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OVERVIEW

Northern States Power Company, doing business as Xcel Energy, submits the
attached Comments in response to the Commission’s September 8, 2014 Notice
submitted in the above-noted docket.

This request for comments follows the Commission’s September 17, 2014 Order
approving with modifications the Company’s plan for its community solar gardens
(CSG) program, “Solar*Rewards Community.” The Commission adopted the
Applicable Retail Rate (ARR), as defined in its April 7, 2014 Order, as the bill credit
rate to be used in Solar*Rewards Community. The Order was preceded by an
extensive dialogue among stakeholders, including the Company, the Department, and
solar developers addressing the Company’s May 1 Motion to Show Cause and May 7
Compliance Filing. These comments also follow the development of the Value of
Solar (VOS)! methodology by the Department, its approval by the Commission,? and
the Company’s submittal of a VOS calculation.

These comments respond to the Commission’s request that parties build the record
regarding the design and use of an appropriate adder, if any, for use with the VOS in
CSGs, consistent with the requirement that the program plan reasonably allows for
the creation, financing, and accessibility of gardens.

1 See In the Matter of Establishing a Distributed Solar Value Methodology Under Minn. Stat. 216B.164, Subd. 10(e)
and (f), Docket No. E999/M-14-65.

2 See Order Approving Distributed Solar Value Methodology, April 1, 2014, Docket No. E999/M-14-65.

3 See Xcel Energy Reply Comments, June 19, 2014, Docket No. E002/M-13-867.



We note that we have engaged in informal discussions with a variety of stakeholders
on topics related to a financeable rate and a possible incentive. We believe some solar
developers can reasonably create and finance gardens without additional incentives,
and that if the Commission wishes to pursue other objectives beyond the creation of
gardens, it may find that the public interest supports additional incentives. We believe
that any ratesetting procedure or evaluation of potential further rate enhancements be
guided by market-based principles including finding a “market price,” and being
responsive to market data over time. We believe the Commission should carefully
consider rate impacts to non-participating customers as well as the interest in
nurturing the development of a new solar choice for customers.

COMMENTS

In these Comments we provide background on the community solar gardens and
VOS statutes. We also offer observations on the reasonable creation, financing, and
accessibility of gardens. We note that the Commission’s interest may extend beyond
the minimum threshold set forth in statute, and it may wish to pursue additional
policy objectives beyond “reasonable creation.” If the Commission finds it is in the
public interest to use the VOS rate and additionally orders the use of further
incentives, we offer principles to guide the evaluation of a potential incentive design
and level. Finally, if the Commission orders additional incentives for use in
Solar*Rewards Community, we describe possible incentive structures that the
Commission may wish to consider.

A.  Statutory Framework

In 2013, the Legislature passed omnibus energy legislation that set forth a number of
new solar energy initiatives. The legislation introduced a new Solar Energy Standard
(SES), establishing state goals for solar generation over time. It established two new
financial incentive programs, committing nearly $100 million for small-scale solar
projects over the next five years. It also directed the Company to file a CSG program,
and it specified some of the program’s parameters. Finally, it directed the Department
to develop a VOS methodology for approval by the Commission.

The statute permits a utility to file a VOS alternative tariff. It states:
A public utility may apply for commission approval for an alternative

tariff that compensates customers through a bill credit mechanism for
the value to the utility, its customers, and society for operating



distributed solar photovoltaic resources interconnected to the utility
systemd.

The Legislature also noted that, absent the filing and approval of an alternative tariff,
an “applicable retail rate” be used for CSGs. In its April 7, 2014 Order, the
Commission defined an “applicable retail rate” as well as an enhanced “REC value”
for use within the context of CSGs.

The CSG statute addresses the Commission’s authority to approve, disapprove, or
modify a CSG program and notes that “any plan approved by the commission must:
reasonably allow for the creation, financing, and accessibility of community solar
gardens.”s The Commission’s present request for comments appears to be driven by
this provision.

