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Introduction

This report is submitted by the Legislative Working Group on Renewable Energy Standard Reform
(the Working Group), which was created by 2023 Acts and Resolves No. 33 (Act 33). The report
concerns the statutes and program established by 2015 Acts and Resolves No. 56, known as the
Renewable Energy Standard (RES).

The Working Group held eight formal meetings as well as worked between meetings to prepare, share,
and process information. Even so, given the complexity of the issue, both the RES itself and its
operation, as implemented by Vermont’s diverse population of 18 electric distribution utilities, the
Working Group found itself time-constrained and recognizes that this report represents partial progress
toward the ultimate goal of reforming Vermont’s RES.

Member of the Working Group have committed to continuing to work together in the 2024 legislative
session to assist the General Assembly if it takes up this work.

Last, because the Working Group could not arrive at a consensus position at this time, it chose to draft
a Sample Bill to demonstrate where the issues discussed would be placed in statute, but the group is
not endorsing or recommending that sample bill. The Sample Bill is provided Appendix 2. In addition,
in order to capture the range of perspectives that should be kept in mind if the General Assembly
decides to draft legislation to reform the RES, the group created Appendix 3, which gathers the
comments of committee members who wished to provide them. The vote on adopting this report
excluded consideration of the contents of these appendices.

Working Group Charge

Act 33 created a working group of four legislators and 16 nonlegislative members to “draft
legislation to be considered by the General Assembly during the 2024 Legislative session.”* The
Working Group had the assistance of the Office of Legislative Counsel, the Joint Fiscal Office, and
two independent consultants: Jennifer Knauer, a facilitation and mediation specialist and the Brattle
Group, who conducted macroeconomic analysis for the Working Group based on the analysis
conducted for the Department of Public Service by Sustainable Energy Advantage (SEA).

The Working Group met eight times between September 6 and December 13, 2023. During
those meetings, the Group used polling and survey questions to facilitate discussions about the
different aspects of the RES. The recordings of their meetings can be found here:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCgHFernWVwH5MD0Se9NmVhg/featured

The Working Group’s webpage with all of its agendas and documents can be found here:
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/committees-and-studies/renewable-energy-standard-working-group

Duties

Sec. 10a (c) of Act 33—The Working Group spent varying amounts on time on each of the
duties listed in subsection (c) of Sec. 10a of Act 33. Here are some of the Group’s findings related to
those tasks.

12023 Acts And Resolves No. 33, Sec. 10a(a)

VT LEG #372647 v.2


https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCgHFernWVwH5MD0Se9NmVhg/featured
https://ljfo.vermont.gov/committees-and-studies/renewable-energy-standard-working-group

Regarding (1) “whether any changes to Vermont’s existing renewable energy requirements, or
other energy policies, are needed to increase grid stability, resiliency, modernization, and reliability”
the Working Group determined that changes are needed to the existing renewable energy requirements
found in the RES. Specific considerations related to this task can be found in more detail in the
appendix of this report that describes the Working Group’s sample legislation.

Regarding (2) “identifying any barriers to moving to a 100 percent renewable standard for all
electrical utilities by 2030,” the Group received feedback on this from the members of the Working
Group. Identified barriers include the following: the permitting process for new renewables;
inadequate infrastructure to handle the load that 100% renewable would require; transmission grid
stability; the cost of renewables; the availability of new regional renewables; and the differences
between the utilities, including their size, current portfolio, and ownership.

Regarding (3) “recommending cost effective procurement policies to increase new renewable
energy, storage, and flexible load management to offset increasing in-State load, improve grid stability
and resiliency, and that consider integrated resource planning electric load growth projections,” the
Working Group did not develop a specific response to this.

Regarding (4) “whether increasing the requirement for out-of-state renewable procurements
within or delivered into the ISO-New England territory can ensure affordable electric rates,” the
Working Group did not develop a specific response to this task.

Regarding (5) “evaluating the impact legislative recommendations may have on Tier 3
implementation,” the Working Group did not develop a specific response to this task, but
acknowledges that Tier 3 has an important role in the RES. The Group did hear concerns that the
Clean Heat Standard could impact Tier 3 once it goes into effect.

Regarding (6) “evaluating the impact recommended legislative changes to procurement programs
will have on Vermont jobs and the Vermont economy,” the Working Group is not recommending any
changes to procurement programs. However, the Brattle Group looked at how changes in the RES
more generally will affect Vermont jobs and the Vermont economy. Modeling by SEA generates paths
of additional investment in renewable energy in Vermont as a result of various changes to the RES.
The Brattle Group used those paths of new investment to model new Vermont jobs in different sectors.
The impact of new jobs and new investment in renewables combined with the slightly reduced
consumption of non-electricity goods by households (relative to Business As Usual because electricity
rates are higher) determine the overall effect on the Vermont GDP.

Regarding (7) “how current programs impact environmental justice focus populations,
households with low income, and households with moderate income and how a revised Renewable
Energy Standard can ensure that benefits and burdens are distributed equitably,” the Working Group
did not develop a specific response to this task, but the economic analysis developed by the Brattle
Group, as discussed in their report in Appendix 4, may provide some information on this.

Regarding (8) “how any changes to the Renewable Energy Standard will address the inequity of
distribution of benefits of renewables between different residential properties,” the Group finds that
requiring all of Vermont’s utilities to have a total of 100% renewable energy will ensure that all
residents of the State are served by renewable energy, not just those who can afford to generate it on
their own property.

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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Summary of Straw Polls and Discussion from November 29, 2023

During the November 29" meeting, the Group took straw poll votes on potential components of
proposed legislation. The results of those conversations follow.

Proposed Amendment for Tier 1
Tier 1- 30 V.S.A. 8 8005(a)(1)(B)—Total Renewable Energy
e Increase 75% in 2032 to 100% in 2030
o This will require an increase in the rate of increase

= Currently, this requirement increases 4% every 3" year— would need to change
to 10.6% every other year or something similar

1. Straw Poll: Should the increase in Total Renewable Energy (Tier 1) to 100%?

YES -13. NO-2.

Vote Rationale Working Group Member
No Prefer a Clean Energy Standard rather than Renewable Jeffrey Cram,
Energy Standard. GlobalFoundries
No Options for Clean (energy) should be part of the mix — William Driscoll, Associated
don’t want to close the door on evolving technologies Industries of Vermont
that may come up. | have questions about batteries and
storage and other issues to deal with intermittency if we
move to 100% Renewable in such a short time frame.
Abstain | Waiting to see the modeling data on the impact this Mia Watson, Vermont
change would have on low-income household rates. Housing Finance Agency

2. Straw Poll: Should the increase in Total Renewable Energy (Tier 1) take place in 2030?

YES-12. NO-2.

Vote Rationale Working Group Member
Yes Climate crisis is urgent, and we are hearing that this is Christopher Pearson, Sierra
feasible from the bulk of the utilities. Club
Yes Some utilities have already adjusted planning timeline to | ¢ Rebecca Towne, Vermont
2030—so consistent with what we are doing. Electric Cooperative
e Candace Morgan, Green
Mountain Power
e Louis Porter, Washington
Elective Power
No Planning is geared for 2032. Jeffrey Cram,
GlobalFoundries
No For some utilities: all planning is geared for 2032. Fine to | Ken Nolan, Vermont Public
increase to 100%, but to also increase the timeline may Power Supply Authority
impact the early rate impacts for minimal benefits (2
additional years).

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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3. Discussion: How should be the rate of increase [to Tier 1] be structured?

A. Planning horizons are important—we need time to be able to shift. Straight line
[increase] is fine depending on when it starts; allows us to do more on the back end than
the front end and allows us to adjust to higher prices. The more complexity in mix of
requirements (Tier 1, 1a, and Tier 2), the longer the timeline needed. — Rebecca
Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

B. We buy power in 5-year blocks, so immediate jumps upset planning—with contracting,
permits, and supply chain (currently at 14 months). A slower ramp-up or back
loading the requirement would make it easier to shift to 2030. — Ken Nolan,
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority

An example of how to write legislation that back loads: exponential ramp up. Embed amounts
in statute (example 5% to 8% to 10%) Representative Laura Sibilia’s question, Legislative
Counsel Ellen Czajkowski s example.

C. Smooth out rate increases so that it is less of a [financial] shock to household budgets.

— Mia Watson, Vermont Housing Finance Agency

D. Want to go as fast as we can for environmental impacts, without messing with rate
impacts that would disrupt affordability. — Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont Public Interest
Research Group

4. Discussion re. Potential Development of Tier 1a (New Regional Renewables),

Working Members stressed the need for a clear definition of what would be considered
“renewable” under Tier 1a prior to final voting. Components of this definition:

Projects constructed after 2010* Not unanimous. See comments.

