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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources (Department) 
respectfully requests that the Commission clarify certain aspects of its Order Adopting Partial 
Settlement as Modified (Order of August 6) in this docket.   
 
The Department commends the Commission on its thorough and thoughtful analysis in 
attempting to balance the legislative intent of promoting the development of renewable energy in 
general and community solar gardens (CSGs) in particular, with keeping the scale of the CSG 
projects consistent with distributed energy generation policies and minimizing potential adverse 
impacts on nonparticipating ratepayers.  To insure the CSG projects progress as expeditiously as 
possible and to avoid any unnecessary disputes, the Department requests that the Commission 
clarify the following aspects of the Order of August 6, 2015: 
 
1. The Commission may wish to clarify or remove an ambiguous one-million dollar cap on 
costs of interconnection with Xcel’s distribution system that permits Xcel to refuse to 
interconnection with the CSGs, even where the CSG complies with otherwise applicable law and 
offers to pay the reasonable costs that are directly related to installing and maintaining the 
physical facilities necessary for interconnected operations.1   
 

                                                 
1 Order at 27-28, Distribution System Upgrades, section 2.2.(b). 
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2. The Commission may wish to clarify two topics relating to the retention of an 
independent engineer,2 so that the expertise of the independent engineer will be utilized in a 
manner to minimize disputes and the delay inherent in resolving disputes, by clarifying that: 
 

(a)  the independent engineer’s decisions to resolve technical disputes are final and 
binding on the parties unless an applicant or the Company requests in writing 
Commission review, and  
 
(b) if Xcel is not reasonably responsive to information requests or does not work 
cooperatively to attempt to resolve disputes, then applicants are not responsible for a 
share of the independent engineer’s costs.  
 

3. The Commission may wish to clarify the scope of the duties requested of the Department 
in connection with the timeliness of application processing.  The Department anticipates tracking 
applications, and developing written decisions regarding Xcel’s timeliness of processing each 
application.  The Commission may wish to clarify that the Department’s written decisions are 
final and binding on the parties, unless an applicant or the Company requests in writing 
Commission review. 
 
4. The Commission may wish to clarify whether CSG applicants, for a limited period of 
time, may transfer any or all of their ownership interests related to a CSG application to a 
different developer without the application losing its queue position.   
 
 
II. BACKGROUND 

In 2013 the Minnesota Legislature passed several laws aimed at promoting the development of 
renewable energy in Minnesota.3  Among them was a program requiring Xcel to file a plan to 
operate a CSG program.4  On September 30, 2013, Xcel filed a petition for approval of its 
proposed CSG program under Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641.  
 
On April 7, 2014, the Commission issued its Order Rejecting Xcel’s Solar-Garden Tariff Filing 
and Requiring the Company to File a Revised Solar-Garden Plan, which required the Company 
to expand the definition of “community solar garden site” to allow a garden site based on a point 
of interconnection.  The Commission determined that “the operator should be able to install solar 
panels on multiple parcels [of land], connect them to the grid through a single interconnection 
point, and take advantage of the resulting economies of scale.”5  
 

                                                 
2 Order at 27 (Interconnection Process 2.2(a)(v)(sic)). 
3 See Minn. Laws 2013 Chap 85.   
4 See Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641(a).   
5 April 7, 2014 Order at 12. 
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On September 17, 2014, the Commission issued its Order Approving Solar-Garden Plan with 
Modifications, in which the Commission directed Xcel to replace its definition of “community 
solar garden site” with the following definition: 
 

“Community Solar Garden Site” is the location of the single point of common 
coupling located at the production meter for the Community Solar Garden 
associated with the parcel or parcels of real property on which the PV System will 
be constructed and located, including any easements, rights of way, and other 
real-estate interests reasonably necessary to construct, operate, and maintain the 
garden. Multiple Community Solar Garden Sites may be situated in close 
proximity to one another in order to share in distribution infrastructure. 

