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INTRODUCTION 

 
 In accordance with the directives of the Staff of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon 

(“OPUC” or “Commission”), Noble Americas Energy Solutions LLC (“Noble Solutions”) 

hereby submits its comments on the questions asked in the issues list distributed in this 

proceeding.  Noble Solutions appreciates the efforts of the OPUC Staff in this proceeding and the 

opportunity to provide this input to inform the Staff’s memorandum on implementation of H.B. 

4126.  These comments provide Noble Solutions’ comments in response to each of the questions 

presented, and Noble Solutions has also attached a completed voluntary renewable energy tariff 

(“VRET”) Models Summary Table incorporating our responses. 

COMMENTS 
 
I.  How should a Voluntary Renewable Energy Tariff (VRET) be defined and designed? 

(context/general issues) 
 

1. What are the essential features of such a tariff (e.g. ability to purchase power at a long 
term, fixed rate)? If the Commission were to allow VRETs, would more than one type 
of VRET design help to satisfy diverse customer demands?  
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The essential feature is a tariff product that matches renewable 

generation source to customer sink on an hourly (or shorter) schedule basis, with the investor-
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owned utility (“IOU”) providing load following/back-up service.  How that product is priced or 

the term of the tariff is at the IOU’s discretion based on cost-of-service studies and subject to the 

OPUC’s parameters and approvals of the tariff.  Any renewable product offering that is not 

source-to- sink on a real-time basis is an unbundled renewable energy credit (“REC”) sale, which 

has been excluded from consideration as a VRET product already in this proceeding. 

2. Should a regulated utility continue to plan for VRET load through integrated resource 
planning? Should VRET customers be included in a regulated utility’s total retail 
sales? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The answer to this is dependent on whether the IOU is willing to 

let customers who participate on a VRET tariff rate return to bundled utility service and if so, the 

terms of that return.  Currently, only PGE allows certain classes of direct access (“DA”) 

customers to enter into the type of long-term opt-out of cost-of-service rates that has been 

recognized as warranting exclusion of those customers from consideration in the load PGE must 

serve in PGE’s integrated resource planning.  It would be reasonable to treat the VRET load 

similarly and to exclude the VRET load from resource planning if the VRET customer is 

required to make a long-term opt out and provide similar notice to return to cost-of-service rates.  

Additionally, if it is determined that VRET customers are excluded from the IRP planning, then 

those customers should also have the right to freely move off of the VRET tariff to DA service 

without returning to cost-of-service rates or paying any additional transition charges. 

a) Should VRETs be considered for all non-residential customers or only a subset 
of non-residential customers (e.g. only large customers)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments:  VRETs should be available to all non-residential customers 

irrespective of  size.  However, the criteria that affect availability should be the same between the 

VRET and DA.  So, for example, if a multi-year VRET was available to customers who are 
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smaller than the minimum size required for the utility’s multi-year DA program, then DA 

providers should be permitted to offer a multi-year renewable energy product (comparable to the 

VRET) to those smaller customers who qualify for the VRET but do not currently qualify for 

multi-year DA. This would promote the further development of renewable resources, while at the 

same time not harming Oregon’s competitive retail market place.     

b) Should there be a cap on the amount of load that can be served under a VRET 
to protect against risk of large amounts of load leaving the existing cost-of-
service system (e.g. the 300 average MW cap for direct access in PGE’s 400 
series cost-of-service opt-out schedules)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments:  We assume that the VRET is a type of utility offering that will be 

designed to capture all fixed and variable costs, as well as any stranded costs associated with the 

tariff rate. If so, there should theoretically be no need to “cap” the amount of VRET load.  

However, if there is not a cap for VRET load, this could result in discriminatory treatment of 

direct access suppliers that currently are only allowed to make renewable energy offerings 

subject to strict program caps.  Consequently, if no cap is instituted for the VRET tariff, DA 

providers should be permitted to offer a multi-year renewable energy product (comparable to the 

VRET) that is not subject to the current DA program caps. 

3. What portion of a customer’s load should a VRET be able to serve? All load? Partial 
load? Service at a given Point of Delivery (“POD”)? Should VRET customers be able 
to aggregate multiple sites/PODs? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: If adopted, the VRET should allow customers to serve all load with 

POD aggregation, consistent with offerings currently allowed under direct access. 

4. Should VRET load be met with multiple renewable resources that are aggregated? If 
so, how should the regulated utility disclose the renewable resources provided as an 
aggregated product? 
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Noble Solutions’ Comments: If adopted, the VRET should allow the IOU to source the 

renewable energy however the IOU wants to design the tariff so long as the product is an hourly 

(or less) source-to-sink delivery and other applicable requirements are met. 