Includes expansions of existing generation projects

Constructed in New England or able to be imported into ISO New England

Excludes any new large hydro that requires flooding. Question* Does there need to be
language around if there is expansion of existing large hydro if it does not require flooding?
For example, a technical upgrade like updated turbines. — Christopher Pearson, Sierra Club
Exclusion of any new biomass and exclusion of expansion of existing wood biomass*
Counterpoint: ...at least as applies to electricity. Propose that the example of thermal
purposes for wood biomass (as in Burlington) fall under Tier 3 credits instead of Tier la. —
Darren Springer, Burlington Electric Department

A Counterproposal/Complement to Tier 1a:

Have a different construct focused on load growth, available for the utilities that are already at
100% Renewable. The question then shifts from “How to incorporate new renewables” to
“How do we address the load growth that we anticipate, given that that growth may not fit
under current structure we have for purchasing?”’

— Darren Springer, Burlington Electric Department

— Louis Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative

Straw Poll Results: Are you in favor of developing a Tier 1la requirement?

YES-7. NO-3. ABSTAIN -6.

VT LEG #372647 v.2



Those in favor of developing Tier 1a: Rationale

Working Group Member

Allows us to procure more renewables (supports additionality).
Encourages a diversity of new renewables other than small solar
(for example, regional wind). Currently the Tier 1 definition
allows for the newer resources but not at an optimum price
point.

Candace Morgan, Green
Mountain Power

This is how you reduce greenhouse gases—by bringing new
renewables online that are more flexible in terms of where they
are coming from.

Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont
Public Interest Research Group

VT has a lower regional new renewable requirement. This is an
important part of encouraging new renewables coming online.

Peter Sterling, Renewable
Energy Vermont

Allowing regional new renewables to come online that are
larger than Tier 2 allows VT to tap into cost savings that come
with larger projects.

Chase Whiting, Conservation
Law Foundation

Those opposed of developing Tier 1a: Rationale

Working Group Member

With move to 100% in Tier 1, an additional Tier 1a simply adds
more requirements and removes flexibility, thus compromising
ability to get the most cost-effective resources. A Regional
Renewable may not be the most cost-effective renewable
source. A lot of the HQ power we get wouldn’t fall under Tier
la.

Example: under Tier 1a we could still negotiate HQ power, but
would have to specify that it would come from a new
renewable installation—and this would probably add additional
dollars to ensure that it comes from this new installation (e.g. a
new wind farm). This is the tension of making a Requirement
vs. Opportunity, based on the markets.

Rebecca Towne, Vermont
Electric Cooperative

Additionality, arguments may not hold up because VT is not an
island, and New England will build renewables as needed
without Tier 1a. VT shouldn’t be mandated to create new
renewables that we don’t need.

William Driscoll, Associated
Industries of Vermont

Trying to administer multiple levels of a standard makes it more
difficult to secure workable deals—the effort it takes to fit our
portfolio into those requirements is problematic. (Stowe, Hyde
Park, and Burlington are not part of aggregate contracting.)

Brian Evans-Mongeon, Village
of Hyde Park

Those who are neither in favor nor opposed to developing Tier
1la: Rationale

Working Group Member

Need to understand magnitude of Tier 1a and any changes to
Tier 2 in order to see overall impact.

Jeffrey Cram, GlobalFoundries

Need to know how this applies to utilities that are already at
100% Renewable.

Darren Springer, Burlington
Electric Department

Louis Porter, Washington
Electric Cooperative
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If there was a definition for biomass or wood that was getting Darren Springer, Burlington
looped into Tier 1a, we’d want to make sure that it continues to | Electric Department
count the way we talked about for Tier 1 and Tier 3.

From grid operators’ perspective, our view is informed on Shana Louiselle,

impact of resource selection on system reliability. In terms of Vermont Electric Power
Tier 1a, we don’t have a specific [position] in favor or opposed. | Company

The definition of resources that qualify for Tier 1a and Tier 2 — Ken Nolan, Vermont Public
and the interaction between the two of them — needs to be Power Supply Authority

clarified/determined before assessing support.

Additional Comments, regarding definition of new renewable under Tier la:

Topic: Currently, in statute, the definition of “new renewable” is set at anything constructed after

2015 but perhaps pull this back to 2010. Include expansions to existing projects and retrofits—the

incremental increase counts as renewable.

The date of 2010 was picked to bring wind projects into new regional tier—what about other
VT projects that would be eligible for Tier 1 but not Tier 1a given the structure. — Ken Nolan,
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority

New Renewable Plant Coventry in 2005 — want to be sure that this group is not penalized.
Would count as part of Tier 1, but not Tier 1a — this may be seen/result as a reduction in the
financial incentive. — Louis Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative

If moving from 2015 to 2010—what is the rationale for why? — Senator Bray

Caution: Once at 100% Renewable, caution about not wanted to disincentivize continuing to
run existing renewable projects (that may have been built before the definition date, for
example — would be hard to keep that project running).

There are projects that started in 2010 sparked in part by VT policy (Standard Offer)—Not just
wind but also solar and small farm methane resources. Additionality, the goal is getting more
renewables to come online. If resources built at earlier dates have to be retired in Vermont, that
means that new renewables will need to be built somewhere in the region, which provides a
little more flexibility for utilities (if they retired a wind or solar resource under one of these
policies). — Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont Public Interest Group

Why not set the date at the time of passage of the bill and adjust Tier 1a down a bit? — Louis
Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative

Counterpoint: this means that there would be less additionality coming online in the region
broadly, rather than rehome to Vermont utilities and encouraging more renewables in the
region. Would prefer to keep the requirement higher. — Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont Public
Interest Group

Moving date from 2015 to 2010 creates winners and losers among utilities—some utilities are
already positioned favorably to benefit from this, but not all. And those that don’t will need to
make different market decisions to meet their needs—buy something on the market that we
don’t already have and sell something that we do have, which may have a higher cost. Might
want to look at providing support for these utilities through Tier 2—allows these other utilities
flexibility. — Ken Nolan, Vermont Public Power Supply Authority

Question: Need to look at how statute is handling this: currently sources/plants from within a
system of generating plants aren 't considered renewable?

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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Caution: Would have to be a requirement that the electricity would actually be able to enter the
ISO New England system. If not, could get into a situation where renewable energy credits
(RECS) could be acquired from far away and used in VT [despite the fact that] the energy itself
could not be used in VT. — Chase Whiting, Conservation Law Foundation

If there was to be Tier la requirement, what percentage would you propose?

20% by 2030; 30% by 2035

Rationale: experiencing urgency with climate and reducing greenhouse gas emissions but not
wanting to push numbers so high that it would create a massive rate impact. Reinforce ability
to use inflation reduction act federal funds (if built by 2032). — Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont
Public Interest Group

20% by 2035 for Tier 1a.

Rationale: looking at what we anticipate in the New England energy supply and when it could
be available. Also want to signal the importance of additionality and substantial increase in
renewables. — Candace Morgan, Green Mountain Power

X %

I would rather tie requirements to increase renewables to keep in step with actual load growth.
I’m hearing that pricing is up, and availability is not certain for offshore wind. Flexibility is
key. If the IRA or the IAJ make these projects cheaper and they are economical, utilities will
buy into them. But mandating these projects in isolation of those factors displaces current
renewables at a higher price. — Ken Nolan, Vermont Public Power Supply Authority

Comment: Historically it has been very imprecise to estimate when new renewables will be
available — for solar the installation/availability has been much quicker than projections
expected. Energy future is moving so quickly—so take the projections out to 2035 with a grain
of salt. — Peter Sterling, Renewable Energy Vermont

10%, potentially backloaded

Rationale: This already doubles the new renewable requirements—plus Tier 2 changes TBD.
Both growth load and availability of renewables is projected but uncertain! If we do go
forward with Tierla, 10% more backloaded is doable, but above that starts to limit flexibility in
a worrisome way. — Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

Ideas for How to Preserve Flexibility

Backloading increased requirements

Outline big picture goals with as much flexibility in how to meet them as possible. Every
requirement that is added limits flexibility.

Time frames for changes take into account a planning horizon

Shift to a requirement that is tied to actual load-growth concept

5. Show of hands: Who wishes to consider changes to the definition of resources that qualify for
Tier 1?

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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YES - 3.

Those in favor of considering changes to definition of Working Group Member
resources that qualify for Tier 1: Rationale

Want to clarify biomass and whether we expect to allow Christopher Pearson, Sierra
that in perpetuity Club
Want to be looking at clean rather than renewable William Driscoll, Associated

Industries of Vermont
Looking for consistency in definition of Tier 1 and Tier 1a Chase Whiting, Conservation
re constraints of new wood biomass/wood biomass Law Foundation

expansion

Proposed Amendment for Tier 2

Tier 2-30 V.S.A. 8 8005(a)(2)(C)—Distributed Renewable Energy
e Increase 10% in 2032 to 20% in 2032
o This will require an increase in the rate of increase
= Currently, the requirement increases 0.6% every year—would need to increase
to 1.5% every year or something similar
e No change to definitions

1. Straw Poll: Should the Distributed Renewable Energy (Tier 2) requirement increase to
20%?

YES-9. NO-3. ABSTAIN -4.