 
The Commission specified “that the definition of ‘community solar garden site’ should expressly 
state that solar gardens may be sited near each other in order to share distribution infrastructure” 
because such a definition “will allow solar gardens to be built more cost-effectively and is 
consistent with the statutory mandate that the program reasonably allow for the creation, 
financing, and accessibility of solar gardens.”6  
 
On February 10, 2015 and March 4, 2015, Xcel filed Comments and Reply Comments 
expressing its concern that the initial Community Solar Garden applications were “utility-scale” 
projects.  The Company stated its belief that the siting of multiple 1 MW solar projects in close 
proximity to one another was contrary to statute, and would present significant rate impacts to its 
customers.  The Company requested the Commission to confirm that its interpretation of the 
CSG statute precludes utility scale solar.7  
 
On March 10, 2015, the Commission’s Executive Secretary issued a letter to Xcel stating it 
expected to address program and rate concerns in late spring or early summer 2015, and stated 
that the Commission’s Orders remain unchanged. Consistent with those Orders, the letter 
observed that the Commission “expects Xcel to administer its program as set out in statute and 
related Commission Orders.” 
 
On April 2, 2015, the Department filed Comments setting forth its reasons for recommending 
denial of Xcel’s retroactive proposal to process only CSG applications for which the cumulative 
capacity is 1 MW or less as defined by the Company. 
 
On April 28, 2015, Xcel filed Supplementary Comments that stated the Company’s intention to 
unilaterally limit all co-located gardens with an aggregate capacity greater than 1 MW to 1 MW, 
and process only applications for co-located gardens that do not exceed 1 MW.8 
 
On May 1, 2015, the Department filed a motion requesting that the Commission order Xcel to 
show cause why the Commission should not (1) find the Company’s proposal in violation of the 
                                                 
6 September 17, 2014 Order at 14-15. 
7 Xcel Energy’s March 4, 2015 Reply at 15. 
8 Xcel Supplemental Comments at 8 (April 28, 2015). 
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Commission’s orders in this docket and (2) order the Company to process applications consistent 
with the Commission’s orders.  
 
On June 23, 2015, the Commission met to hear oral arguments and reconvened on June 25, 2015, 
to decide the matter. 
 
On August 6, 2015, the Commission issued its order, among other things, limiting co-located 
CSGs to 5 MW, limiting distribution system upgrades Xcel would be required to make to those 
costing less than $1,000,000, authorizing retention of an independent engineer, requiring the 
Department to investigate the timeliness of application processing. 
 
 
III. CLARIFICATION, FOR CONSISTENCY WITH MINNESOTA AND FEDERAL 

LAW ON QUALIFIED FACILITIES, OF THE COSTS OF “MATERIAL 
UPGRADES” NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE INTERCONNECTION, AND OF 
XCEL’S OBLIGATION TO INTERCONNECT IF APPLICANTS ARE WILLING 
TO PAY THOSE COSTS.  

The Commission may wish to clarify or remove an ambiguous one-million-dollar cap on 
investment in upgrades to Xcel’s distribution system to accommodate interconnection. 
 
The Order of August 6 at page 12 observes that the settlement agreement, section 2.2 (b) allows 
Xcel to refuse to interconnect with a solar garden competitor if costs of material upgrades in 
Xcel’s distribution system to accommodate interconnection of Community Solar Garden 
applications exceed one million dollars. The Order of August 6 states: 
 

… Xcel is not required to undertake any material upgrades in its distribution 
system to accommodate interconnection of co-located solar gardens:  

 
b. Distribution System Upgrades. The Parties agree that for 
purposes of interconnecting Co-Located Community Solar 
Gardens to Xcel Energy’s distribution system, Section 10 of the 
Company’s Minnesota Electric Rate Tariffs do not require the 
Company to undertake any material upgrades in its distribution 
system to accommodate interconnection of Community Solar 
Garden applications. For purposes of this Agreement, material 
upgrades include, but are not limited to, the addition of substation 
transformers, the upgrading of existing substation transformers, 
the installation of new feeder bays, new overhead feeders, or new 
underground feeders, and re-conductor and pole line work, where 
the cost of such upgrades exceeds one million dollars. If the 
Company does not undertake material upgrades, where such 
upgrades would otherwise be needed for safety, reliability, or 
prudent engineering practice, then the Community Solar Garden 
will not be interconnected to the Company’s distribution system. 
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Order of August 6 at page 12 (emphasis added).  This settlement agreement provision was 
approved without change by the Order of August 6 at page 14.  The Commission indicated its 
belief that the million dollar cap pertains to any one-million-dollar investment at any particular 
interconnection point, stating: 
 

This provision appears to have the effect of limiting solar-garden capacity at a 
particular interconnection point to the preexisting capacity available at that point 
on the distribution system. 