Should the Commission find that the public interest does support the use of the VOS
tor CSG, we note that we do not interpret either the CSG statute or the VOS statute
to require the utility to file an alternative tariff for CSG projects. As noted in our May
1, 2014 Motion to Show Canse, we believe that the utility has discretion in filing an
alternative tariff.s

We understand the VOS methodology as approved by the Commission to be a fixed
methodology, not subject to future changes. Accordingly, we believe it is appropriate
that if the Company files a VOS alternative tariff in the future, it is subject to
calculating its VOS rate using the currently approved methodology. Any future
changes to the methodology should be subject to notice and comment, and the
Company should have opt-in discretion to file an alternative tariff under a new
methodology.

If the Commission disagrees with this interpretation of statute and orders the
Company to file an alternative tariff for CSG, we respectfully request the Commission
create a checkpoint to fully evaluate whether the rate remains in the public interest for
all customer classes. We are concerned that while the VOS rate is recalculated
annually, there is no clear mechanism under which the Commission could review the
methodology to determine the appropriateness of the rate over time as circumstances

4 Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, Subd. 10(a).

> Minn. Stat. § 216B.164.

¢ (a) A public utility may apply for commission approval for an alternative tatiff that compensates customers
through a bill credit mechanism for the value to the utility, its customers, and society for operating distributed
solar photovoltaic resources interconnected to the utility system and operated by customers primarily for
meeting their own energy needs. (b) If approved, the alternative tariff shall apply to customers'
interconnections occurring after the date of approval. The alternative tariff is in lieu of the applicable rate

under subdivisions 3 and 3a. Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subd. 10.



change. The Commission may wish to re-evaluate the rate at the one year mark
following implementation.

B.  Creation, Financing, and Accessibility of CSGs

1. The Company’s plan reasonably allows for the creation, financing, and accessibility of

gardens.

We believe the Company has complied with the statute by filing a plan which
reasonably allows for the creation, financing, and accessibility of CSGs. The
Commission found that our plan, as modified, meets this burden and approved it as
the basis for the solar gardens program. This decision is supported, in part, by the
hearing testimony of some solar developers confirming they believe they can create
and finance CSGs based on the rate specified in the Company’s June 19, 2014 Show
Cause Reply Comments. In fact, the Company is aware that, in the aggregate, solar
developers are actively planning CSG projects in excess of 30 MWs in the first year of
the program. Additionally, recent media coverage indicates a substantial market
interest in developing gardens under the current proposal.”

We recognize that solar developers vary in their assessment of what level of utility
payment is necessary to finance gardens and appreciate the Commission’s interest in
developing the record on this question. We believe that the “reasonably allow”
language should not be read as a guarantee that every potential solar developer should
be successful or that those that are should unduly profit at the expense of other
customers. As discussed below, there are a number of factors, beside the
compensation level, that will determine who is successful in a competitive market.
Thus, it is unclear that additional incentives are required for many solar developers to
successfully create and market solar gardens.

2. Financing garden development is not dependent on bill credit rate alone.

Parties’ comments in this docket focus on the subscriber’s bill credit rate as the sole
determinant of whether or not a business owner is able to obtain financing. We take a
more expansive view of the important considerations when capitalizing any project,
including solar projects.

First, a garden operator’s ability to attract financing is dependent on its ability to
assure lenders that the operator is a good credit risk. It will do so by demonstrating its

7 See “Denver-based SunShare wants to sell Minnesota a share of the sun,” by David Shafter, Star Tribune.
September 6, 2014.



value to potential investors through its ability to manage costs, provide quality service,
attract and retain customers, and market a unique subscription service at a competitive
price, among other factors. Some solar developers will be better able to attract both
investors and customer-subscribers than others.

Second, a solar garden operator will generate revenue primarily from its subscribers.
Operators will make offers to potential subscribers, we presume, in the form of
renting, leasing, or selling to a subscriber a portion of a garden or a garden’s energy
production. When a garden operator needs funds to develop or maintain a garden, its
primary source will be the rates it charges its customer-subscribers. While we
understand that the bill credit rate available to subscribers is an important component
of the operator’s ability to communicate a customer’s potential return on investment,
payback threshold, and to establishing a baseline for general project feasibility, we do
not believe the bill credit rate is the sole determinant in the financial success of CSGs.