Vote Rationale Working Group Member
Yes This is doable. Want to support Vermont. Prefer a Tier2 | Rebecca Towne, Vermont
addition to renewables rather than Tier 1. But very Electric Cooperative

important to us that any addition to Tier 2 be tied to net
metering reform, as this is very expensive for us.

No Would be okay with 20% but want to change the Ken Nolan, Vermont Public
definition to allow for other resources—hydro facilities Power Supply Authority
that municipalities have invested in historically ought to
count in Tier 2 to keep them online and running. If 20%
was coupled with this change in definition, would change
vote to Yes.

No Utilities should be able to pursue the mix that makes William Driscoll, Associated
sense for what they need. Do not want to force utility to | Industries of Vermont
invest in more energy than they need.
Abstain | Need to understand the complete picture of how this all Jeffrey Cram,
fits together (Tier 1a and Tier 2) GlobalFoundries

2. Straw Poll: If there were an increase, should the increase take place by 2032?

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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By 2032: YES-8. NO-1. ABSTAIN -7.
By 2030: YES-5. NO-3. ABSTAIN -8.
Why the change in votes, per the shift from 2032 — 20307

More time is helpful. Our predictions show that it is easier to get there by 2032 — Rebecca
Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

Agreed. — Candace Morgan, Green Mountain Power

In principle, don’t want to be accelerating legislative requirements that were previously set.
— Brian Evans-Mongeon, Village of Hyde Park

Discussion: How should be the rate of increase be structured for Tier 2, if applicable?

e Preference to see more linear than backloaded because getting a plan online a couple of years
earlier really does have an impact on cumulative greenhouse gases. — Ben Edgerly Walsh,
Vermont Public Interest Group

Discussion: What specific changes should be made to the net metering program?

See RESRWG Member Poll Results from November 9-12. There were several mentions of the need
for net metering reform, with an interest towards adjusting the compensation arrangement to avoid
an inequitable cost shift between net metering customers to non-net metering customers. In sum,
the survey yielded these proposals:

1.
2.

3.

4.

Adjust net metering subsidies

Adjust net metering compensation to a rate that matches actual avoided costs. Rationale:
required value for excess generation is currently over-market—drives higher rates for all
Specific to the RES: a note that net metered RECs “must” be retired in Tier 2 means that
the RES is reinforcing inequity and shifted costs among customers

Consider net metering projects serving low and moderate income (LMI) households,
including multifamily affordable housing, included as a preferred site

https://ljfo.vermont.gov/assets/Meetings/Renewable-Energy-Standard-Reform-Working-
Group/2023-11-15/637a4e813f/RESRWG-Member-Pre-Mtg-Survey-November-9-13-2023-
RESPONSES.pdf

Net Metering Reform. Initial Proposals

A. Direct the Public Utility Commission (PUC) to set a statewide net metering rate based on

avoided costs. Example: a compensation rate based on the value at the time of the
generation.

— Louis Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative

— Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

Might need to pair this idea with potentially removing the caps (on the size of the project
that qualifies for net metering). Cap has been in place because of cost structure, but if the
financial incentive decreases, then the bigger systems could build solar for
municipalities/school buildings/public buildings — Christopher Pearson, Sierra Club
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Counterpoint: However, in the example of municipal systems—this strategy hides the cost
of the electricity, and the cost of the system is folded into municipal taxes for residents,
rather than in residents’ electricity bills. — Louis Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative

. Be more specific/directive in legislation to the PUC, distinguishing between net metering

that is generated and used on site (valuable and useful) vs the excess generation that then
flows into the grid and is used by others at a much higher cost than other resources of
electricity. — Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

. Concerned about hardening/reliability of the grid. — Representative Sibilia

e Aslong as 500 kW group net metering located away from load does not do much to
harden the grid. Can actually create issues and is very expensive. — Ken Nolan,
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority

e H.320 of 2023 proposed to eliminate off-site net metering because it is often not located
in places where it is needed and becomes very expensive. — Peter Sterling, Renewable
Energy Vermont

e However, want to maintain option for off-site net metered projects that assist housing
developments — Mia Watson, Vermont Housing Finance Agency

e Seconded by Chase Whiting, Conservation Law Foundation

. If looking at a shift in changing net metering, take the time to explore and understand

anticipated and unintended impacts. — Peter Sterling, Renewable Energy Vermont

Is there another revenue stream to support the affected cost shift? — Senator Bray

. Reluctant to change net metering because it favors solar on the built environment and that’s

a benefit. — Brian Shupe, Vermont Natural Resources Council

. Would like to retain how net metering reinforces solar on the built environment. — Chase

Whiting, Conservation Law Foundation

Agree with Chris that if figure out cost structure, we don’t have to care about size. On flip
size, if cost structure is too tricky, the size of allowable rays is also another way to get at net
metering costs. Reduce allowable size. — Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

A useful structure, potentially: set incentive with a time frame. Example—very high net
metering rates go away after 10 years. — Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

. Early arrays—there was no incentive for them to assign RECs to the utility, and the PUC

has ruled that they cannot change their minds about that, so it is in-State solar that does not
count at all even though we pay high rates for it. Build an incentive to (1) change their
minds and (2) have an incentive to assign those RECs to the utility to count towards Tier 2.
— Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative

VT LEG #372647 v.2
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Proposed Amendment for Tier 3

Tier 3-30 V.S.A. 8 8005(a)(3)(B)—Energy Transformation
¢ No changes

1. Straw Poll: Do you agree with the assessment that Tier 3 reform(s) are not necessary at this
time?

YES -10. NO-3. ABSTAIN-1.

Proposed Amendment for RES Goals

RES goals—30 V.S.A. § 8001
e Amendments to existing goals to reference climate change, reduction of greenhouse gases,

resiliency, and anything else the Working Group wants to update.

1. Straw Poll: Should the goals of the RES established in 30 V.S.A. 8§ 8001 be amended?
YES-1. NO-0. ABSTAIN -13.

Based on the discussion summarized here, the Working Group provides sample legislation in

Appendix 2.

Committee Vote on Acceptance of the Final Report

The vote on adopting this report excluded consideration of the contents of the appendices.

Those members voting in the affirmative were:
Senator Christopher Bray
Representative Amy Sheldon
Senator Anne Watson
Representative Laura Sibilia
Jeffrey Cram, GlobalFoundries
William Driscoll, Associated Industries of Vermont
Shana Louiselle, Vermont Electric Power Company
Candace Morgan, Green Mountain Power
Ken Nolan, Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
Christopher Pearson, Sierra Club
Louis Porter, Washington Electric Cooperative
Brian Shupe, Vermont Natural Resources Council
Darren Springer, Burlington Electric Department
Peter Sterling, Renewable Energy Vermont
Rebecca Towne, Vermont Electric Cooperative
Ben Edgerly Walsh, Vermont Public Interest Research Group
Mia Watson, Vermont Housing Finance Agency
Chase Whiting, Conservation Law Foundation
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Those members voting in the negative were:

Brian Evans-Mongeon, Village of Hyde Park
Michael Lazorchak, Stowe Electric Department
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Appendix 1- 2023 Acts And Resolves No. 33

Sec. 10a. RENEWABLE ENERGY STANDARD WORKING GROUP

(a) Established. The Legislative Working Group on Renewable Energy Standard Reform is created
to draft legislation to be considered by the General Assembly during the 2024 Legislative session.

(b) Membership.

(1) The Legislative Working Group on Renewable Energy Standard Reform will be convened
by two members from the House appointed by the Speaker of the House and two members of the
Senate appointed by the Committee on Committees. One member from the House and one member
from the Senate shall be the co-chairs of the Work Group.

(2) The Working Group shall also be made up of one representative from each of the following:
Green Mountain Power, Burlington Electric Department, Vermont Public Power Supply Authority,
Washington Electric Coop, Vermont Electric Coop, Vermont Public Interest Research Group,
Renewable Energy Vermont, Conservation Law Foundation, Vermont Electric Power Company,
Vermont Housing Finance Agency, Vermont Natural Resources Council, GlobalFoundries, Associated
Industries of Vermont, and the Sierra Club. Stowe Electric and Hyde Park Electric may each name a
representative to the Working Group if they choose.

