained in US Solar’s
initial comments, the Commission lacks the statutory authority to modify the executed contracts
between ARR-era CSG operators and either Xcel or subscribers; thus, to the extent the Transition
Order purports to do just that, it improperly exceeds the Commission’s statutory authority.>?

Third, and relatedly, the Transition Order violates multiple constitutional and other legal
principles relating to the sanctity of contract. Both the Federal and Minnesota Contract Clauses
prevent the Commission from transitioning ARR-era CSGs to VOS here because those CSGs have
executed agreements with Xcel guaranteeing the ARR as the bill credit rate for the duration of the
contract term.> Likewise, because there is no statutory authority providing the Commission the
power to transition ARR-era CSGs to VOS and the ARR does not conflict with the public interest,

49 Xcel Rate Book, Section No. 9, Sheet No. 87 (Standard CSG Contract section 15); Xcel Rate Book, Section No. 10,
Sheet No. 125 (Xcel’s Interconnection Agreement); see Xcel’s Community Solar Garden Developer Resources (link)
(under “Next Steps” menu, “Document and Contract Submission” drop-down ribbon).

50 Transition Order at 20; Xcel Rate Book, Section No. 9, Sheet No. 73 (Standard CSG Contract section 1.B).

51 Minnesota courts recognize that, “[w]here there is an apparent conflict between two clauses or provisions of a
contract, it is the court’s duty to find harmony between them and to reconcile them if possible.” Oster v. Medtronic,
Inc., 428 N.W.2d 116, 119 (Minn. Ct. App. 1988) (declining to interpret contract in manner that would “render
nugatory” one of two apparently conflicting provisions). See also Joint Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra
Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-201988-01, at 3—4 (discussing other provisions of
the Standard CSG Contract implicated by the transition to VOS); Joint Public Reply Comment from US Solar and
NextEra Energy Resources, January 22, 2024, eDockets Doc. ID No. 20241-202477-01, at 2 (explaining subscriber
reliance and understanding of Standard CSG Contract).

52 Joint Public Comment from US Solar and NextEra Energy Resources, January 8, 2024, eDocket Doc. ID No.
20241-201988-01, at 8-9.

%8 The Contract Clause “reach[es] every form in which the legislative power of a state is exerted, whether it be a
constitution, a constitutional amendment, an enactment of the legislature, a by-law or ordinance of a municipal
corporation, or a regulation or order of some other instrumentality of the state exercising delegated legislative
authority.” Ross v. State of Oregon, 227 U.S. 150, 162-63 (1913). Whether actions “are, in law and fact, an exercise
of legislative power depends not on their form but upon whether they contain matter which is properly to be regarded
as legislative in its character and effect.” INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919, 952 (1983). The Transition Order is such an
exercise of delegated legislative power. “The Minnesota Constitution provides similar protections.” State ex rel.
Hatch v. Emps. Ins. of Wausau, 644 N.W.2d 820, 833 (Minn. Ct. App. 2002).
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the Mobile-Sierra doctrine prevents the Commission from altering the contracted rate in Xcel’s
executed contracts with CSG operators.>*

Next, the Commission is estopped from transitioning ARR-era CSGs to VOS because the
Commission’s prior orders, specifically the September 2014 Order and the September 2016 Order,
constitute a clear and definite promise that ARR-era CSGs would receive the ARR for the duration
of their contracts; the Commission intended for stakeholders to rely on that promise and
stakeholders did indeed rely on it; and that promise must be enforced to prevent injustice in the
form of ARR-era CSG insolvency, as explained above.>® The Transition Order also constitutes a
taking of US Solar’s and other developers’ property under both the Federal and Minnesota Takings
Clauses for which US Solar and other developers are entitled to just compensation because their
executed contracts with Xcel guaranteeing ARR for the duration of the contract term are a
compensable property interest damaged by the Transition Order.%®

Finally, US Solar acknowledges the Commission routinely entertains difficult issues and
makes well-reasoned, fully-informed decisions promoting and advancing the public interest of all
Minnesotans. In this respect, US Solar wishes to respectfully suggest to the Commission that the
procedural history and facts here might risk the Transition Order being construed as an improper
departure from that admirable standard practice.®’

1. Conclusion

US Solar appreciates the Commission’s attempt to balance multiple interests in reaching
its determination in this proceeding. However, for the foregoing reasons, US Solar believes that
reconsideration is necessary to correct conclusions that are affected by errors of law and are
inconsistent with the record. Accordingly, US Solar respectfully requests that the Commission

54 See United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile Gas Serv. Corp., 350 U.S. 332 (1956); Fed. Power Comm’n v. Sierra Pac.
Power Co., 350 U.S. 348 (1956). The contracted-to ARR does not conflict with the public interest for the same reasons
there is no reasonable basis for the Commission to depart from its prior orders implementing the ARR in the first
place.