 
Order of August 6 at page 14.  The language of the settlement agreement, however, does not 
contain such a limitation, and is ambiguous.  The settlement agreement does not prohibit the 
Company from aggregating costs of multiple interconnection points or multiple garden 
applications to reach the one-million-dollar cap.  Even if one infers that the settlement agreement 
allows Xcel to aggregate only costs related to a single interconnection point, or related to a single 
solar garden application, the settlement agreement does not specify whether Xcel’s aggregation 
of costs is limited to the costs of upgrades within substations or can also include costs of 
upgrades outside of substations.  It is unclear from the Order of August 6 whether, once Xcel has 
aggregated costs totaling the million-dollar cap, Xcel can refuse all further solar garden 
interconnection applications regardless of the size of the solar garden applicant.  
 
Finally, it is unclear from the language of the agreement whether “unreasonably” high costs, or 
costs not “directly” related to the “physical facilities” for interconnection to Xcel’s distribution 
system (such as Xcel’s overhead costs allocated from Xcel’s non-regulated affiliated entities) can 
be added into the computation of the upgrade cap, to the detriment of Xcel’s solar garden retail 
competitors.  But for the settlement agreement and Order of August 6, such costs would not be 
recoverable from qualifying facilities (QFs), because Minnesota law otherwise limits applicable 
“interconnection costs” of QFs to:  
 

“the reasonable costs of connection, switching, metering, transmission, 
distribution, safety provisions, and administrative costs incurred by the utility 
that are directly related to installing and maintaining the physical facilities 
necessary to permit interconnected operations with a qualifying facility.”9   

                                                 
9 See also,  In the Matter of the Proposed Adoption of Rules of the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission Governing Cogeneration and Small Power Production, 1983 WL 908113 at *10 
(1983) MPUC Docket No. E-999/R-80-560 (March 7, 1983) ORDER ADOPTING RULES at 
Section II (L)(adopting rule and rejecting Xcel’s proposal to limit its reach to “existing retail” 
customers) and 18 C.F.R. §292.101 (b)(7), under which interconnection costs are limited to “the 
reasonable costs of connection, switching, metering, transmission, distribution, safety 
provisions and administrative costs incurred by the electric utility directly related to the 
installation and maintenance of the physical facilities necessary to permit interconnected 
operations with a qualifying facility, to the extent such costs are in excess of the corresponding 
costs which the electric utility would have incurred if it had not engaged in interconnected 
operations, but instead generated an equivalent amount of electric energy itself or purchased an 
(Footnote Continued on Next Page) 
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Minn. Rule 7835.0100 subp. 12. Similarly, unlike the law otherwise applicable to QFs, the 
agreement is silent as to whether avoided costs are part of Xcel’s calculus of interconnection 
costs.   Minn. Rule 7835.0100 further states that: 
 

“[c]osts are considered interconnection costs only to the extent that they exceed 
the corresponding costs which the utility would have incurred if it had not 
engaged in interconnected operations, but instead generated from its own facilities 
or purchased from other sources an equivalent amount of electric energy or 
capacity. Costs are considered interconnection costs only to the extent that they 
exceed the costs the utility would incur in selling electricity to the qualifying 
facility as a nongenerating customer.10 

 
Minn. Rule 7835.0100 subp. 12.  If the Commission finds that it is in the public interest to retain 
the one-million-dollar amount as a measure of whether Xcel must interconnect with its retail 
solar competitors, then, at minimum, the Commission may wish to clarify what facts permit Xcel 
to refuse interconnection. 
 
The Commission may also prefer to remove the million-dollar cap on accommodation of 
interconnection of Community Solar Garden applications, so long as the applicant agrees to pay 
its share of such costs to the extent it causes the upgrade costs to be incurred.  Removal of the 
cap is consistent with Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, which does not allow a utility to refuse 
interconnection on grounds that the cost exceeds some particular amount: 
 

(a) Utilities shall be required to interconnect with a qualifying facility that offers 
to provide available energy or capacity and that satisfies the requirements of this 
section. 
 