(c) Duties. In addition to submitting draft legislation, the Working Group shall report on the
following:

(1) whether any changes to Vermont’s existing renewable energy requirements, or other energy
policies, are needed to increase grid stability, resiliency, modernization, and reliability;

(2) identifying any barriers to moving to a 100 percent renewable standard for all electrical

utilities by 2030;
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(3) recommending cost effective procurement policies to increase new renewable energy,
storage, and flexible load management to offset increasing in-State load, improve grid stability and
resiliency, and that consider integrated resource planning electric load growth projections;

(4) whether increasing the requirement for out-of-state renewable procurements within or
delivered into the ISO-New England territory can ensure affordable electric rates;

(5) evaluating the impact legislative recommendations may have on Tier 111 implementation;

(6) evaluating the impact recommended legislative changes to procurement programs will have
on Vermont jobs and the Vermont economy;

(7) how current programs impact environmental justice focus populations, households with low
income, and households with moderate income and how a revised Renewable Energy Standard can
ensure that benefits and burdens are distributed equitably; and

(8) how any changes to the Renewable Energy Standard will address the inequity of distribution
of benefits of renewables between different residential properties.

(d) Assistance.

(1) The Working Group shall have legal assistance from the Office of Legislative Council and
administrative assistance from the Office of Legislative Operations.

(2) On or before July 15, 2023, the Joint Fiscal Office may retain the services of one or more
independent third parties to provide facilitation and mediation services to the Working Group, and data
analysis recommendations at the direction of the legislative members.

(3) The Department of Public Service shall be invited to advise the Working Group on the
results of its ongoing public process to review the Renewable Energy Standard and any other items as
needed.

(e) Compensation and reimbursement.
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(1) For attendance at meetings during adjournment of the General Assembly, a legislative
member of the Working Group serving in the legislator’s capacity as a legislator shall be entitled to per
diem compensation and reimbursement of expenses pursuant to 2 V.S.A. § 23 for not more than eight
meetings.

(2) Other members of the Working Group who are not otherwise compensated by their employer
shall be entitled to per diem compensation and reimbursement of expenses as permitted under 32
V.S.A. § 1010 for not more than eight meetings.

(3) The payments under this subsection (e) shall be made from monies appropriated by the
General Assembly.

(F) Report. The Working Group shall submit draft legislation and a report on its deliberations and
findings to the House Committee on Environment and Energy and Senate Committee on Natural
Resources and Energy by December 1, 2023. Working Group members may submit minority opinions
that shall be included with the report containing the draft legislation.

(9) Appropriation. In fiscal year 2024, it is the intent of the General Assembly to appropriate funds
if available from the General Fund to the Joint Fiscal Office to hire the consultants pursuant to this

section.
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Appendix 2- Sample Legislation

Working Group Sample Legislation

Amendments to existing Tiers 1 and 2

Sec. 1. 30 V.S.A. § 8005 is amended to read:
§ 8005. RES CATEGORIES
(a) Categories. This section specifies three categories of required resources to meet the
requirements of the RES established in section 8004 of this title: total renewable energy, distributed
renewable generation, and energy transformation.
(1) Total renewable energy.
* % *

(B) Required amounts. The amounts of total renewable energy required by this subsection
shall be 55 63 percent of each retail electricity provider’s annual retail electric sales during the year
beginning on January 1, 2037 2025, increasing by an additional feur 7.4 percent each third January 1
thereafter; until reaching #5 100 percent on and after January 1, 2632-2030.

* * *

(2) Distributed renewable generation.
* * *

(C) Required amounts. The required amounts of distributed renewable generation shall be
one 4.9 percent of each retail electricity provider’s annual retail electric sales during the year beginning
January 1, 2017 2025, increasing by an additional three-fifths-ofa 2.15 percent each subsequent
January 1 until reaching 10 20 percent on and after January 1, 2032.

* * *

Addition of New Tier for New Regional Energy

(3) New renewable energy.
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(A) Purpose; establishment. This subdivision (3) establishes a new regional renewable

energy category for the RES. This category encourages the use of new renewable generation to

support the reliability of the regional ISO-NE electric system. To satisfy this requirement, a provider

shall use renewable energy with environmental attributes attached or any class of tradeable renewable

energy credits generated by any renewable energy plant coming into service after January 1, 2010

whose enerqy is capable of delivery in New England.

(B) Required amounts. The amount of new renewable energy required by this subsection (a)

shall be one percent of each retail electricity provider’s annual retail electric sales during the year

beginning on January 1, 2025, increasing by an additional 3.8 percent each January 1 thereafter, until

reaching 20 percent on and after January 1, 2030.

(C) Relationship to other categories. Distributed renewable generation used to meet the

requirements of subdivision (2) of this subsection (a) shall not also count toward the requirements of

this subdivision (3). An enerqy transformation project under subdivision (4) of this subsection (a) shall

not count toward the requirements of this subdivision (3).

(3)_(&)_ Energy transform ation.

* * *

Discussion of Sample Legislation

As described above, a majority of members of the Working Group voted to increase the Tier 1
requirement of total renewable energy from 75% to 100% in 2030. There was not a full discussion on
the options for the rate of increase to reach 100%, so there is no current consensus from the Working
Group. The sample legislation includes increasing by an additional 7.4 percent each third January 1.
The issue should be evaluated by the General Assembly. There was no majority opinion on changing
the definition of what is included as renewable energy under the Renewable Energy Standard. The
Working Group discussed whether to change to a “clean” energy standard or to revise the definition of
“renewable” regarding the inclusion of biomass facilities, large hydroelectric facilities, and nuclear
facilities, but consensus was not reached.

For Tier 2, distributed renewable energy, a majority of the Working Group members voted to
increase the requirement from 10% in 2032 to 20% in 2032. There was discussion of whether to make
the year 2030, but more members of the Group favored 2032, which would give utilities additional
time for the increase. There was not a full discussion on the options for the rate of increase to reach
20% so there is no current consensus from the Working Group. The sample legislation includes
increasing by an additional 2.15 percent each subsequent January 1. The issue should be evaluated by
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the General Assembly. As described above, multiple members of the Working Group are specifically
interested in making changes to the net metering program, which is an important part of Tier 2.
Working Group members provided some specific ideas on what changes could be made to improve the
net metering program, which are on pages 13-14 of this report. The Working Group did not vote on
any of the specific ideas.

For Tier 3, the Working Group voted not make any changes at this time.

While there was discussion during earlier meetings about updating the statutory goals of the
RES, there was little support among the members during the straw poll vote, so no changes are
included.

Finally, the Working Group discussed the addition of a “Tier 1a,” which has been designated in
the sample legislation as Tier 3, making the existing Tier 3 Tier 4. There are multiple ways this could
be drafted, including making it Tier 4. This Tier would require utilities to acquire new regional
renewable energy. There was discussion about how much of a percentage this requirement should be
and there was not a clear consensus. The sample legislation includes 20% by 2030 for discussion
purposes in the General Assembly. The sample legislation also does not change the definition of “new
renewable energy” in the definition section of the statute. Instead, it specifies what qualifies for this
Tier as “generated by any renewable energy plant coming into service after January 1, 2010 whose
energy is capable of delivery in New England.” The current definition of “new renewable energy” is
provided in 30 V.S.A. 8 8002 (17) and it applies to Tier 2 of the RES. The difference is that currently
it is defined as plants that came into service after June 30, 2015, not 2010. The Working Group did not
discuss whether date of January 1, 2010 should apply to projects that count towards Tier 2. This is an
issue for the General Assembly to consider.
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Appendix 3- Working Group Member Comments

Senator Christopher Bray:
In discussions in committee on the final meeting (December 13, 2023), a number of considerations
relating to the redesign of the RES were noted by members of the Working Group. The RES redesign
needs to address the following:

1. the differing needs and abilities of the state’s 18 DUs to implement the RES; also referred to
as “one size does not fit all;”

2. how net metering should be revised as part of the RES revision;

3. how distribution utilities that are already 100% renewable energy in 2023 will be
accommodated in any new version of the RES;

4. the ramping rates for the transitions in each Tier;

5. the definition of resources that will qualify as Tier 1 resources;

6. the definition of resources that will quality as Tier 1a resources; and

7. the definition of resources that will qualify as Tier 2 resources.

Brian Evans-Mongeon, Village of Hyde Park:

For Hyde Park, it would be our desire for the legislation not to advance or increase any
requirements under the original legislation provisions due to the prior commitments made by HPE.
These commitments include power resources already secured out to 2034, current workforce structure,
technology concerns, and timing for infrastructure changes to support the desired future outcome.

HPE asks that utilities having made such commitments not be penalized as those actions were
conducted in good faith under the currently enforced legislation. Given our current capabilities, any
changes prior to 2032 will create upward pressures on costs and force imbalances within our current
retail pricing structures. Based upon the current proposal, | cannot support the parts of the report or the
draft legislation.

Michael Lazorchak, Stowe Electric Department:

The Town of Stowe Electric Department (‘SED’) appreciates the opportunity to participate as a
committee member in the Legislative Working Group (‘Working Group’) on Renewable Energy
Standard Reform.