While we believe we have met the statute’s threshold of proposing a plan which
“reasonably allows” for garden creation, we understand that the Commission may
wish to consider additional objectives. Accordingly, we provide further comments on
a financial incentive for use with CSGs. We believe the incentive discussion requires
the recognition of certain principles discussed below.

C. Evaluating a Solar Incentive: Market-Based Principles

In the exchange of comments preceding the Commission’s approval of the VOS
methodology, the Company clearly stated that incentives layered onto the VOS may
be necessary to drive market adoption. There, we noted:

“Incentives complement the VOS tariff by providing a flexible mechanism to
offset the incremental costs of smaller scale solar installations, while allowing
the VOS to serve its intended purpose of reflecting the value of solar energy on
the system.”s

When considering whether it is appropriate to offer an additional incentive to the
Solar*Rewards Community program, the Commission might consider the framework
set forth in statute, and it might also consider various policy objectives. These policy
objectives might include the desired nature and quantity of solar activity driven by the
program, the overall capacity of the program, the diversity of the market response to
the program, the program’s success in achieving the state’s solar acquisition targets,
and overall budget constraints. We believe an unlimited incentive budget would be

8 See Xcel Energy Reply Comments, February 20, 2014, Docket No. E999/M-14-65.



inappropriate, and we think it is appropriate to focus on leveraging the program to
meet the state energy goals at a cost-competitive rate. We believe this is best
accomplished through market-based strategies which endeavor to find the “market
price,” and which rely on actual, observed response to the program.

The Commission’s exploration of this topic may require it to address the funding
source and level of any additional financial incentive, and we offer comments on these
topics.

1. Identifying a Funding Sonrce

In order for the Company, the Commission, or any stakeholder to evaluate a potential
solar incentive structure, a fundamental component is the identification and approval
of an appropriate funding source. The CSG statute contemplates an incentive for use
in CSG. It sets forth the eligibility for Solar*Rewards and Made in Minnesota
incentive payments to apply to CSGs.® These programs are funded primarily through
the Renewable Development Fund (RDF).

While the statute does not identify a funding source for any additional incentives for
use with CSGs, we believe the RDF is the most appropriate source for any further
incentives ordered by the Commission. We believe the RDF is appropriate for several
reasons. First, sourcing incentive dollars from the RDF would provide consistency
with existing solar incentive programs. Second, as the RDF is funded by the
Company’s customers, there is an appealing symmetry to providing the RDF benetfits
to the Company’s customers. Third, the RDF would provide a path for Company
cost recovery for incentives paid. Finally, providing support for community solar
appears to be within the scope of eligible uses of the RDF, which include

(1) to increase the market penetration within the state of renewable electric

energy resources at reasonable costs;

(2) to promote the start-up, expansion, and attraction of renewable electric

energy projects and companies within the state;

(3) to stimulate research and development within the state into renewable

electric energy technologies; and

(4) to develop near-commercial and demonstration scale renewable electric

projects or near-commercial and demonstration scale electric infrastructure

delivery projects if those delivery projects enhance the delivery of renewable

electric energy. 10

® Minn. Stat. § 216B.164 (d).
10 Minn Stat. 116C.779, Subd. 1, par. (d)



2. Setting an Incentive 1 evel and other Design Considerations

The level of any potential incentive should be carefully evaluated with attention to
possible unintended consequences. For example, by providing incentives that are too
rich, the Commission could cause an artificial rush to reserve payments and the rate of
program uptake could destabilize the ability to implement the program successfully.
The alternative risk, which we believe is unlikely, is that setting an incentive payment
too low can result in the installation of insufficient capacity to meet the utility’s
compliance targets. Clearly, neither of these outcomes is desirable.

In its evaluation of the design of an additional incentive, the Commission could
consider a variety of elements beyond the funding source and incentive level. In
addition to other key design elements, it may consider to whom the payment is made,
the payment term, the overall budget, ratepayer impact, individual project incentive
limits, equity among rate classes, and the most appropriate means of responding to
changing market conditions.