(b) Nothing contained in this section shall be construed to excuse the qualifying 
facility from any obligation for costs of interconnection … in excess of those 
normally incurred by the utility for customers with similar load characteristics 
who are not cogenerators or small power producers, or from any fixed charges 
normally assessed such nongenerating customers. 

 
Minn. Stat. § 216B.164, subd. 8.  Further, the Commission may wish to consider that the Public 
Utility Regulatory Policies Act of  1978 (PURPA), which sets the policy for State-regulated 
utilities to provide interconnection to customers who generate electricity, does not permit such 
caps as a basis to refuse interconnection.  PURPA states: 
 

_________________________________ 
(Footnote Continued from Previous Page) 
equivalent amount of electric energy or capacity from other sources.  Interconnection costs do 
not include any costs included in the calculation of avoided costs.”  
10 Id. 
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Each electric utility shall make available, upon request, interconnection service 
to any electric consumer that the electric utility serves. For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term “interconnection service” means service to an electric 
consumer under which an on-site generating facility on the consumer’s premises 
shall be connected to the local distribution facilities. 
 

16 U.S.C. § 2621 (d) (15).  PURPA has no exception that would permit an electric utility to 
refuse interconnection with customers with on-site generating facilities if the cost of the utilities’ 
distribution system upgrade would exceed some specified dollar amount. 
 
Finally, the rules implementing PURPA, 18 C.F.R. §§292.303 and 292.306, regarding 
interconnection and interconnection costs similarly mandate that utilities interconnect, so long as 
costs are reimbursed by the qualifying facility.  18 C.F.R.§292.303  (c) (1) states: 
 

Obligation to interconnect. Subject to paragraph (c)(2) of this section, any electric 
utility shall make such interconnection with any qualifying facility as may be 
necessary to accomplish purchases or sales under this subpart. The obligation to 
pay for any interconnection costs shall be determined in accordance with 
§292.306. 
 

18 C.F.R.§ 292.306 (a) and (b) state: 
 

 (a) Obligation to pay.  Each qualifying facility shall be obligated to pay any 
interconnection costs which the State regulatory authority (with respect to any 
electric utility over which it has ratemaking authority) or nonregulated electric 
utility may assess against the qualifying facility on a nondiscriminatory basis with 
respect to other customers with similar load characteristics. 
(b) Reimbursement of interconnection costs.  Each State regulatory authority 
(with respect to any electric utility over which it has ratemaking authority) and 
nonregulated utility shall determine the manner for payments of interconnection 
costs, which may include reimbursement over a reasonable period of time.” 
 

For the reasons stated, the Commission may consider amending Ordering Paragraph 1 on pages 
27-28 of the Order of August 6, to comply with Minnesota’s existing laws on QFs, as shown by 
the following bold underlining and strikeouts: 
 

b. Distribution System Upgrades. The Parties agree that for purposes of 
interconnecting Co-Located Community Solar Gardens to Xcel Energy’s 
distribution system, Section 10 of the Company’s Minnesota Electric Rate Tariffs 
do not require the Company to undertake bear the cost of any material upgrades 
in its distribution system to accommodate interconnection of Community Solar 
Garden applications.  For purposes of this Agreement, material upgrades will 
conform to the requirements of Minn. Rule 7835.0100, and include, but are 
not limited to, the reasonable costs of connection, switching, metering, 
transmission, distribution, safety provisions, and administrative costs 
incurred by the utility that are directly related to installing and maintaining 
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the physical facilities necessary to permit interconnected operations, which 
facilities include the addition of substation transformers, the upgrading of 
existing substation transformers, the installation of new feeder bays, new 
overhead feeders, or new underground feeders, and re-conductor and pole line 
work, where the cost of such upgrades exceeds one million dollars. If the 
Company does not undertake material upgrades, where such upgrades would 
otherwise be needed for safety, reliability, or prudent engineering practice, then 
the Community Solar Garden will not be interconnected to the Company’s 
distribution system.  Material  upgrades shall include only the most 
reasonable, cost-effective solutions available to comply with the governing 
codes,11 and to operate the system safely and reliably.  Material upgrades to 
accommodate interconnection must not exceed costs of comparable upgrades 
undertaken by Xcel to accommodate its own generation.  The costs for 
interconnection should be itemized and made available to the applicant as 
part of the engineering review process.  Actual cost of upgrades will be within 
20% of the estimate supplied by the Company. 