5. Given the variability of renewable energy generation, what services should be included 
in a VRET to enable delivery of renewable energy (e.g. back-up/supplemental services 
or firming/shaping)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: See the response to Question No. 1. 

6. For comparison, with regard to existing Direct Access as summarized in the VRET 
Models Table: 
 

a) Are there service requirements (e.g. transition charges, enrollment windows, 
etc.) applicable to direct access that should not be required in provision of 
service under a VRET? If so, what is the rationale for differentiating between 
direct access requirements and VRET requirements?  
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Whenever a customer leaves the utility’s bundled portfolio service 

for DA or a VRET, there is the possibility of stranded costs being incurred by the utility or 

remaining cost-of-service customers.  Currently, the stranded costs associated with direct access 

elections are assessed in full to the departing customer in Oregon.  Additionally, the utilities 

offer direct access only under strict program caps, short enrollment windows, and lengthy notices 

to return to cost-of-service rates, among other restrictions.  The express or implicit goal of these 

restrictions is to hold remaining customers harmless.  Accordingly, to protect the competitive 

market, the stranded costs associated with the decision to elect VRET service need to be 

identified and included in the cost of any VRET product that might be approved by the 

Commission.  The same, or comparable, terms of service applicable to DA, in order to maintain a 

level playing field between DA service and VRET, need to be incorporated into the VRET tariff 

– this includes all the rules that limit DA activity (i.e. enrollment windows, notice to return, 
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program caps, etc.). 

b) What “green energy” options do Energy Service Suppliers (ESS) currently offer 
in utility service territories under direct access? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions offers a “soup-to-nuts” renewable product 

offering depending on the customers’ needs and goals.  This product offering is customized to 

each and every customer and can be as simple as supplying unbundled RECs or as complicated 

as a three-way, long-term contract that enables source-to-sink renewable energy deliveries. 

c) Are there new or additional ESS offerings that regulated utilities can enable 
through direct access that will meet the requirements of direct access laws and 
improve customer access to the kinds of “green energy” products that they are 
seeking? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The primary incentive that the utilities can offer to promote use of 

additional “green energy” above and beyond the requirements of Oregon’s RPS would be to lift 

the program restrictions that currently exist to limit DA service for those customers who wish to 

purchase a “green energy” product from source to sink.  This would include elimination of DA 

enrollment windows, elimination of participation caps, and elimination of minimum usage limits. 

II.  Whether Further Development of Significant Renewable Energy Resources is 
Promoted? (issues related to HB 4126 Section 3(3)(a))  

 
1. Should VRET renewable resources be defined to include the same types of renewable 

energy resources as the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) (e.g. solar power, wind 
power, but only certain types of hydroelectric power)? Should “further development of 
significant renewable energy resources” include buying the direct output and/or 
bundled Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) from a new renewable resource power 
plant? From an existing plant?  How should “new” and “existing” plants be defined? 
Should there be a limit on how old the plant is? (e.g. recently constructed or 
constructed since a selected year)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Yes.  The VRET program should be used to further enhance the 

development of new renewable resources that meet Oregon’s RPS standard, as contemplated in 
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HB 4126, Section 3(3)(a).  “New” should be a date that reasonably reaches back in time without 

incorporating resources that have been online for more than five years. 

2. In order to be considered “further development of significant renewable energy 
resources,” should there be geographic limits on the source of eligible renewable 
energy (e.g. Oregon or the Northwest)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Assuming the VRET is a source-to-sink offering, there is no need 

for a geographic limit to be placed on the source of eligible renewable energy because only 

resources whose output can actually reach Oregon loads will qualify. 

3. Given that the RPS is a minimum threshold for utilities in the existing cost-of-service 
rate based system, what should be the minimum renewable energy required in a VRET 
product (not including non-renewable resources that may be needed for back-
up/supplemental service or firming/shaping)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: If adopted, the VRET should apply only for a product that is 100% 

RPS-compliant, excluding firming and shaping energy. 

4. Of all the models in the VRET Models Table, which model is most likely to promote 
“further development of significant renewable energy resources”? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

III.  What may be the Effect on Development of a Competitive Retail Market? (HB 4126 
Section 3(3)(b))  

 
1. How should a VRET’s effect on competitive suppliers and the direct access market be 

assessed? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Any VRET program should be designed to ensure that access to 

the program and the treatment of transition adjustments is non-discriminatory between the VRET 

and DA. 