5 “Promissory estoppel, like equitable estoppel, may be applied against the state to the extent that justice requires.”
Christensen v. Minneapolis Mun. Emps. Ret. Bd., 331 N.W.2d 740, 749 (Minn. 1983). Application of promissory
estoppel requires a showing that (1) there was a clear and definite promise, (2) the promisor intended to induce reliance
and such reliance occurred, and (3) the promise must be enforced to prevent injustice. Olson v. Synergistic Techs. Bus.
Sys., Inc., 628 N.W.2d 142, 152 (Minn. 2001); see Javinsky v. Comm'r of Admin., 725 N.W.2d 393 (Minn. Ct. App.
2007) (evaluating agency action under promissory estoppel doctrine).

% Lynchv. United States, 292 U.S. 571, 579 (1934) (holding valid contracts are property within meaning of the Taking
Clause); Minnesota Sands, LLC v. Cnty. of Winona, 917 N.W.2d 775 (Minn. Ct. App. 2018) (quoting Lynch for the
principle that “[v]alid contracts are property, whether the obligor be a private individual, a municipality, a state, or the
United States”), aff'd, 940 N.W.2d 183 (Minn. 2020), cert. denied, 141 S. Ct. 1054 (2021).

57 Matter of Denial of Contested Case Hearing Requests, 993 N.W.2d 627, 646-47 (Minn. 2023); see also In re Rev.
of 2005 Ann. Automatic Adjustment of Charges for All Elec. & Gas Utilities, 768 N.W.2d 112, 118 (Minn. 2009).
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grant rehearing of its Transition Order and reject Xcel’s proposal, leaving both ARR-era CSGs on
the ARR for the duration of their 25-year contracts and the Commission’s prior orders intact.

Dated: June 20, 2024 Respectfully submitted,

/sl Micah J. Revell

Micah J. Revell

STINSON LLP

50 South Sixth Street, Suite 2600
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402
Telephone: (612) 335-1500
micah.revell@stinson.com

15



STATE OF MINNESOTA
BEFORE THE
MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Petition of Northern Docket No. 13-867
States Power Company, dba Xcel Energy, for
Approval of its Community Solar Garden

Program

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

N N N N N

The undersigned hereby certifies that on June 20, 2024, a true and correct copy of United
States Solar Corporation’s Request for Reconsideration was electronically filed with the
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission through its eDockets system and simultaneously served

electronically on the individuals attached hereto.

Dated this 20th day of June, 2024. s/ Marci A. Pikula
Marci A. Pikula




First Name

Last Name

Email

Company Name

Address

Delivery Method

View Trade Secret

Service List Name

Ross

Abbey

ross.abbey@us-solar.com

United States Solar Corp.

100 North 6th St Ste 222C

Minneapolis,
MN
55403

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Daniel

Abelson

daniel.abelson@metc.state
.mn.us

Metropolitan Council

390 Robert Street N.

St. Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Michael

Allen

michael.allen@allenergysol
ar.com

All Energy Solar

721 W 26th st Suite 211

Minneapolis,
MN
55405

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

David

Amster Olzweski

david@mysunshare.com

SunShare, LLC

1151 Bannock St

Denver,
CO
80204-8020

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Andrew

Ball

aball@keyesfox.com

Keyes & Fox LLP

1580 Lincoln Street
Suite 880
Denver,
cO
80203

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Mike

Bauer

Mbauer@ci.rogers.mn.us

City of Rogers

22350 South Diamond
Lake Rd.

Rogers,
MN
55374

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Laura

Beaton

beaton@smwlaw.com

Shute, Mihaly &
Weinberger LLP

396 Hayes Street

San Francisco,
CA
94102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Ingrid