If the Commission wishes to consider other policy goals beyond “reasonable
creation,” this will certainly drive its evaluation of various incentive designs. The
Commission may wish to balance support for those who need it to become
established against the risk of overcompensating all other developers. If the
Commission is concerned that larger solar developers or garden operators will
displace smaller developers or operators, for example, it may wish to provide
incentives which promote market diversity. The Commission may wish to establish
an additional incentive available only for smaller projects or smaller organizations.!!
Alternatively, it may set forth eligibility criteria based on an overall number of projects
a single developer may pursue or maximum incentive dollars a single developer may
receive.

We believe the market response in the eatly years of Solar*Rewards Community will
provide the best source of data on the key uncertainties all parties face, including what
garden operator business models are most successful, what bill credit rate framework
is most appropriate, and whether the Company remains on track to meet its
obligations under the SES. In particular, we believe the Commission may be
interested in observing the market response to the program under the Applicable
Retail Rate from commercial and industrial customers.

11 The Commission may wish to exclude from incentive eligibility projects already funded under Made in
Minnesota or Solar*Rewards.



Prior to the availability of actual data on market response to the program, we offer a
discussion of possible incentive models. The values in the table below are provided
tor illustrative purposes. However, if the Commission decides to remain with the
currently approved Applicable Retail Rate, the Company would encourage the
Commission to consider these comments and the strategies suggested for finding the

“market price” as it relates to the current REC incentive option of $0.02 or
$0.03/kWh.

D. Incentive Structure

There is considerable variety in reported pricing nationwide for the installed costs of
PV. Apples-to-apples comparisons are challenging, given the geographic differences
in the quality of the solar resource, local labor costs, efficiencies of scale, and other
soft costs (such as permitting and interconnection, etc.). Similarly, there is
considerable variety in bill credits rates for solar participants, given the disparate
treatment of retail electric rates, net metering policies, and distributed generation
tariffs. What is not in dispute, however, is that the cost of installed PV has declined in
recent years. A key question for regulators, utilities, and other stakeholders
considering incentive design is how a design framework best responds to changing
market conditions over time. Three possible models are described here.

1. Option 1 — Declining Incentive Schednle

One incentive model sets forth a schedule under which the incentive levels decline
over time and/or as capacity or budget targets are met. An incentive program built
around a declining schedule (in “steps”) tailored to customer class is common in solar
programs across the country. The long-term schedule offers the solar industry
advantages in planning and managing uncertainty.

This model has disadvantages based on how it might be implemented, however. If
the incentive schedule declines prescriptively based on the passage of time alone, it
does not react to changing market conditions and it may not find the accurate “market
price.” Additionally, if the schedule declines based on capacity achievements alone, it
creates a race to secure the highest possible incentive level, would not facilitate the
moderated flow of program uptake, and would continue to promote artificial price
signals. For these reasons, the model works best when the steps are based on both
capacity and timing targets. This model could accommodate additional projects from
garden operators willing to forego the incentive and to apply to the program outside
of the step-down schedule.



Table 1 below demonstrates an example declining class-based incentive schedule that
brings the bill credit rate to a levelized value of $.15/kWh for step 1. Not shown is a
differentiated step table for other the General Service rate class. Within this model,
the incentive modulates based on the actual VOS rate and, when combined with the
VOS, equals the total bill credit (levelized) within the step.