If the Commission decides to retain the million-dollar cap on interconnection per solar garden 
application, it may wish to add the following sentence to the paragraph: 

Costs associated with material upgrades outside the substation are excluded 
from the $1 million limit per garden. Each garden application may incur 
material upgrade costs of up to $1 million for substation improvements. 

Last, the conditions, timeliness, and costs of interconnection should be subject to review 
and decision by the independent engineer in the event of a dispute as discussed below. 

 
IV.  COMMERCE PLAN FOR AN APPROVED INDEPENDENT ENGINEER LIST 

FOR DISPUTE RESOLUTION AND CLARIFICATION OF THE FINALITY OF 
THE INDEPENDENT ENGINEERS’ DECISIONS. 

The Department is in the process of identifying qualified independent engineers through a 
Request for Qualifications (RFQ).  The RFQ will be released by the Department on or about 
August 27, 2015.  The Department intends to circulate the RFQ widely including within its 
renewable energy newsletter, funding opportunities notification list, previous engineering firms 
who have done business with the state, trade and professional organizations, the Department 
website and other means.  The Department will distribute the RFQ locally and nationally for 
maximum exposure and to increase the pool of qualified candidates.   
 
The Department will accept responses for a period of four weeks in the form of a statement of 
qualifications (SOQ).  The Department intends to identify multiple qualified candidates and to 
maintain a list of independent engineers on the Commerce website. 
 
                                                 
11 Current version of the National Electric Safety Code and National Electrical Code as adopted in Minnesota. 
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In the event of a dispute between an applicant and Xcel regarding technical conditions of 
interconnection and/or costs associated with interconnection, the applicant (developer) may elect 
to seek resolution of the dispute by an independent engineer identified on the Commerce list of 
approved engineers. 
 
The Order of August 6 at page 27 provided that, in the event of interconnection disputes, “The 
independent engineer shall be selected or approved by the Department to ensure neutrality.”  The 
Order of August 6 also states on page 27 that the costs of the independent engineer are to be 
shared equally by the applicant and the Company. 
 
The Department seeks clarification that the expertise of the independent engineer will be utilized 
in a manner to minimize the delay inherent in resolving disputes, and that applicants are not 
responsible for the costs of the independent engineer to the extent that Xcel does not demonstrate 
the reasonableness of its actions.  Specifically, the Department seeks clarification that the 
independent engineer’s resolution of disputes is final and binding on the parties unless an 
applicant or the Company requests review and determination by the Commission, and in the 
event that Xcel is not reasonably responsive to discovery requests or does not work cooperatively 
to attempt to resolve disputes, then applicants are not responsible for the independent engineer’s 
costs.   
 
Thus, the Department recommends the following changes to Ordering Paragraph 1 (Partial 
Settlement paragraph 2.2.a. (v)) on page 27, as noted in bold underlining and strike-outs, as 
follows: 
 

(v)   The Company agrees, upon the request of any Community Solar 
Garden applicant, to submit interconnection disputes materially affecting the 
application to an independent engineer. The Company shall cause the selection of 
the independent engineer promptly following the Effective Date.  The 
independent engineer shall be selected or approved by the Department to ensure 
neutrality.  The independent engineer shall be available on a standing basis to 
resolve disputes on the study process, including material disputes related to the 
Company’s determination of application completeness, timeliness of application 
and study processing, and the cost and necessity of required study costs and 
distribution system upgrades.  The independent engineer’s decision is final and 
binding on the parties unless review and determination by the Commission is 
requested within 5 business days of the issuance of the independent 
engineer’s written decision by an applicant or the Company.  If the 
Community Solar Garden applicant disputes the findings of the Company, the 
applicant may request independent engineer review, and shall share 50% of the 
costs of the independent engineer.  However, if the independent engineer finds 
that excess costs of dispute resolution were the result of the Company’s 
failure to be responsive to requests for information or its failure to 
cooperatively work toward a solution, the Company will bear the cost of 
dispute resolution services.  In the event that Xcel deviates from industry 
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standards for access to the grid, from governing codes,12 FERC rules, the 
Minnesota Interconnection Standard or from Minnesota Rules, that result in 
delays, unreasonable conditions of interconnection, and/or excessive costs, 
dispute resolution costs will not be recoverable from customers. The Parties 
recognize and agree that the Company is statutorily obligated to provide safe and 
reliable service, and the safety and reliability of the system should be given 
paramount consideration in any analysis.  A clear dispute resolution process shall 
be identified by the Parties following the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