Bjorklund

ingrid@bjorklundlaw.com

Bjorklund Law, PLLC

855 Village Center Drive
#256

North Oaks,
MN
55127

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Kenneth

Bradley

kbradley1965@gmail.com

2837 Emerson Ave S Apt
Cw112

Minneapolis,
MN
55408

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jessica

Burdette

jessica.burdette@state.mn.
us

Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East
Suite 500
St. Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Gabriel Chan gabechan@umn.edu University of Minnesota 130 Hubert H. Humphrey | Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Center
301 19th Ave S
Minneapolis,
MN
55455
City Clerk gregg.engdahl@ci.stcloud. |City of St. Cloud 400 Second St. S Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
mn.us
St. Cloud,
MN
56301
Generic Notice Commerce Attorneys commerce.attorneys@ag.st | Office of the Attorney 445 Minnesota Street Suite | Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_13-867_Official
ate.mn.us General-DOC 1400
St. Paul,
MN
55101
Kevin Cray kevin@communitysolaracc [CCSA 1644 Platte St Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
ess.org
Denver,
CcO
80202
George Damian gdamian@cleanenergyeco |Clean Energy Economy 13713 Washburn Ave S Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
nomymn.org MN
Burnsville,
MN
55337
Timothy DenHerder Thomas timothy@cooperativeenerg |Cooperative Energy 3500 Bloomington Ave. S  [Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
yfutures.com Futures
Minneapolis,
MN
55407
James Denniston james.r.denniston@xcelen |Xcel Energy Services, Inc. [414 Nicollet Mall, 401-8 Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
ergy.com
Minneapolis,
MN
55401
Scott F Dunbar sdunbar@keyesfox.com Keyes & Fox LLP 1580 Lincoln St Ste 880 Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Denver,
CcoO
80203
Hannah Dunn hannah.dunn@oakdalemn. |City of Oakdale 1584 Hadley Ave N Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official

gov

Oakdale,
MN
55104




First Name

Last Name

Email

Company Name

Address

Delivery Method

View Trade Secret

Service List Name

Brian

Edstrom

briane@cubminnesota.org

Citizens Utility Board of
Minnesota

332 Minnesota St
Ste W1360
Saint Paul,
MN
55101

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Dick

Edwards

dedwards@ci.maple-
grove.mn.us

City of Maple Grove

12800 Arbor Lakes
Parkway
P O Box 1180
Maple Grove,
MN
553116180

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Betsy

Engelking

betsy@nationalgridrenewa
bles.com

National Grid Renewables

8400 Normandale Lake
Blvd
Ste 1200
Bloomington,
MN
55437

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

John

Farrell

jfarrell@ilsr.org

Institute for Local Self-
Reliance

2720 E. 22nd St

Institute for Local Self-
Reliance

Minneapolis,

MN

55406

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Sharon

Ferguson

sharon.ferguson@state.mn
.us

Department of Commerce

85 7th Place E Ste 280

Saint Paul,
MN
551012198

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Nathan

Franzen

nathan@nationalgridrenew
ables.com

Geronimo Energy, LLC

8400 Normandale Lake
Blvd
Ste 1200
Bloomington,
MN
55437

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Hal

Galvin

halgalvin@comcast.net

Provectus Energy
Development lic

1936 Kenwood Parkway

Minneapolis,
MN
55405

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Allen

Gleckner

gleckner@fresh-energy.org

Fresh Energy

408 St. Peter Street
Ste 350
Saint Paul,
MN
55102

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jenny

Glumack

jenny@mrea.org

Minnesota Rural Electric
Association

11640 73rd Ave N

Maple Grove,
MN
55369

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official




First Name

Last Name

Email

Company Name

Address

Delivery Method

View Trade Secret

Service List Name

Sean

Gosiewski

sean@afors.org

Alliance for Sustainability

2801 21st Ave S Ste 100

Minneapolis,
MN
55407

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Scott

Greenbert

scott@nautilussolar.com

Nautilus Solar Energy, LLC

396 Springfield Aver, Ste 2

Summit,
NJ
07901

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Kim

Havey

kim.havey@minneapolismn
.gov

City of Minneapolis

350 South 5th Street,
Suite 315M
Minneapolis,
MN
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jan

Hubbard

jan.hubbard@comcast.net

7730 Mississippi Lane

Brooklyn Park,
MN
55444

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Reuben

Hunter

bhunter@madisonei.com

Madison Energy
Investments

8100 Boone Blvd
Suite 430
Vienna,

VA
22182

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

John S.

Jaffray

jjaffray@jjrpower.com

JJR Power

350 Highway 7 Suite 236

Excelsior,
MN
55331

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Julie

Jorgensen

juliejorgensen62@gmail.co
m

Greenmark Solar

4630 Quebec Ave N

New Hope,
MN
55428-4973

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Ralph

Kaehler

Ralph.Kaehler@gmail.com

13700 Co. Rd. 9

Eyota,
MN
55934

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Cliff

Kaehler

cliff. kaehler@novelenergy.
biz

Novel Energy Solutions
LLC

4710 Blaylock Way

Inver Grove Heights,
MN
55076

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Michael

Kampmeyer

mkampmeyer@a-e-
group.com

AEG Group, LLC

260 Salem Church Road

Sunfish Lake,
MN
55118

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official




First Name

Last Name

Email

Company Name

Address

Delivery Method

View Trade Secret

Service List Name

William D

Kenworthy

will@votesolar.org

Vote Solar

332 S Michigan Ave FL 9

Chicago,
IL
60604

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Samuel B.