Table 1
Residential Service Example

Step Capa | Value of | Incentive | Total bill | VOS Total bill | 25 year

And city | Solar (constant) | credit (year 1) | credit incentive

Year (evelize (Levelized) (year 1) | budget

d)

ID A B C D E F G

Formula D-B C+E A*C*1,400kWh
/KW*25yts

1 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0292 $0.15 $0.0940 | $0.1232 | $5,110,000

2 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0242 $0.145 $0.0940 | $0.1182 | $4,235,000

3 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0192 $0.14 $0.0940 | $0.1132 | $3,360,000

+ 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0142 $0.135 $0.0940 | $0.1082 | $2.485,000

5 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0092 $0.13 $0.0940 | $0.1032 | $1,610,000

0 5MW | $0.1208 | $0.0042 $0.125 $0.0940 | $0.0982 | $735,000

7 5MW | $0.1208 | NA $0.1208 $0.0940 | $0.0940

Total 35M

W $17,535,000

2. Option 2 — Competitive Procurement

A second possible incentive model relies on competitive bidding as its market-driven
mechanism. Under a competitive procurement model, the utility solicits bids from
potential solar developers. Bids could be solicited via a Request for Proposals (REFP),
and evaluated on standard selection criteria. This model is similar to the recent RFP
issued by the Company in the Solar Resource Acquisition docket.!2

The Company uses competitive procurement in Solar*Rewards Community in its
Colorado jurisdiction. There, the program features two paths for garden operators: an

12 Docket No. E-002/M-14-162.




RFP and the Standard Offer program. The Company issues an RFP once per year
with a capacity target. Once the “market price” is determined by the RFP process,
that price forms the basis of the Standard Offer program. A $.02 premium is then
added to the Standard Offer Program level. The Commission may wish to consider
using a similar mechanism here.

A competitive procurement process might be implemented as follows:

1. Solicit competitive bids for gardens development at a proposed bill credit rate
in March of each year following approval of an annual rate update.

2. Accept the lowest cost bids up to 5 MW and process applications in sequence
trom successful bidders.

3. The incentive level is set for all based on the highest bid price among the first 5
MW bidders less the current bill credit rate.

4. [OPTIONAL] Open the program to all applicants in October of each year at
the bid price established in the competitive procurement process.

5. Repeat annually.

6. Garden Operators wishing to forego any incentive may apply at any time and
would not be bound by the competitive procurement process described above.

Under another alternative competitive procurement structure, bids could be received
via a reverse auction, where the Company opens a bidding process beginning at $0
and increasing incrementally. When the rate offer reaches an attractive level, a
qualified bidder signals to the Company its willingness to build a certain amount of
capacity at that rate, and funds are reserved on that bidder’s behalf. Once the
incentive budget is exhausted and/or the capacity target is achieved, the auction ends.

A primary advantage of incentive mechanisms that use competitive procurement is
their effectiveness in producing accurate market-based pricing. Repeating the process
iteratively over time allows the program to react to changing PV prices, new
technologies, developing market efficiencies, or other dynamic circumstances.

3. Option 3 — Competitive Upfront Incentive to Garden Operator

A third option the Commission may wish to consider is an upfront incentive payment
to the garden operator. This option would generally follow the same competitive
procurement process described above with key modifications. Instead of offering a
tinancial incentive in the form of a per kWh subscriber bill credit, the Company could
offer an upfront incentive (or rebate) payment directly to the garden operator.

A competitive upfront incentive process might be implemented as follows:

10



1. Solicit competitive bids for gardens development for an up-front incentive level
in January of each year (either through RFP or reverse auction).

2. Accept the lowest cost bids up to 5 MW and process applications in sequence
trom successful bidders.

3. The incentive level is set for all successful bidders based on the highest bid
price among the first 5 MW bidders. The incentive is in the form of a one-
time, up-front capacity-based payment made to the garden operator.

4. [OPTIONAL] Open the program to all applicants in October of each year at
the bid price established in the competitive procurement process.

5. Repeat annually.

6. Garden Operators wishing to forego any incentive may apply at any time and
not bound by the competitive procurement process.

The garden operatot’s ability to attract financing and defray initial startup costs may
benefit from a direct payment. Additionally, a direct incentive payment to the garden
operator makes transparent the transfer of a financial benefit from non-participants to
the garden operator. If the Commission determines an additional incentive is
supported by the public interest, an upfront incentive paid directly to the garden
operator would be a transparent and administratively straightforward method to
achieve policy goals.