2. Is the competitive retail market harmed if a regulated utility is able to make offerings 
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under a VRET to non-residential customers that a third party competitive supplier is 
not permitted to provide under the terms of current direct access tariffs (e.g. enrollment 
windows and transition adjustments)? If so, how? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Yes. The underlying rationale for enrollment windows and 

transition adjustments does not change just because the program is a utility-sponsored VRET 

rather than DA.  If DA customers are subject to enrollment windows and transition adjustments 

but VRET customers are not, then the utility would be in a position to  create an unlevel 

competitive offering.  If direct access customers have to operate within a predefined arrangement 

that “protects” the remaining bundled customers and/or shareholders of the utility, then allowing 

the utility to bypass these “protections” in their VRET offering is unduly discriminatory and 

harms the competitive retail market. 

3. With respect to Model 1(b/x) [third party owned resource & regulated utility facilitated] 
and Model 1 (c/d) [third party owned resource with aggregation]:  
 
a) What are the effects, if any, on the competitive retail market if Independent Power 

Producers (IPPs) supply power through the regulated utility as part of VRET 
design in these models? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: This model, given certain adaptations, is essentially a wholesale 

buy-through tariff, where the utility supplies energy provided to the utility by the customer’s 

chosen wholesale supplier and the utility also provides imbalance energy.  This is a model that is 

adopted by jurisdictions that either do not want, or legally cannot, allow customers to bypass 

utility procurement.  For an example, see Arizona Public Service’s (“APS”) Experimental Rate 

Schedule AG-1.1  In states that have direct access, this is a suboptimal model as it limits the type 

of energy products to essentially wholesale products.  This model is one potential form of retail 

wheeling. 

1  Available online at: https://www.aps.com/library/rates/AG-1.pdf. 
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b) What should the role of the regulated utility be in developing and offering a 
product or transacting between customers and an IPP under these VRET models? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The chief role is that of the customer’s imbalance provider.  A 

good example is the Arizona Public Service AG-1 rate schedule, which, despite the shortcomings 

of this type of arrangement, is a well-designed wholesale buy-through tariff.  Excessive leaning 

on APS for imbalance service can lead to disqualification from the rate schedule.   

c) Would these VRET models comport with the requirements of a filed tariff (e.g. 
must list prices and be accessible to all similarly situated customers [see HB 4126 
Section 3(4) and ORS 757.205, 757.210, 757.212, 757.215])?  Can these models be 
implemented such that an IPP is not required to provide confidential pricing data 
to a regulated utility (e.g. non-disclosure agreements)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Inasmuch as the “prices” relate to the services offered by the 

utility, yes.  For the services provided by the IPP, that is a contract between the IPP and the 

customer and should be confidential. 

4. With respect to Model 1(c/d) [third party owned resource with aggregation] and Model 
2(c/d) [regulated utility owned resource with aggregation], if aggregation is allowed, 
should a regulated utility be prohibited from acting as an aggregator such that the 
VRET would only permit aggregation by registered aggregators (see OAR 860-038-
0380)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Yes. 

5. With respect to Model 2 [regulated utility owned resource] and Model 2(c/d) [regulated 
utility owned resource with aggregation], what are the effects, if any, on the 
competitive retail market if a regulated utility owns or operates resources as part of 
VRET design in these models? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Any generation assets owned by the utility must be offered to all 

customers on a non-discriminatory basis.  Otherwise, the utility is abusing its monopoly status by 

offering one price to one set of similarly-situated customers and another price to another set of 

the same similarly-situated customers.  This, of course, is unduly discriminatory pricing.  
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Additionally, the competitive retail market would be seriously harmed if the Commission were to 

allow the utility-owned renewable generation to be offered to customers as an alternative to 

standard “brown” cost-of-service offerings without making that renewable service subject to the 

same restrictions that apply to direct access offerings, as discussed above.   