Ketchum

sketchum@kennedy-
graven.com

Kennedy & Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St
Ste 700
Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Bobby

King

bking@solarunitedneighors
.org

Solar United Neighbors

3140 43rd Ave S

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

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_13-867_Official

Aaron

Knoll

aknoll@greeneespel.com

Greene Espel PLLP

222 South Ninth Street
Suite 2200
Minneapolis,

MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Michael

Krause

michaelkrause61@yahoo.c
om

Kandiyo Consulting, LLC

1200 Plymouth Avenue

Minneapolis,
MN
55411

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Dean

Leischow

dean@sunrisenrg.com

Sunrise Energy Ventures

315 Manitoba Ave Ste 200

Wayzata,
MN
55391

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

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_13-867_Official

Alice

Madden

alice@communitypowermn.
org

Community Power

2720 E 22nd St

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official




First Name

Last Name

Email
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Address

Delivery Method

View Trade Secret

Service List Name

Gregg

Mast

gmast@cleanenergyecono
mymn.org

Clean Energy Economy
Minnesota

4808 10th Avenue S

Minneapolis,
MN
55417

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jason

Maur

jason.maur@renesolapowe
r.com

Renesola Power Holdings,
LLC

850 Canal Street
3rd Floor
Stamford,
CT
06902

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Matthew

Melewski

matthew@nokomisenergy.
com

Nokomis Energy LLC & Ole
Solar LLC

2639 Nicollet Ave Ste 200

Minneapolis,
MN
55408

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Thomas

Melone

Thomas.Melone@AllcoUS.
com

Minnesota Go Solar LLC

222 South 9th Street
Suite 1600
Minneapolis,
MN
55120

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Michael

Menzel

mike.m@sagiliti.com

Sagiliti

23505 Smithtown Rd.
Suite 280
Excelsior,

MN
55331

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Brian

Millberg

fwengineering@comcast.n
et

695 Grand AVe
#222
Saint Paul,
MN
55105

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Marc

Miller

mmiller@soltage.com

Soltage, LLC

66 York Street, 5th Floor

Jersey City,
NJ
07302

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Marcus

Mills

Marcus@communitypower
mn.org

Community Power

2720 E 22nd St

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Andrew

Moratzka

andrew.moratzka@stoel.co
m

Stoel Rives LLP

33 South Sixth St Ste 4200

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Pouya

Najmaie

pouya@cooperativeenergyf
utures.com

Cooperative Energy
Futures

3416 16th Ave S

Minneapolis,
MN
55407

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official
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View Trade Secret
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Darin

Nelson

dnelson@minnetonkamn.g
ov

City of Minnetonka

14600 Minnetonka Blvd

Minnetonka,
MN
55345

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Rolf

Nordstrom

rnordstrom@gpisd.net

Great Plains Institute

2801 21ST AVE S STE 220

Minneapolis,
MN
55407-1229

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Logan

O'Grady

logrady@mnseia.org

Minnesota Solar Energy
Industries Association

2288 University Ave W

St. Paul,
MN
55114

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Patty

O'Keefe

patty.okeefe@sierraclub.or
g

2525 Emerson Ave S Apt 2

Minneapolis,
MN
55405

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jeff

O'Neill

jeff.oneill@ci.monticello.mn
.us

City of Monticello

505 Walnut Street
Suite 1
Monticelllo,
MN
55362

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Carol A.