CONCLUSION

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the important topic of
potential incentives for use in Solar*Rewards Community. We believe a properly
designed Solar*Rewards Community bill credit rate has the potential to not only
reasonably allow gardens to be created, but also to expand solar participation in
Minnesota in a way that is fair to all customers and reflective of market principles. We
respectfully request the Commission carefully consider our comments in light of
delivering the goals of customer fairness and low-cost compliance with solar standards
in tandem with reasonably allowing for the creation, financing, and accessibility of
solar gardens.

Dated: October 1, 2014

Northern States Power Company
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I, SaGonna Thompson, hereby certify that I have this day served copies of the foregoing
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Dated this 1st day of October 2014

/s/

SaGonna Thompson
Regulatory Administrator



First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Ross Abbey abbey@fresh-energy.org Fresh Energy 408 Saint Peter St Ste 220 [Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55102-1125
Michael Allen michael.allen@allenergysol | All Energy Solar 721 W 26th st Suite 211 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
ar.com 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
Minnesota
55405
Julia Anderson Julia.Anderson@ag.state.m | Office of the Attorney 1800 BRM Tower Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
n.us General-DOC 445 Minnesota St 867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
551012134
Kenneth Bradley kbradley1965@gmail.com 2837 Emerson Ave S Apt | Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Cwi112 867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel
Minneapolis,
MN
55408
Michael J. Bull mbull@mncee.org Center for Energy and 212 Third Ave N Ste 560 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Environment 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55401
Jessica Burdette jessica.burdette@state.mn. | Department of Commerce |85 7th Place East Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
us Suite 500 867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55101
Joel Cannon jcannon@tenksolar.com Tenk Solar, Inc. 9549 Penn Avenue S Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Bloomington, Garden - Xcel
MN
55431
John J. Carroll jcarroll@newportpartners.c |Newport Partners, LLC 9 Cushing, Suite 200 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
om 867_Community Solar
Irvine, Garden - Xcel
California
92618
Arthur Crowell Crowell.arthur@yahoo.com | A Work of Art Landscapes |234 Jackson Ave N Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Hopkins, Garden - Xcel
MN
55343
Dustin Denison dustin@appliedenergyinno |Applied Energy Innovations |4000 Minnehaha Ave S Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-

vations.org

Minneapolis,
MN
55406

867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
James Denniston james.r.denniston@xcelen |Xcel Energy Services, Inc. |414 Nicollet Mall, Fifth Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
ergy.com Floor 867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel
Minneapolis,
MN
55401
lan Dobson ian.dobson@ag.state.mn.u | Office of the Attorney Antitrust and Utilities Electronic Service Yes SPL_SL_13-
s General-RUD Division 867_Community Solar
445 Minnesota Street, [1400 Garden - Xcel
BRM Tower
St. Paul,
MN
55101
Bill Droessler N/A Izaak Walton League of 1619 Dayton Ave Ste 202 |Paper Service No SPL_SL_13-
America-MWO 867_Community Solar
Saint Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55104
John Farrell jfarrell@ilsr.org Institute for Local Self- 1313 5th St SE #303 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Reliance 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55414
Sharon Ferguson sharon.ferguson@state.mn | Department of Commerce |85 7th Place E Ste 500 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
.us 867_Community Solar
Saint Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
551012198
Nathan Franzen nathan@geronimoenergy.c |Geronimo Energy 7650 Edinborough Way Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
om Suite 725 867_Community Solar
Edina, Garden - Xcel
MN
55435
Hal Galvin halgalvin@comcast.net Provectus Energy 1936 Kenwood Parkway Paper Service No SPL_SL_13-
Development lic 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55405
Elizabeth Goodpaster bgoodpaster@mncenter.or |MN Center for Suite 206 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
g Environmental Advocacy 26 East Exchange Strdet 867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
551011667
Timothy Gulden info@winonarenewableene |Winona Renewable 1449 Ridgewood Dr Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-