6. With respect to Model 4(a/X) [customer owned resource]: 
 
a) What are the effects, if any, on the competitive retail market if a customer owns or 

operates resources as part of the VRET design in this model? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: As long as the customer ownership option is consistent with 

existing customer ownership structures and models, this should be competitively neutral. 

b) Can this model already occur through Partial Requirements tariffs (e.g. PGE 
schedules 75, 76R, 575 or Pacific Power schedules 47, 247, 747)? If not, how is it 
differentiated from partial requirements service? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

c) Would this VRET model comport with the requirements of a filed tariff (e.g. must 
list a price and must be accessible to all similarly situated customers [see HB 4126 
Section 3(4) and ORS 757.205, 757.210, 757.212, 757.215])? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

d) If a customer owned renewable resource is off-site, should it be treated as a third 
party supplier (e.g. similar to the IPPs role in Model 1(b/x) [third party owned 
resource & regulated utility facilitated]? If not, why?  May a customer that 
generates more power at an off-site resource than needed at a given time sell the 
excess power to other customers? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: If the customer needs the utility’s distribution system, even in an 

over the fence arrangement, this would be Model 1(b/x).  A customer can always sell its excess 
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generation if it registers as an ESS and serves the “other” customers under direct access.  

e) Should on-site resources be limited to the Net Metering program? Does inclusion 
as a net metered resource depend on if any excess energy generation is anticipated?  
If a customer owned resource is on-site, but is permitted to be operated and 
managed by the regulated utility or IPP as a service provided through a VRET, 
should it be distinguished from the Net Metering program?  
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Net metering is probably the easiest way to incorporate this model 

into the utility paradigm.  The utility should pay the customer for any energy generated in excess 

of the customer’s load at the utility’s avoided costs, consistent with existing avoided cost tariffs. 

IV.  What may be the Direct or Indirect Impacts on Non-Participating Customers (issues 
related to HB 4126 Section 3(3)(c))  

 
1. What regulatory tools or VRET design elements (e.g. transition charges for 

customers that leave the cost-of-service system) would ensure that the prices paid 
for products under a VRET reflect all costs associated with providing that service, 
including any requisite back-up/supplementary service (e.g. firming/shaping), 
without subsidization from non-participating customers? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Direct access has addressed all these questions to the satisfaction 

of the Commission with transition adjustments and restrictions on utility participation as the 

generation supplier, among other protections.  The Commission should refer to the direct access 

program for guidance. 

2. What regulatory tools or VRET design elements would ensure that non-
participating customers do not face increased risk of VRET obligations (e.g. costs 
of under-subscribed VRET resources or unfulfilled power purchase agreement 
obligations)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: This is the fundamental issue with utility procurement that is not 

part of the bundled service offering.  In order to shift this risk from the utility, the shareholder or 

the non-participating ratepayer, this risk is carried in the direct access program by either the 

participating customer, the ESS or the IPP.  A similar arrangement should apply in the VRET 
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program for all of the reasons set forth herein. 

3. How should the fixed costs of the existing cost-of-service rate based system be 
allocated to VRET participants that completely or partially leave the cost-of-service 
rate based system? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The fixed costs of utility service stranded by departing VRET 

customers should be treated in the same manner as is prescribed in direct access. 

4. Assuming that VRET load is part of “total retail electric sales,” what would be the 
impact to RPS resource cost recovery and compliance requirements if a significant 
amount of VRET load leaves the cost-of-service rate-based system?  Would VRET 
customers continue to pay for RPS compliance requirements (e.g. their share of 
rate-based RPS renewable resources and RAC filings)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: If the bundled portfolio RPS costs are stranded, and that depends 

on how the VRET plans to “count” VRET RPS sales, then customers should be required  to pay 

for the portion of RPS compliance in the bundled portfolio that is stranded due to VRET 

participation just as they would be required to pay for those stranded costs under a direct access 

program. 

5. With respect to Model 2 [regulated utility owned resource] and Model 2(c/d) 
[regulated utility owned resource with aggregation], should the regulated utility 
have a separate set of resources used for VRET customers in a “VRET rate base” 
for which the costs and rate of return are regulated by the PUC?  How should the 
regulated utility account for separate capital investments and costs of capital 
related to a VRET? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

6. With respect to Model 2(c/d) [regulated utility owned resource with aggregation] 
and Model 1(c/d) [third party owned resource with aggregation], if the regulated 
utility is allowed to aggregate retail load through a VRET, how should the 
regulated utility manage the risk and timing of the matched VRET load and/or the 
obligations to the aggregated RE generators? 
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Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

V.  Whether VRETs should rely on a Competitive Procurement Process? (issues related to 
HB 4126 Section 3(3)(d)) 

  
1. Should the Commission limit VRET resource eligibility to renewable energy 

developed and supplied through a competitive procurement process? With an 
independent evaluator? If yes, why? If no, how should the Commission evaluate 
renewable energy not supplied through a competitive process? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Yes. At a minimum, all applicable RFP requirements from docket 

UM 1182 should apply regardless of the size of the VRET generation resource if there will be a 

utility-ownership option.  However, the VRET program should not be used as a vehicle to add to 

the utility’s rate base because allowing for that opportunity is highly likely to shift costs to other 

customers and harm Oregon’s competitive wholesale and retail market for electricity. 