 
 
V. TIMELY PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS AND THE TRACKING SYSTEM. 

The Commission’s Order of August 6 on page 22 accepted the Department’s proposal “to devise 
an application-tracking process in cooperation with Xcel and developers.”  It further stated in 
Ordering Paragraph 3 on page 29, as follows:  
 

The Commission directs the Department to devise an application-tracking process 
in cooperation with the Company and all solar-garden applicants, and to provide 
the Commission and parties with an application-processing schedule in a 
compliance filing within 60 days of this order. The Department is authorized to 
investigate situations in which application-processing timelines are not reasonably 
met. 

The Department accepts the Commission’s directive and has identified as its goal to increase the 
transparency of CSG application processing as a means to expedite application processing.  
Although its plan in this regard is not due until October 5, 2015,13 the Department notes 
generally that to conduct business under the CSG program it likely would be helpful to 
applicants to have ready access to information including, but not limited to, application status, 
queue placement, the timeline for review as well as reports from independent engineers actively 
engaged in dispute resolution. 
 
Xcel’s timely processing of CSG applications is essential for satisfaction of the provisions of 
Minn. Stat. § 216B.1641, and for the success of the CSG program.  The Department seeks 
clarification that the Department’s written decision in this regard is final and binding on the 
parties, unless an applicant or the Company requests review and determination by the 
Commission within 5 business days of the issuance of the Department’s written decision.   
 
The Commission’s Order of August 6 on page 22 states that requiring detailed information from 
Xcel, and tracking that information, as to its Section 9 application process and Section 10 
interconnection process: 
 

                                                 
12  Current version of the National Electric Safety Code and National Electrical Code as adopted in Minnesota.  
13 Order at 22 and 29. 
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…will keep Xcel focused on meeting its obligations under sections 9 and 10, and 
monthly reporting will ensure that any problematic trends can be identified and 
addressed in a timely manner.  To that end, the Commission will authorize the 
Department to investigate situations in which application-processing timelines are 
not reasonably met. 

The Department commends Xcel for agreeing to an application processing timeline not to exceed 
50 days, as noted on pages 5 and 20 of the Order of August 6: 
 

The agreement requires Xcel to grant a solar-garden developer permission to 
interconnect within 50 days of the date its application is deemed complete. 

 
Clearly, successful completion of projects prior to the December 31, 2016 expiration of existing 
federal tax incentives requires processing by Xcel without undue delay, i.e., without 
unreasonable delay.  The Department believes this 50-day timeline is both reasonable and 
achievable as reflected by Xcel’s commitment to it. 
 
That said, of the 400+ applications filed on or about December 12, 2014, only one application 
has been approved for interconnection according to Xcel’s website on August 21, 2015.  To meet 
its 50-day approval timeline, and in light of the slow application processing history to date, Xcel 
must ensure it dedicates adequate internal personnel and other resources to do so, and that it 
proceeds to process applications without undue delay.  For these reasons, The Department seeks 
clarification that the Department’s written decisions in this regard are final and binding on the 
parties, unless an applicant or the Company requests review and determination by the 
Commission within five business days of the issuance of the Department’s written decision. 
 