rgy.com

Energy, LLC

Winona,
MN
55987

867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Lynn Hinkle Ihinkle@mnseia.org Minnesota Solar Energy 2512 33rd Ave South #2 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Industries Association 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55406
Jan Hubbard jan.hubbard@comcast.net 7730 Mississippi Lane Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Brooklyn Park, Garden - Xcel
MN
55444
John S. Jaffray jjaffray @jjrpower.com JJIR Power 350 Highway 7 Suite 236 | Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Excelsior, Garden - Xcel
MN
55331
Eric Jensen ejensen@iwla.org Izaak Walton League of Suite 202 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
America 1619 Dayton Avenue 867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55104
Michael Kampmeyer mkampmeyer@a-e- AEG Group, LLC 260 Salem Church Road Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
group.com 867_Community Solar
Sunfish Lake, Garden - Xcel
Minnesota
55118
John Kluempke jwkluempke@winlectric.co |Elk River Winlectric 12777 Meadowvale Rd Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
m 867_Community Solar
Elk River, Garden - Xcel
MN
55330
Jon Kramer jk2surf@aol.com Sundial Solar 4708 york ave. S Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55410
Rebecca Lundberg rebecca.lundberg@powerfu | Powerfully Green 11451 Oregon Ave N Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
llygreen.com 867_Community Solar
Champlin, Garden - Xcel
MN
55316
Casey MacCallum casey@appliedenergyinnov | Applied Energy Innovations |4000 Minnehaha Ave S Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
ations.org 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55406
Erica McConnell emcconnell@kfwlaw.com Keyes, Fox & Wiedman 436 14th Street, Suite 1305 | Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-

LLP

Oakland,
California
94612

867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Thomas Melone Thomas.Melone@AllcoUS. [Minnesota Go Solar LLC 222 South 9th Street Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
com Suite 1600 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
Minnesota
55120
Andrew Moratzka apmoratzka@stoel.com Stoel Rives LLP 33 South Sixth Street Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Suite 4200 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55402
Martin Morud mmorud@trunorthsolar.co |Tru North Solar 5115 45th Ave S Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
m 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55417
Rolf Nordstrom rnordstrom@gpisd.net Great Plains Institute 2801 21ST AVE S STE 220 | Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel
Minneapolis,
MN
55407-1229
Jeffrey C Paulson jeff.jcplaw@comcast.net Paulson Law Office, Ltd. 7301 Ohms Ln Ste 325 Paper Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Edina, Garden - Xcel
MN
55439
Donna Pickard dpickard@aladdinsolar.co |Aladdin Solar 1215 Lilac Lane Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
m 867_Community Solar
Excelsior, Garden - Xcel
MN
55331
Gayle Prest gayle.prest@minneapolism | City of Mpls Sustainability |350 South 5th St, #315 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
n.gov 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
55415
Dan Rogers drogers@sunedison.com [ SunEdison N/A Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel
Matthew J. Schuerger P.E. mjsreg@earthlink.net Energy Systems Consulting | PO Box 16129 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
Services, LLC 867_Community Solar
St. Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55116
Doug Shoemaker dougs@mnRenewables.or [MRES 2928 5th Avenue South Paper Service No SPL_SL_13-

g

Minneapolis,
MN
55408

867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel




First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name
Erin Stojan Ruccolo ruccolo@fresh-energy.org |Fresh Energy 408 Saint Peter St Ste 220 [Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
867_Community Solar
Saint Paul, Garden - Xcel
MN
55102-1125
Thomas P. Sweeney I tom.sweeney@easycleane [Clean Energy Collective P O Box 1828 Paper Service No SPL_SL_13-
nergy.com 867_Community Solar
Boulder, Garden - Xcel
CcO
80306-1828
SaGonna Thompson Regulatory.Records@xcele | Xcel Energy 414 Nicollet Mall FL 7 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
nergy.com 867_Community Solar
Minneapolis, Garden - Xcel
MN
554011993
Pat Treseler pat.jcplaw@comcast.net Paulson Law Office LTD Suite 325 Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-
7301 Ohms Lane 867_Community Solar
Edina, Garden - Xcel
MN
55439
Daniel Williams DanWilliams.mg@gmail.co |Powerfully Green 11451 Oregon Avenue N Electronic Service No SPL_SL_13-

m

Champlin,
MN
55316

867_Community Solar
Garden - Xcel
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