The Working Group was unable to agree on draft legislation and provided findings only on four
(4) of the eight (8) categories identified in Act 33 of 2023. Absent from the Working Group findings
was also a meaningful discussion on how net-metering creates cross-subsidization concerns between
ratepayer classes and that Standard Offer projects remain expensive power supply obligations for
distribution utilities. Instead of producing a comprehensive document, the Working Group determined
that committee members and public participants could file minority reports voicing individual
perspectives on the Report. Because of these factors, SED voted no on the Report of the Legislative
Working Group on Renewable Energy Standard Report.

Thanks to the current Renewable Energy Standard (‘RES”), Vermont has one of the cleanest
electricity transmission and distribution system in the United States. The most significant sources of
greenhouse gas emissions in Vermont come from the transportation and building heating sectors.
Vermont’s decarbonization pathway also relies heavily on the electricity grid to decarbonize the
transportation and heating and cooling sectors. The hope is that as Vermonters transition to electric
vehicles and heat pump technologies, the generation, transmission, and distribution systems can
provide electricity for this additional load in a safe, reliable, and least-cost manner.

For SED, flexibility in power supply procurement is critical to meeting changes to the RES and
new load growth. SED has a power supply market strategy that is 85% hedged in the winter and 80%
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in the shoulder seasons and SED has power purchase agreements that run through 2038. SED
anticipates that nuclear and hydro will remain important components of our distribution system that
can rely heavily on intermittent renewables and battery storage.

SED also wants to draw attention to the fact that ratepayers’ most pressing concerns are
reliability and cost. Stowe's 2023 customer survey showed customers’ #1 priority is reliability and #2
is cost. Carbon reduction is a distant #3:
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Reliability Cost of Power Carbon Reduction

CUSTOMER PRIORITY RANKING
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https://www.stoweelectric.com/ files/ugd/ca8289 fb60307d7e24403a999298468863473b.pdf

The Vermont Department of Public Service’s (‘DPS’) survey showed similar priorities state-
wide, with reliability #1, cost #2, and emissions reduction showing up as the #5 priority for
Vermonters:

B Very important O Somewhat important
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The DPS state-wide survey also showed the strongest support (90% net-positive) for hydro.
Nuclear has a net-positive rating of 55%, which is a cost-effective, non-emitting, reliable baseload
power source.

B Strongly support O Somewhat support

40%

Solar Hydropower Wind MNuclear Burning Burning
methane gas wood and
from landfills other plant

Results from Statewide Polling orfarms  material

% who strongly or somewhat support Vermont
getting electricity from each source

The goal should be rapid, affordable, reliable decarbonization of our power supply using both
in-state and regional resources with strong support for continued use of baseload non-emitting
resources like Hydro Quebec and nuclear. Any transition away from those key resources in our
portfolio is going to decrease reliability and increase rates. Those actions are in direct opposition to
stated consumer desires both locally in Stowe and statewide as indicated by DPS's own survey data.
We look forward to working with the Vermont General Assembly and stakeholders in the coming
session.

Mia Watson, Vermont Housing Finance Agency:

* Vermont Housing Finance Agency (VHFA) agrees that a transition to a 100% renewable energy
standard is an important step in addressing our climate crisis and can offer important social benefits for
Vermont households by reducing carbon emissions in the state and region.

* However, the legislation establishing the RES working group included a charge to review “how
current programs impact environmental justice focus populations, households with low income, and
households with moderate income and how a revised Renewable Energy Standard can ensure that
benefits and burdens are distributed equitably; how any changes to the Renewable Energy Standard
will address the inequity of distribution of benefits of renewables between different residential
properties.”

* VHFA feels that there is more work to be done to properly assess the impact of changes to the RES
on low and moderate-income households, particularly those who are part of environmental justice
focus populations, and to consider new policy solutions to mitigate potential harmful impacts.
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* The Technical Analysis of a 100% Renewable or Clean Energy Standard produced through the
Stakeholder Advisory Group found that the average total electricity rate increase from 2025 through
2035 under various potential RES scenarios is expected to at most result in a 6% increase from a
business-as-usual scenario. This increase could potentially be less depending on the specific RES
structuring and other future changes in the market. This forecast has alleviated some concerns of
VHFA that RES could result in severe hardship for low-income households, who face the highest
energy burdens.

» However, even a moderate increase in electricity costs will nevertheless be felt by low and moderate
households, as it will come on top of a 13% rate increase by 2035 that is expected without any changes
to the RES.

* In addition, rate impacts from potential adjustments to the RES outside modeled scenarios must be
considered. Although most of the research produced for the working group models the impact of
various scenarios through 2035, the draft legislation included in the appendix of this report targets
2030 for a transition to 100% renewable resources. Moving up the date ahead of the modeled targets
will also likely compress the rate increases. VHFA remains concerned that legislators considering
RES changes targeted for 2030 will not have adequate data to predict the financial impact on
households.

* Furthermore, if different utilities will be required to make different changes to their supply to meet
the RES requirements, their rate structures could be variably impacted, which might potentially result
in much larger impacts to some customers or to some demographic groups.

» Work on the RES should consider a range of public feedback from different sources. The working
group heard comments from many members of the public, nearly all of whom were in favor of an
entirely renewable standard and ambitious decarbonization. However, there was little in-committee
discussion of the report Vermont Weighs In: Public Opinion on Renewable Electricity, prepared by the
Department of Public Service. Most survey respondents showed general support for efforts to decrease
emissions, including by increasing RES targets. But those respondents also rated reliability and
affordability as their highest concerns about where Vermont gets its electricity. 31% of respondents
reported that they were unwilling to pay any higher rates for 100% renewable electricity, and an
additional 24% were willing to pay between $1 and $25 per month. The structuring of a new RES
must attempt to balance affordability and reliability concerns alongside the urgency for climate action.
* VHFA remains concerned that Vermont as a state is not doing enough to help low and moderate
households experience the benefits of a cleaner electrical grid. Without deeply subsidizing fuel
switching for the lowest income households, particularly for renters, the climate transition may result
in increased income inequality. The RES working group ultimately voted to not reconsider mandates
on energy transformation projects covered by Tier 11, in part due to the anticipated implementation of
the Clean Heat Standard. However, VHFA feels that the RES discussions in the upcoming legislative
session remain a valuable opportunity to keep energy equity and climate justice a central part of policy
and funding discussions.

» VHFA appreciates the concerns that other RES members have discussed around net-metering,
including that the current system can result in a rate cost shift from high income households that install
solar to lower-income households that cannot afford to do so. If changes to net-metering are proposed,
VHFA would urge the Legislature to consider a compromise approach that preserves community net-
metering as an option for households that cannot install solar, and that better facilitates solar projects
that serve affordable housing. This potentially could include designating solar projects serving
subsidized affordable housing projects as a preferred site or setting a preferred rate for projects
benefiting low-income households.
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Louis Porter Washington Electric Cooperative:

Washington Electric Cooperative is grateful to have been able to participate in the Legislative
Working Group on Renewable Energy Standard Reform. Providing an opportunity for an in-depth and
candid conversation among key legislators, utilities, advocates for the renewable energy industry and
others was valuable, especially given the complexity of these topics.

WEC has for years provided 100% renewable power to its members. Our Board and a majority
of our owner/members believe strongly that all Vermonters should have access to 100% renewable,
low carbon, electricity as soon as practical.

In the interests of WEC’s environmental and social goals for its members and the communities
we serve, we also believe that the renewable energy that Vermonters use should be provided at the
lowest feasible cost to facilitate a viable transition to renewable power for heating and transportation,
and to avoid unnecessarily burdening those Vermonters who are struggling financially.

Because of this, we are disappointed that reforms to net metering regulations did not play a
larger role in the working group’s discussions and report. An examination of net metering was clearly
within the purview of the group, whose charge included an examination not only of the renewable
energy standard but also “other energy policies” as they relate to “grid stability, resiliency,
modernization and reliability”.

The Public Utility Commission in its biennial update of the program was quite clear net
metering continues to be “one of the highest-cost sources of new renewable capacity in Vermont” and
that the Commission “remains concerned about the overall cost of the net-metering program and its
corresponding impact on non-participating Vermonters, particularly those Vermonters who are highly
energy-burdened.”

The PUC also warned that net metering could actually be counter-productive to the goal of
encouraging the use of electricity for transportation and heating, due to the rate increases it causes,
noting that “over-reliance on net-metered systems for renewable generation could have the unintended,
counterproductive effect of reducing investment in more cost-effective means of reducing Vermont’s
greenhouse gas emissions, such as electric vehicles and cold-climate heat pumps.”