The Commission’s may wish to clarify its Order of August 6 at page 22 as noted in bold 
underlining and strike-outs, as follows: 
 

…will keep Xcel focused on meeting its obligations under sections 9 and 10, and 
monthly reporting will ensure that any problematic trends can be identified and 
addressed in a timely manner.  To that end, the Commission will authorize the 
Department to investigate situations in which application-processing timelines are 
not reasonably met. The Department’s written decision in this regard is final 
and binding on the parties, unless an applicant or the Company requests 
review and determination by the Commission within five business days of the 
issuance of the Department’s written decision. 

 
VI. CLARIFICATION REGARDING OWNERSHIP TRANSFERS. 

The Commission may wish to clarify whether CSG applicants with projects exceeding the 5 MW 
co-location limit may change the name and ownership information for a project at a site without 
losing the project’s queue position.   
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The Commission’s Order of August 6, among other things, limits co-located CSGs to 5 MWs 
and requires the Department to resolve any disputes regarding the size of co-located CSGs.  
Because some applicants anticipated, based on the Commission’s prior actions, the development 
of co-located CSGs of sizes greater than 5 MWs, some CSG applicants will need to withdraw or 
otherwise limit some project applications to meet the 5 MW co-location limit.  As a result, the 
ownership of some co-located CGSs in the application queue are likely to be transferred to others 
to comply with the Commission’s Order of August 6.   The Commission may wish to clarify 
whether CSG applicants, for a limited period of time, may transfer any or all of their ownership 
interests related to a CSG application to a different developer without the application losing its 
queue position.   

Dated: August 26, 2015 

s/ William B. Grant 
William B.  Grant  
Deputy Commissioner 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

 
 

 
August 26, 2011 

 
 
 
Daniel P. Wolf 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 Seventh Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
 
RE: Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources 

MPUC Docket No. E-002/M-13-867 
 
Dear Mr. Wolf: 
 

Enclosed please find a Request for Clarification of the Minnesota Department of 
Commerce Division of Energy Resources. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

s/ Linda S. Jensen 
Linda S. Jensen 
Bar Number 0189030 
Attorney for Minnesota Department of Commerce 
445 Minnesota Street, Suite 1400 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2131 
Telephone:  (651) 757-1472 
Fax:  (651) 297-1138 

 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Service List 
 

SUITE 1800 
445 MINNESOTA STREET 
ST. PAUL, MN 55101-2134 
TELEPHONE: (651) 297-2040 



 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 
 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 
 
 
 I, Annabel Foster Renner, hereby state that on the 26th day of August, 2015, I filed by 
electronic eDockets and served the attached Request for Clarification of The Minnesota 
Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources upon all parties on the attached service 
list. 
 
 See attached service list for E-002/M-13-867 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Annabel Foster Renner 
ANNABEL FOSTER RENNER 
 
 
 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on 
this 26th day of August, 2015. 
 
 
 
/s/ LaTrice Woods    
Notary Public – Minnesota  
My Commission Expires January 31, 2020. 
 



 