2. Should the PUC’s existing processes for competitive bidding (currently for “major 
resources” defined as quantities greater than 100 MW and duration greater than 
five years [UM 1182, Order Nos. 12-007 and 11-340]) be adapted for use with 
VRET resources and, if so, how should it be changed? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions would prefer that there is no utility ownership 

option for the reasons stated above.  However, Noble Solutions takes no position on this question 

at this time, and looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 

3. With respect to Model 2 [regulated utility owned resource] and Model 4(a/x) 
[customer owned resource], is there any room for a competitive procurement 
process in these models? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions would prefer that there is no utility ownership 

option for the reasons stated above.  However, Noble Solutions takes no position on this question 

at this time, and looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 
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4. With respect to Model 2(c/d) [regulated utility owned resource with aggregation], 
what regulatory tools or VRET design elements would ensure that a regulated 
utility-owned resource fairly competes in a competitive procurement process? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point.  

VI.  Other considerations (issues related to HB 4126 Section 3(3)(e))  
 

1. What customer protections may be appropriate for VRET resources (e.g. Green-E 
certification? Commission or advisory group oversight?)? For which customer 
classes or subsets of classes? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: The product should be Oregon Department of Energy (“ODOE”) 

RPS certified. 

2. How will resources developed for a VRET, for which environmental attributes will 
be claimed by customers, be represented in power mix disclosures (e.g. regulated 
utility disclosures pursuant to OAR 860-038-0300)? Assuming that a VRET could 
be used for partial loads with continued use of the existing cost-of-service rate 
based system, how would such a customer claim its renewable resource use (e.g. 
claim a portion of the RPS in its “green” marketing)? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: VRET customers should receive a different product mix label than 

the bundled utility customers. 

3. What other factors, if any, should the Commission consider in determining whether 
and how utilities should offer VRETs to non-residential customers? 
 

Noble Solutions’ Comments: Noble Solutions takes no position on this question at this time, and 

looks forward to responding to the comments of others on this point. 
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 DATED this 12th day of December, 2014.  
 
       RICHARDSON ADAMS, PLLC 

 
 
/s/ Gregory M. Adams  

 ___________________________ 
                   
Gregory M. Adams (OSB No. 101779) 
Richardson Adams PLLC 
515 N. 27th Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-2236  
Fax: (208) 938-7904  
greg@richardsonadams.com  
 
Of Attorneys for the Noble Americas 
Energy Solutions LLC 
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Brian Skeahan 
CREA 
brian.skeahan@yahoo.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Joshua D Weber 
Melinda J Davison 
DAVISON VAN CLEAVE 
333 SW Taylor  Ste 400 
Portland OR 97204 
jdw@dvclaw.com 
mjd@dvclaw.com  
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Kevin Higgins 
ENERGY STRATEGIES LLC 
215 State St   Ste 200 
Salt Lake City  UT 84111-2322 
khiggins@energystrat.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Kourtney Nelson 
Sara Parsons 
Kevin Lynch 
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES INC 
1125 NW Couch St  Ste 700 
Portland OR 97209 
kourtney.nelson@iberdrolaren.com 
sara.parsons@iberdrolaren.com 
kevin.lynch@iberdrolaren.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Banjo Reed 
IBEW L.U. 659 
4480 Rogue Valley Hwy  #3 
Central point OR 97520 
banjo@ibew659.org 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Michael Youngblood 
Connie Aschenbrenner 
Tami White 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
PO Box 70 
Boise ID 83707 
myoungblood@idahopower.com 
caschenbrenner@idahopower.com 
twhite@idahopower.com  
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

  

mailto:brian.skeahan@yahoo.com
mailto:jdw@dvclaw.com
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Robert D Kahn 
NIPPC 
PO Box 504 
Mercer Island WA 98040 
rkahn@nippc.org 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Wendy Gerlitz 
NW ENERGY COALITION 
1205 SE Flavel 
Portland OR 97202 
wendy@nwenergy.org 
 