The transportation and heating sectors each account for about 36 percent of Vermonters’
carbon emissions while the entire electric sector is only responsible for about 2 percent. To cut carbon
emissions, we must focus our public policies on directly addressing impediments to decarbonizing
heating and transportation in Vermont.

The PUC has acknowledged that its recent changes to net metering represent “only a modest
decrease in compensation”.

To avoid putting undue costs on members who are struggling financially, and to avoid
disincentivizing the adoption of electric vehicles and heat pumps, WEC believes the Legislature should
direct the PUC to alter the compensation for excess generation by net metering to be set at avoided
costs. In other words, the non-net-metering ratepayers of a utility should be paying for excess net
metering generation at the value that power actually provides, rather than an inflated and subsidized
rate.

That will allow those who wish to develop net metering systems to do so, without causing the
harm to their neighbors outlined above.

Subsidizing net metering was an important public investment to help kickstart the residential-
scale renewable energy sector in Vermont. However, as the industry has become well established, the
public benefits of these subsidies are no longer in balance with the costs. The economic structure of net
metering as it currently stands allows rate payers who have the means and upfront capital to install net
metered systems to incur private economic benefit at the expense of publicly shared assets like the grid
and our cooperatively owned utility. Members who are not able to install net metered systems are now
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directly paying for their net metering neighbors, as well as providing profit to renewable energy
developers.

As an early adopter of renewable power, WEC is an essential part of Vermont’s transition to
100% renewable, low carbon energy. We are eager to help identify and pursue the most effective
strategies for decreasing our members’ total carbon emissions, while also meeting their needs for safe,
reliable energy. Our priorities include strengthening our shared grid infrastructure and increasing
storage capacity to improve our ability to efficiently utilize renewable generation, expanding
investments in weatherization, and supporting transitions to beneficial electrification technologies. In
its current format, Vermont’s net metering program makes achieving all three of these priorities more
difficult.

William Discoll, Associated Industries of Vermont

Although AIV does not sign on to the updated framework language submitted by GMP on behalf of
many of the utilities and other working group members, we do recognize and appreciate that it makes
positive progress, and that we hope to work on further changes on outstanding issues in the
Legislature, including the treatment of clean energy alternatives, additional flexibility in tier
requirements, and the timing and scope of PUC review of implementation in the coming years.

The following comments and proposal are from the following Working Group members:
GlobalFoundries
Stowe Electric Department
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
Washington Electric Cooperative
Burlington Electric Department
Vermont Electric Cooperative
Vermont Electric Power Company
Green Mountain Power
Sierra Club
Vermont Natural Resources Council
Renewable Energy Vermont
VPIRG
Conservation Law Foundation

We appreciate the opportunity to provide additional comment on a potential framework to
update the Renewable Energy Standard (RES) in the upcoming session. Vermont was at the forefront
of energy policy when the original RES was enacted in 2015. Since adoption, we have seen substantial
decreases in the carbon intensity of the electricity consumed in Vermont, paving the way for clean
electrification of the transportation and thermal sectors. The updates spelled out to the RES will further
decarbonize the electric sector and bring Vermont in line with the renewable energy requirements
elsewhere in New England.

Vermont continues to lead the way and we believe there is a path for achieving 100%
renewable energy delivered to Vermonters in a way that balances affordability and additional new
renewables. Some Vermont utilities have already achieved and maintain a 100% renewable status.
They will bring on new renewables as their load grows. For the utilities who are not yet at 100%, this
proposal moves to 100% renewable by 2030 with additional targets for in-state and new renewables in
subsequent years.
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What follows is a framework that reflects each utility’s approach, and a shared commitment to
achieve bold renewable requirements with enough flexibility to ensure cost-effectiveness for
customers. It is important to note that we view this framework as comprehensive, meaning that we
offer it as a complete package, while also recognizing that not all of the co-signatories below agree
completely on all these provisions. That is why changes to the RES should not move forward without
this agreed upon framework.

The structure of the Renewable Energy Standard Legislative Working Group provided a
productive forum for discussion, and we look forward to continuing the dialogue as the 2024
legislative session gets underway.

Group A: Distribution utilities who were 100% on or before 2015 continue similar treatment as in
current RES

- WEC

-BED

- Swanton
Group B: Municipal Utilities

- VPPSA member utilities

- Hyde Park

- Stowe

Group C: All others
- GMP
-VEC
Group D: Distribution Utility with One Customer

Proposed Tier Amendment for Tier 1
Tier 1-30V.S.A. § 8005(a)(1)(B) — Total Renewable Energy
® Increase 75% in 2032 to 100% in 2030
e No changes to eligible resources. Please refer to the updated definition of biomass eligibility
under “Other Considerations” on page 3.
e Ramp rate
o Minimum of same path that would have got you to 75% by 2032
o Backloaded for the remainder - or flexibility for the DU’s to ramp as needed to
achieve 100% by 2030
e Utility Approach
o Group A, C, and D included
o Group B by 2035

Proposed Tier Amendment for Tier 2
Tier 2 - 30 V.S.A. 8 8005(a)(2)(C) - Distributed Renewable Energy
e Increase from 10% in 2032 to 20% in 2032/2035
o Keep ramp rate linear starting in 2025 increasing to 20% by 2032
e Eligible resources expanded to include: for Group B, owned hydro facilities under SMW; for
nonmunicipal DUs this would include owned hydro under 5SMW that are LIHI certified. Can
include facilities that become LIHI certified in the future.
o Please refer to the updated definition of biomass eligibility under “Other
Considerations” on page 3
o Resources dated January 1, 2010 or later

VT LEG #372647 v.2



30

e For utilities subject to Tier 1A or Tier 1B, Tier 2 resources are also eligible to be used to
satisfy Tier 1A/1B requirements
e Utility Approach

o Group A excluded

o Group B included by 2035

o Group C by 2032

o Group D by 2035, including on-site projects >S5 MW

Proposed NEW Tiers: 1A and 1B
Tier 1A (New Renewables any size capable of being delivered into ISO-NE, commissioned post
2010 excludes new large hydro and new biomass unless it meets the performance standard
below; expansions of existing eligible plants, not including expansions of biomass or large
hydroelectric plants, would count) - 30 V.S.A. 8 XXXX
e [20%, GMP by 2032 or 2035] [10%, VPPSA/VEC/GF by 2035]
o Ramp rate: Allow DU’s the flexibility to meet the obligation with appropriate ramp
rate for the DU.
o ACP considerations
m How should Tier 1A ACP be set? Reference Massachusetts Class 1 language
m If ACP payment is required, funds paid by the utility are available to be used
to benefit of the customers of the same utility for specific projects/programs
with a focus on LMI customers
e Tier 2 are also eligible to be used to satisfy Tier 1 A requirements
e Utility Approach
o Group A excluded
o Group B and VEC included at 10% by 2035
o GMP at 20%
m Load growth met with new renewables post-2035 or 2032 if the PUC
determines that the date should be moved up from 2035 to 2032 by evaluating
availability and affordability of resources capable of being delivered to the
region
o Group D included in Tier 1A. Group D may utilize additional Tier 1A to satisfy Tier
2 requirements beyond what is met with on-site Tier 2 qualifying projects (as defined
above) if Tier 2 eligible projects would exceed the T2 ACP or are not economically
feasible
Tier 1B (load growth Tier for 100% utilities) - 30 V.S.A. 8 XXXX
e Same definition of “new renewables” as defined in Tier 1A
e Portion of load growth over a set baseline [2023 or 2024 DU Total Load] met with Tier 1A
qualified renewables
o ACP considerations. Reference Massachusetts Class 1 language?
e Tier 2 resources are also eligible to be used to satisfy Tier 1A requirements
e RES Compliance provision and flexibility to use other resources if needed (add in language
under existing RES)
e Utility Approach
o Group A included
o Group B, C, and D excluded

Tier 3
Tier 3-30 V.S.A. 8 8005(a)(3)(B) - Energy Transformation
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e BED: language allowing utilities to go above and beyond what is needed in Tier 3
e GF: amend 8006 to allow GHG credit eligible projects to satisfy Tier 3 requirements (does
not require amendment to Tier 3 language)

Net Metering

Net Metering - 30 V.S.A. 8
e Eliminate GNM (language from H.320) amending 30 V.S.A. § 8002
e Maintain path for affordable housing which may be a separate program outside of net
metering
e Update net metering language to include the ability for eligible utilities to sell net metering
RECs and be able to access pre-2017 net metering 1.0 RECs to meet Tier 2 obligations
e Any agreement on this framework is contingent upon agreement with broader net metering
reform
Note: Washington Electric Cooperative is not supportive of this net metering approach as WEC
does not believe it goes far enough to address issues of cost shifting and increased rates and has
submitted additional comments outlining these concerns.