Last Name First Name Email Company Name Delivery Method 
View 
Trade 
Secret 

Abbey Ross ross@mysunshare.com SunShare, LLC Electronic Service No 
Allen Michael michael.allen@allenergysolar.com All Energy Solar Electronic Service No 
Anderson Julia Julia.Anderson@ag.state.mn.us Office of the Attorney General-DOC Electronic Service No 
Baldwin Auck Sara sarab@irecusa.org Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc. Electronic Service No 
Bradley Kenneth kbradley1965@gmail.com N/A Electronic Service No 
Bull Michael J. mbull@mncee.org Center for Energy and Environment Electronic Service No 
Burdette Jessica jessica.burdette@state.mn.us Department of Commerce Electronic Service No 
Cannon Joel jcannon@tenksolar.com Tenk Solar, Inc. Electronic Service No 
Carroll John J. jcarroll@newportpartners.com Newport Partners, LLC Electronic Service No 
Crowell Arthur Crowell.arthur@yahoo.com A Work of Art Landscapes Electronic Service No 
Denison Dustin dustin@appliedenergyinnovations.org Applied Energy Innovations Electronic Service No 
Denniston James james.r.denniston@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy Services, Inc. Electronic Service No 
Dobson Ian ian.dobson@ag.state.mn.us Office of the Attorney General-RUD Electronic Service Yes 
Droessler Bill bdroessler@iwla.org Izaak Walton League of America-MWO Electronic Service No 
Engelking Betsy betsy@geronimoenergy.com Geronimo Energy Electronic Service No 
Farrell John jfarrell@ilsr.org Institute for Local Self-Reliance Electronic Service No 
Ferguson Sharon sharon.ferguson@state.mn.us Department of Commerce Electronic Service No 
Franzen Nathan nathan@geronimoenergy.com Geronimo Energy Electronic Service No 
Galvin Hal halgalvin@comcast.net Provectus Energy Development llc Electronic Service No 
Gulden Timothy info@winonarenewableenergy.com Winona Renewable Energy, LLC Electronic Service No 
Harvey Michael mike@weknowsolar.com We Know Solar Electronic Service No 
Hebert Duane duane.hebert@novelenergy.biz Novel Energy Solutions Electronic Service No 
Hinkle Lynn lhinkle@mnseia.org Minnesota Solar Energy Industries Association Electronic Service No 
Horan Jim Jim@MREA.org Minnesota Rural Electric Association Electronic Service No 
Hubbard Jan jan.hubbard@comcast.net N/A Electronic Service No 
Jaffray John S. jjaffray@jjrpower.com JJR Power Electronic Service No 
Jensen Eric ejensen@iwla.org Izaak Walton League of America Electronic Service No 
Kampmeyer Michael mkampmeyer@a-e-group.com AEG Group, LLC Electronic Service No 
Klein Madeleine mklein@socoreenergy.com SoCore Energy Electronic Service No 
Klein Brad bklein@elpc.org Environmental Law & Policy Center Electronic Service No 
Kluempke John jwkluempke@winlectric.com Elk River Winlectric Electronic Service No 
Kramer Jon jk2surf@aol.com Sundial Solar Electronic Service No 
Krause Michael michaelkrause61@yahoo.com Kandiyo Consulting, LLC Electronic Service No 
Leischow Dean dean@sunriseenergyventures.com Sunrise Energy Ventures Electronic Service No 
Lundberg Rebecca rebecca.lundberg@powerfullygreen.com Powerfully Green Electronic Service No 
MacCallum Casey casey@appliedenergyinnovations.org Applied Energy Innovations Electronic Service No 
McConnell Erica emcconnell@kfwlaw.com Keyes, Fox & Wiedman LLP Electronic Service No 
Melone Thomas Thomas.Melone@AllcoUS.com Minnesota Go Solar LLC Electronic Service No 
Moratzka Andrew apmoratzka@stoel.com Stoel Rives LLP Electronic Service No 
Morud Martin mmorud@trunorthsolar.com Tru North Solar Electronic Service No 
Nordstrom Rolf rnordstrom@gpisd.net Great Plains Institute Electronic Service No 
O'Neill Jeff jeff.oneill@ci.monticello.mn.us City of Monticello Electronic Service No 
Patry Dan dpatry@sunedison.com SunEdison Electronic Service No 
Paulson Jeffrey C jeff.jcplaw@comcast.net Paulson Law Office, Ltd. Electronic Service No 
Pickard Donna dpickard@aladdinsolar.com Aladdin Solar Electronic Service No 



 

Last Name First Name Email Company Name Delivery Method 
View 
Trade 
Secret 

Prest Gayle gayle.prest@minneapolismn.gov City of Mpls Sustainability Electronic Service No 
Schuerger P.E. Matthew J. mjsreg@earthlink.net Energy Systems Consulting Services, LLC Electronic Service No 
Shoemaker Doug dougs@mnRenewables.org MRES Electronic Service No 
Swanson Eric eswanson@winthrop.com Winthrop Weinstine Electronic Service No 
Sweeney III Thomas P. tom.sweeney@easycleanenergy.com Clean Energy Collective Electronic Service No 
Thompson SaGonna Regulatory.records@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy Electronic Service No 
Treseler Pat pat.jcplaw@comcast.net Paulson Law Office LTD Electronic Service No 
Willett Jason jason.willett@metc.state.mn.us Metropolitan Council Electronic Service No 
Williams Daniel DanWilliams.mg@gmail.com Powerfully Green Electronic Service No 
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