Overland

overland@legalectric.org

Legalectric - Overland Law
Office

1110 West Avenue

Red Wing,
MN
55066

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Eric

Pasi

ericp@ips-solar.com

IPS Solar

2670 Patton Rd

Roseville,
MN
55113

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Dan

Patry

dpatry@sunedison.com

SunEdison

600 Clipper Drive

Belmont,
CA
94002

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

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_13-867_Official




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Morgan Pitz morgan.pitz@us-solar.com [US Solar 100 N 6th St Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
#410B
Minneapolis,
MN
55403
Kristel Porter kristel@mnrenewablenow.o | MN Renewable Now N/A Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
g
Paula Prahl paula.prahl@dominiuminc. | Dominium 2905 Northwest Blvd Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
com Ste 150
Plymouth,
MN
55441
Bridget Rathsack bridget.rathsack@burnsvill | City of Burnsville, MN 100 Civic Center Parkway | Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
emn.gov
Burnsville,
MN
55337
Generic Notice Residential Utilities Division |residential.utiliies@ag.stat |Office of the Attorney 1400 BRM Tower Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_13-867_Official
e.mn.us General-RUD 445 Minnesota St
St. Paul,
MN
551012131
Micah Revell micah.revell@stinson.com | Stinson LLP 50 South Sixth St Ste 2600 |Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Minneapolis,
MN
55402
Isabel Ricker ricker@fresh-energy.org Fresh Energy 408 Saint Peter Street Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Suite 220
Saint Paul,
MN
55102
Jonathan Roberts jroberts@soltage.com Soltage 66 York St Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
5th Floor
Jersey City,
NJ
07302
Delaney Russell delaney@mnipl.org Just Solar Coalition 4407 E Lake Street Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Minneapolis,
MN
55407
lan SantosMeeker ians@ips-solar.com IPS Solar N/A Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
Joseph L Sathe jsathe@kennedy- Kennedy & Graven, 150 S 5th St Ste 700 Electronic Service No OFF_SL_13-867_Official
graven.com Chartered

Minneapolis,
MN
55402




First Name

Last Name

Email
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Delivery Method

View Trade Secret
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Christine

Schwartz

Regulatory.records@xcele
nergy.com

Xcel Energy

414 Nicollet Mall FL 7

Minneapolis,
MN
554011993

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

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_13-867_Official

David

Shaffer

david.shaffer@novelenergy
.biz

Novel Energy Solutions

2303 Wycliff St Ste 300

St. Paul,
MN
55114

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Christopher L.

Sherman

csherman@sherman-
associates.com

Solar Holdings LLC

233 Park Ave S Ste 201

Minneapolis,
MN
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Doug

Shoemaker

dougs@charter.net

Minnesota Renewable
Energy

2928 5th Ave S

Minneapolis,
MN
55408

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Karl

Sonneman

karl17@hbci.com

Law Office of Karl W.
Sonneman

111 Riverfront
Suite 202
Winona,
MN
55987

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Russ

Stark

Russ.Stark@ci.stpaul.mn.u
s

City of St. Paul

Mayor's Office

15 W. Kellogg Blvd., S
390

Saint Paul,

MN

55102

Electronic Service
lite

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Ally

Sutherland

asutherland@ighmn.gov

City of Inver Grove Heights

8150 Barbara Avenue

Inver Grove Heights,
MN
55077

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Eric

Swanson

eswanson@winthrop.com

Winthrop & Weinstine

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

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Whitney

Terrill

whitney@mnipl.org

Minnesota Interfaith Power
& Light

N/A

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official
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Anna

Tobin

atobin@greeneespel.com

Greene Espel PLLP

222 South Ninth Street
Suite 2200
Minneapolis,

MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Zack

Townsend

zachary.townsend@brookfi
eldrenewable.com

Brookfield Renewable

200 Liberty St FL 14

New York,
NY
10281

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Pat

Treseler

pat.jcplaw@comcast.net

Paulson Law Office LTD

4445 W 77th Street
Suite 224
Edina,

MN
55435

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Gary

Van Winkle

gvanwinkle@mylegalaid.or
g

Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid

111 N Fifth St Ste 100

Minneapolis,
MN
55403

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

John

Vaughn

Nik@rreal.org

Rural Renewable Energy
Alliance

3963 8th Street SW

Backus,
MN
55435

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Robert J.V.

Vose

rvose@kennedy-
graven.com

Kennedy & Graven,
Chartered

150 S 5th St Ste 700

Minneapolis,
MN
55402

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Kevin

Walker

KWalker@beaconinterfaith.
org

Beacon Interfaith Housing
Collaborative

N/A

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jenna

Warmuth

jwarmuth@mnpower.com

Minnesota Power

30 W Superior St

Duluth,
MN
55802-2093

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Jessica

Welk

jwelk@sherman-
associates.com

Sherman Associates

233 Park Avenue South
Suite 201
Minneapolis,

MN
55415

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Skip

Wieser

swieser@wieserlaw.com

Wieser Law Office, P.C.

33 South Walnut Street
Suite 200
La Crescent,
MN
55947

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official
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Heidi

Winter

hwinter@co.murray.mn.us

Murray County

2500 28th Street
PO Box 57
Slayton,
MN
56172

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Curtis P

Zaun

curtis@cpzlaw.com

Attorney At Law

3254 Rice Street

Little Canada,
MN
55126

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

Emily

Ziring

eziring@stlouispark.org

City of St. Louis Park

5005 Minnetonka Blvd

St. Louis Park,
MN
55416

Electronic Service

No

OFF_SL_13-867_Official

11