Other Considerations
30V.SA. 8§

e Retain exemptions for 100% utilities except for Tier 1B

e Have PUC revisit economics and resource availability in 2028 (5-year point)

e For the eligibility of biomass throughout the proposed updated RES, please refer to this

section:
o (1) Distributed renewable generation that employs biomass to produce electricity shall
be eligible to count toward a provider’s distributed renewable generation or energy
transformation requirement only if the plant satisfies the requirements of 30 VSA
8005(d)(3) and produces both electricity and thermal energy from the same biomass
fuel and the majority of the energy recovered from the plant is thermal energy.
o (2) Distributed renewable generation and energy transformation projects that employ
forest biomass to produce energy shall comply with renewability standards adopted by
the Commissioner of Forests, Parks and Recreation under 10 V.S.A. § 2751. Energy
Transformation Projects that use wood feedstock, except for non-commercial
applications, that are eligible at time of project commissioning to meet the renewability
standards adopted by the Commissioner do not lose eligibility due to a subsequent
change in the renewability standards after the project commissioning date.
o (3) No new wood biomass electricity generation facility or wood biomass combined
heat and power facility coming into service after January 1, 2023, shall be eligible to
satisfy any requirements of sections 8004 and 8005 of this title unless that facility
achieves 60% overall efficiency and at least a 50% net lifecycle greenhouse gas
emissions reduction relative to the lifecycle emissions from the combined operation of a
new combined-cycle natural gas plant using the most efficient commercially available
technology. Any energy generation using wood feedstock from an existing wood
biomass electric generation facility placed in service prior to January 1, 2023, remains
eligible to satisfy any requirements of 8004 and 8005 of this Title. Changes to wood
biomass electric facilities that were placed in service prior to January 1, 2023, including
converting to a combined heat and power facility, adding or modifying a district energy
system, replacing electric generation equipment or repowering the facility with updated
or different electric generation technologies, do not change the in service date for the
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facility, or affect its eligibility to satisfy the requirements of sections 8004 and 8005 of
this title, or qualify it as new renewable energy.

Appendix 4- Brattle Group Report- Economic Impacts of Expanding Vermont’s Renewable
Energy Standards- Attached as PDF.
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Objective and Approach

Project Objective

* Assess the macroeconomic impacts to Vermont under various scenarios of Vermont’s
Renewable or Clean Energy Standard (RES), including impacts to gross domestic product
and employment.

Approach

* Provide economic impact analysis (EIA) for six core scenarios regarding how to expand
Vermont’s RES. Scenarios were designed jointly by the Department of Public Service and
Stakeholder Advisory Group.

* Maintain consistency with the Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) conducted by Sustainable
Energy Advantage, LLC (SEA). BCA output such as rate impacts, incremental generating
resource additions and incremental costs of renewable energy are used as inputs in the
economic impact analysis.
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Benefit-Cost & Economic Impact Analysis Overview

Targets (% of Retail Electric Sales) for Tiers | & Il and Regional Tier

Benefit Cost Analysis Economic Impact Analysis
(SEA) (Brattle)

RE Investment Costs Net Economic Activity
(State GDP & Employment)

RE Grid Integration Costs Generated Through RE
Procurement/Integration

Avoided T&D Costs from
Distributed RE Generation

BCA Determines by Scenario:

Generation Resource Mix
Within and Outside of VT
Electricity Generation By
Resource Type

State GDP
Employment

Output and Prices by
Sector

Household Welfare by
Income Levels




Overview of Scenario Definitions

We model the six core scenarios defined by the Department and Stakeholder Advisory Group.
e Business as Usual (BAU): 75% by 2032 consisting of 10% Tier |, 65% Tier Il.

Scenarios = } Scenario 2: ] Scenario 4: Scenario 5: Scenario 6: 100%
. Scenario 1: ] Scenario 3: . .
Design Element |, 100% RES, incl. 100% CES, incl. | 100% RES, no | CES, no biomass,
100% RES . . 100% CES . . .
Regional Tier Regional Tier biomass Reg + T-l1l combo

Tier I, Net Target 65% 70% 40% 70% 40% 50% 40%
Target Date 2032 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035
EEI:;;? N/A None None Add nuclear Add nuclear Efo:‘uz\;i reﬁnd:vgubcifr?wzss

Tier Il Target 10% 30% 30% 30% 30% 20%
Target Date 2032 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 Combined with
Elrigai:g;tsy N/A None None None None None resionatTier

Regional Tier Target N/A N/A 30% N/A 30% 30% 60%
Target Date N/A N/A 2035 N/A 2035 2035 2035
Eligibility* N/A N/A 2010+ N/A 2010+ 2010+ 2010+

* Six core scenarios varying allocation of tiers and technology eligibility in Tier I:
— Tier ll: 10%, 20%, 30%; Regional Tier: 0%, 20%, 30%, 40%, 50%; Tier I: Fills ‘gap’ to 100%
— Tier | eligibility: with/without Biomass; with/without nuclear
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RES Investment Costs Borne by Vermont

Percent of Forecasted 2025 Gross Summer Peak Load
ISO-NE 2023 CELT Report

2

&

ﬁ

ME
8%

* Vermont consumers bear the costs of RES
expansion:

— Benefits of new renewable generation are
shared by all New England ratepayers.

— Vermont similarly benefits from resources
driven by programs originating from other
New England states.

— In the BCA’s incremental cost calculation,
only the 3-4% of benefits accruing to
Vermont are accounted for.

CcT
26%
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RES Investment Costs: New Resource Investment

* In the BCA, the costs of renewable energy
are levelized:

— The “lumpiness” of investments involved in
building and operating resources are
smoothed over the life of resources.

— Cost smoothing is important in comparing
costs and benefits across RES scenarios.

® To capture the economic impacts from
investment in new resources, Brattle and
SEA estimated an “unlevelized” investment
schedule that assumes new facility builds
occur immediately prior to deployment.

e Costs of existing resources are assumed to
included in the macroeconomic dataset.

Costs (Millions)

Costs (Millions)
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Levelized RES Investment Schedule
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RES Investment Schedule Consistent with New Resource Builds
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Geographic Distribution of New Resource Investment

* Incremental resources procured within
. . . kd f | ild b ion:
Vermont create economic activity O O e, Rt of Poot (Ropy Y Reeion
(increased state GDP and employment)

predominantly within Vermont. 3 oo
. . . . . 2
— Projects within Vermont will still S 100
I -of- i = $1,000
require some out-of-state and foreign 8 "0 .
industrial inputs. 5 m T
BAU Scn 1: Scn 2: Scn 3: Scn 4: Scn 5: Scn 6:
100% RES 100%  100% CES 100% CES,100% RES, 100% CES,
e Qut-of-state resource procurement RES, incl nd.  No Mo
. . Regional Regional Biomass Biomass,
projects are assumed to create economic Tier Tier Reg+T-I

Combo

activity in the rest of the pool (RoP).
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Distribution of New Resource Investment by Resource Type

* BCA also provides incremental resource oo 7035 Totalfsouree M
additions by scenario. Incremental %jjzz . . .
renewable energy costs are used to _ e N O . m ciomass
invest in a scenario-specific resource mix. fzzz ) e
e Costs incurred by Vermont’s electricity ] " .
sector are payments to the production Y omnes /I 100 s /. / /
sectors of the economy involved in the Fegiora Regonal Blomass lamase
procurement of resources. e
e Different resource types will use 5 vor
different (and different amounts of) , e
industrial inputs; i.e., the resource mix ‘ - mEmE _ s
will determine how investment costs are g -
distributed throughout the economy. . .
" " Bch:I,”
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Translating New Resource Investment into Industrial Inputs

e Electricity generation technology cost data from the Energy Information Administration
(EIA), International Energy Agency (IEA) and the National Renewable Energy Laboratory
(NREL), are used to breakdown resource costs into economic factors of production.

e Factors include physical capital (e.g., computers), labor employment and intermediate
input goods (materials). Intermediate goods refer to goods produced by other sectors.

4,500 . . Share of Capital, Labor, and Material Costs by Resource Type
2035 Resource Mix Built After 2023 100%
< 4,000 90%
g 3,500 80%
2 3,000 £ 70%
® S 0
& 2,500 O 60% Labor
(@] I _ (o] 50% .
= 2,000 B B £ Capital
§ 1500 wwing S 40%
s I |nC -
g S 30%
g 1,000 Solar 20%
500 10%
0 0%
BAU Scn 1: Scn 2: Scn 3: Scn 4: Sen 5: Scn 6: Solar Onshore Hydro Nuclear Biofuels
100% RES 100% RES, 100% CES 100% CES, 100% RES, 100% CES, Wind
incl. incl. No Biomass No R T
Regional Regional Biomass, esource Type
Tier Tier Reg+T-Il

Combo brattle.com | 8



Translating RES Investment into Production Factors

e The result is each regional electricity
sector’s incremental factor use, which is
obtained using:

— Resource mix for each scenario

— Geographic distribution of resources in
Vermont and the rest of the pool

Cost (Millions)

Incremental Cost (NPV) by Region

# RoP

| av

— Resource cost breakdown into ‘ a0 st sm2 sms sma sms sens
economic factors Of pr‘od uction oo Scenario NPV by Region and Factor Input
® Procurement of renewable and clean $2,500 o T |
energy resources in New England 7 52000 - EE :ﬂbt'
generates demand for other goods and %51500 . — Sipmcaatzi:;s
8 $1,000

services and creates price effects in the
labor and capital markets.