 
     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Erik Anderson 
PACIFIC POWER 
825 NE Multnomah St  Ste 1800 
Portland OR 97232 
erik.anderson@pacificorp.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Joelle Steward 
Alisa M Dunlap 
PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT/PACIFICORP 
825 NE Multnomah  Ste 2000 
Portland OR 97232 
joelle.steward@pacificorp.com 
alisa.dunlap@pacificorp.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Megan Decker 
RENEWABLE NORTHWEST 
421 SW 6th Ave  Ste 1125 
Portland OR 97204-1629 
megan@renewablenw.org 
dockets@renewablenw.org  
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Steve W Chriss 
Ken Baker 
WAL-MART STORES INC 
2001 SE 10th St 
Bentonville AR  72716-0550 
stephen.chriss@wal-mart.com 
ken.baker@wal-mart.com  
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Letha Tawney 
WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE 
ltawney@wri.org 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

mailto:rkahn@nippc.org
mailto:wendy@nwenergy.org
mailto:erik.anderson@pacificorp.com
mailto:joelle.steward@pacificorp.com
mailto:alisa.dunlap@pacificorp.com
mailto:megan@renewablenw.org
mailto:dockets@renewablenw.org
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mailto:ken.baker@wal-mart.com
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Jacques Grant 
YAM SERVICES 
1819 SW 5th Ave  Ste 342 
Portland OR 97201 
electric@yamservices.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Carl Fink 
628 SW Chestnut St  Ste200 
Portland OR 97219 
cmfink@blueplanetlaw.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Jim Stanway 
jimstanway@fb.com  

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Kevin Devan 
ADOBE SYSTEMS 
devan@adobe.com  

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Dick Sheehy 
CH2M HILL 
dick.sheehy@ch2m.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Sarah Garrison 
CITY OF HILLSBORO 
sarah.garrison@hillsboro-oregon.gov 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Ann English Gravatt 
CLIMATE SOLUTIONS 
917 SW Oak – Ste 303 
Portland OR 97205 
ann@cllimatesolutions.org 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Mary Lynch 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY 
   COMMODITIES GROUP INC 
5074 Nawal Dr 
El Dorado Hills CA 95762 
mary.lynch@constellation.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

 
 

 
 

mailto:electric@yamservices.com
mailto:cmfink@blueplanetlaw.com
mailto:jimstanway@fb.com
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Thad Roth 
ENERGY TRUST OF OREGON 
421 SW Oak Ste 300 
Portland OR 97204 
thad.roth@energytrust.org 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Ann Blackwood 
FACEBOOK 
561 Garden St 
Sacramento CA 95815 
annb@fb.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Kelsey Wilson 
GALLATIN PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
kelseyw@gallatinpa.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Ann L Fisher 
LEGAL & CONSULTING SERVICES 
PO Box 25302 
Portland OR 97298-0302 
ann@annfisherlaw.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Christine Lewis 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY DISTRICT 1 
christine.lewis@multco.us 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Imogen Taylor 
David Brown 
OBSIDIAN RENEWABLES 
5 Centerpointe Dr Ste 590 
Lake Oswego OR 97035 
itaylor@obsidianrenewables.com 
dbrown@obsidianrenewables.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Colonel Christian F Rees 
LTC Kenneth Safe 
OREGON NATIONAL GUARD 
christian.f.rees.mil@mail.mil 
kenneth.safe.mil@mail.mil 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Evyan Jarvis 
OXLEY & ASSOCIATES 
evyanjarvis@oxleyandassociatesinc.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 

mailto:thad.roth@energytrust.org
mailto:annb@fb.com
mailto:kelseyw@gallatinpa.com
mailto:ann@annfisherlaw.com
mailto:christine.lewis@multco.us
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mailto:evyanjarvis@oxleyandassociatesinc.com


 
Matt Ruckwardt 
SCHNITZER STEEL INDUSTRIES INC 
299 SW Clay St  Ste 350 
Portland OR 97201 
mruckwardt@schn.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Genevieve Dufau 
SOLARCITY 
gdufau@solarcity.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Heidi Gen Kuong 
ATKINS GLOBAL 
1410 Rocky Ridge Dr 
Roseville CA 95661 
heidi.genkuong@atkinsglobal.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

Justin Barnes 
Kimberly Kooles 
KEYS FOX & WIEDMAN LLP 
jbarnes@kfwlaw.com 
kkooles@kfwlaw.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

John Leslie 
SHELL ENERGY 
600 West Broadway  Ste 2600 
San Diego CA 92101 
jleslie@mckennalong.com 
 

     Hand Delivery 
     U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
__  Facsimile 
 X_ Electronic Mail 
 

   
 
 
      Signed:    /s/ Gregory M. Adams  
       ___________________ 
       Gregory M. Adams 
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