BAU Scn 1 Scn 2 Scn 3

B VT Labor
B VT Capital

Scn 4 Scn 5 Scn 6
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Rate Impacts by Scenario

® Rates are expressed as change from the BAU Rate Impact Relative to BAU (5/MWh)
scenario. Rates account for both incremental )
20
costs and benefits that would impact bills. . e
e BCA shows that rate impact increases as RES HE e
target increases. i o
Y Scena rio 6 has the highest rate impact in : 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
2035. Rate increase relative to BAU reaches e Impact Relative to BAU (%)
approximately 8.5% by 2035. o
e All else equal, increased rates translate to o e
less disposable income for ratepayers: 5 o scn3
& scn4
— Less income for non-electricity goods can lead - —scrs
to decreased demand for those goods ;f;: o
_ LeSS budget for non_electriCIty InpUtS Can 19 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

induce less production in production sectors.
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BCA Perspective Used in Calculating Net Costs

SEA outputs BCA results based on
two perspectives: Reference Case
e Societal Cost Test (SCT)
— Includes all market costs and
benefits
e Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM)

— Includes only costs and benefits
that would affect Vermont
electricity bills

Economic impact analysis (EIA) uses
the RIM-based BCA results.

Value Stream

Societal Cost Test

Ratepayer Impact

(SCT) Measure (RIM)
Incremental cost of resource Cost Cost
Transmission integration costs Cost Cost (VT only) [
Intercxn distribution system upgrades Benefit Benefit
Uncleared capacity value Benefit Benefit (VT only) [
Reduced share of capacity costs—>  N/A Benefit |
Price suppression Benefit Benefit (VT only) i
Avoided transmission costs Benefit Benefit (VT only) |
Reduced share of transmission costs—>  N/A Benefit i
Reduced distribution costs Benefit Benefit |
Reduced transmission losses Benefit Benefit (VT only)
Reduced distribution losses Benefit Benefit i
Improved generation reliability Benefit Benefit (VT only)
Non-embedded GHG emissions Benefit N/A [
NOx emissions Benefit N/A
Local pollutants Benefit N/A I
RE development land use| Cost (not monetized) N/A
Fossil fuel water use|Benefit (not monetized)f | N/A ]
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Key Drivers of Economic Impacts

Economic impacts in each scenario are driven by: TotalNew Resource Investment
* Total investment needs to meet Vermont'’s RES: -~
Total investment costs determine the efficiency in which A S

- amscn2

the RES is satisfied. A more cost-efficient scenario means
more production ending up as final consumption and less

400 scn3

scnéd

Cost (Millions)

300
e scn5

200 ———scn6

as industrial inputs used for electricity generation.
‘ Amount Of investment that ta kes place in Vermont: 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
. . . New Resource Investment in Vermont
Incremental resources built within Vermont create

economic activity in non-electricity sectors. Production and
employment in the transportation, energy-intensive
manufacturing, and services sectors contribute to GDP.

Cost (Millions)

e Electricity rate changes:
Increase in rates results in less disposable income for
consumers and prOducerS to Spend on non-electrlClty _ 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
goods and services.
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Economic Impacts: GDP Growth

* GDP grows but at a slightly slower rate relative to BAU

® 100% RES (Scnl) and CES (Scn3) scenarios result in the  #o
highest GDP growth

38.000

)

— High investment in new renewable resources in Vermont

36.000

| GDP ($20178B

— Low rate changes 5 34000

R

32.000

® 100% CES, No Biomass, Regional+T-ll Combo scenario ...
(Scn6) results in the lowest GDP growth
— Low investment in new renewable resources in Vermont
— High rate changes

e High VT investment levels and high rates offset each

5 -0.10

other in the 100% RES (Scn2) and CES (Scn4) scenarios ¢

— Produces similar GDP impact as in the 100% RES, No
Biomass scenario (Scn5) characterized by medium rates
and medium VT investment.

-0.15

-0.20

Vermont Real GDP Trajectory

———SCh2

=—=5CN3

=—5Ch5
—3CN6

—bau

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

W

Incremental GDP Impacts (% from BAU)

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
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Economic Impacts: Consumption

e Similar to GDP, consumption grows at a slightly slower

rate relative to BAU. :
e Consumption impacts are driven largely by the total n / o

investment needs to meet RES, and rate impacts.
* The 100% RES and CES w/ Regional Tier scenarios (Scn

& B~ U
o v o

Real Consumption ($2017 Billions)

(=] [=} [a]
3 3 3
C o 0 B W NP

10 —BAl

2,4) have the slowest consumption growth since: .

— Increased production from high VT investment is
consumed by the electricity sector to satisfy RES. B

— Higher demand for industrial inputs due to high-RES
investment needs raises prices in non-electricity goods; oo \ .
e.g., services, energy-intensive manufacturing goods. -

— Coupled with higher rates, consumption decreases. - -

e Scenario 6 has the fastest growth due to low new "

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

investment needs. Scn 6 boosts GDP growth in RoP,
also contributing to faster consumption growth.
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Economic Impacts: Consumption Across Income Levels

e Model uses input-data from the peer-reviewed work
of the Wisconsin National Data Consortium (WiNDC).
— Representative households by income group, used to

characterize the economic behavior of an average

consumer in their respective income levels, are modeled
based on the Statistics of Income (SOI) data from the IRS.

e Consumption impacts across income groups are driven
by the income share spent on consumption goods.
— Lowest income households spend highest share of
income on electricity.

— But all income groups spend far more on services and
energy-intensive manufacturing goods, goods that
experience the highest price increase due to RES.

— Among the sub-200K income groups, 75K-200K income
group spends the most on these goods.

Percent

Percent

-0.20

-0.30

-0.40

-0.50

-0.60

Consumption Across Household Income Levels (% from BAU):
Scenario 1

=< 25K
25K-50K

50K-75K
75K-200K
=200K <

High RES investment needs in
Scnl results in high price effects 2
High distributional impacts

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Consumption Across Household Income Levels (% from BAU):
Scenario 6

7_\-

< 25K
25K-50K
50K-75K

Low RES investment needs in 75K-200K
300K <

Scnb6 results in small price effects 2

Small distributional impacts

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
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Economic Impacts: Consumption Across Income Levels

Change in Consumption Across Household Income Levels (% from BAU)
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Economic Impacts: Employment

e Similar to GDP and consumption, spending on wages
grows at a slightly slower rate relative to BAU.

e Employment follows a similar trajectory to
consumption as both are driven largely by the total
investment needed to meet Vermont’s RES.

e Lower investment needs to satisfy the RES generally
means less employment demanded to meet the
policy goal. This results in more employment growth
in non-RES related functions of the economy.

e Faster growth in scenario 6 is attributed to lower
total resource builds.

— Scenario 6 also has highest out-of-state investment,
contributing to an increase in GDP for the rest of New
England and hence employment in Vermont.

$2017 Billions
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Spending on Wages
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2023 2024
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Economic Impacts: Energy Burden Across Income Levels

Energy burden is defined as the percentage of gross household income spent on energy costs.

— Impacts on energy burden are largely driven by rate impacts (higher rates = higher energy burden)
— Energy burden increases more for lower income households

Scenario 1
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Economic Impacts: Consumer Price Index (CPI) in Vermont

e Similar to consumption, growth in the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) is largely driven by
total investment needs to meet RES, and rate
impacts.

* The 100% RES and CES scenarios w/ Regional
Tier (Scn 2,4) result in the highest increase in
the CPI due to high rate impacts and high-
investment needs.

— High-investment needs create competition for
resources in the economy, raising their prices.
e The 100% RES and CES scenarios (Scn 1,3) result

in the lowest CPIl increase due to low rate
impacts.
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Economic Impacts: Tax Revenue

e Sector output, the use of production inputs
(capital, labor, goods produced by other sectors)
and final consumption by households, are taxed.

e Scenarios 1-4 (Combination of 100% RES and
CES w/ and w/out Regional Tier) have high new
resource investment in Vermont, leading to
higher production levels in parts of Vermont’s
economy. This leads to higher tax revenue than
in the BAU.

e Scenario 6 has the least amount of investment
in Vermont, leading to low tax revenue from
production. High rates also slow the economy

down, contributing to lower tax revenue that
BAU.
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