
 
 

 
 
 
October 20, 2017 
 
Ms. Judith C. Whitney 
Vermont Public Utility Commission 
112 State Street 
Montpelier, VT 05620 
 
Re: Case No. 17-3935-INV 
 2018 Standard Offer Program RFP 
  
Dear Ms. Whitney: 
 
Please accept VEPP Inc.’s comments in response to the Public Utility Commission’s (Commission) 
request for comments for the 2018 Vermont Standard Offer Program Request for Proposals 
(Vermont RFP).  These comments were created with the VEPP Inc. Board of Directors.1 

I. New England RFP Study 

Since the first Vermont RFP was issued in 2013, twenty-seven projects have been awarded Standard 
Offer Contracts.  Of the twenty-seven projects awarded contracts, three are commissioned and ten 
have withdrawn.  More than half of the remaining projects have requested commissioning milestone 
extensions (eleven out of remaining seventeen).  This rate of development, attrition, and difficulty 
commissioning in accordance with statutory deadlines, prompted the VEPP Inc. Board of Directors 
to question the viability of proposals being submitted to the Vermont RFP.  30 V.S.A. §8005a(h) 
states that the “Board shall administer the process of applying for and obtaining a standard offer 
contract in a manner that ensures that the resources and capacity of the Standard Offer Program are 
used for plants that are reasonably likely to achieve commissioning.”  In light of these facts, VEPP 
Inc. conducted a review of New England renewable energy RFP requirements in order to determine 
if we could maximize the efficiency of the Vermont RFP process while maintaining the balance 
between price competitiveness and timely commissioning of projects.  A table, reflecting our New 
England RFP study findings, is attached. 

Generally, as the size of the project being solicited increases, so do the requirements under the New 
England renewable energy RFPs.  The Rhode Island RFP was most comparable to the Vermont 
RFP, both in terms of requirements and project size.  As a result, the comments that follow refer 
primarily to the Rhode Island RFP.    

 

1 The VEPP Inc. Board of Directors is comprised of four distribution utility representatives, four 
independent power producer representatives, and three public representatives appointed by the Vermont 
Department of Public Service. 
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1. Security Deposit Requirement – The Rhode Island RFP security deposit for a 2.2 MW solar 
project is approximately $69,000 versus the Vermont RFP security deposit of $55,000 for the 
same size project.2  Importantly, the Rhode Island RFP security deposit is forfeited, if the 
project is withdrawn before it is commissioned.  The Vermont RFP $15/kW refundable 
deposit is refunded 100% if the project withdraws in the first year and 50% if the project 
withdraws in the second year3.  All of the withdrawn Standard Offer Projects have been 
refunded 100% of their $15/kW refundable deposit. 
 
Based on our review of prevailing practices in the attached New England RFP study, we 
recommend that the $15/kW refundable deposit be fully forfeited when a project is 
withdrawn prior to commissioning, except if the certificate of public good petition is denied.  
This would eliminate the ability of projects to be easily withdrawn, thereby increasing the 
likelihood of pre-proposal project viability vetting, as proponents seek to minimize the risk 
of economic loss.  To the extent that accepted projects have undergone a rigorous vetting 
process, the number as well as pace of projects achieving commissioning may increase.   
 

2. Interconnection Requirement – The Rhode Island RFP requires submission of either an 
interconnection application and impact study or a fully executed interconnection service 
agreement.  Although the Vermont RFP does not contain interconnection requirements, a 
complete interconnection application must be filed upon acceptance4. 
 
Several Standard Offer Projects have cited interconnection problems as the basis for 
requesting commissioning milestone extensions.  In order to help project proponents 
identify interconnection issues before proposals are submitted to the Vermont RFP, we 
recommend requiring that proposals include a letter from their interconnecting utility 
identifying any initial concerns the utility may have.  The utilities could be encouraged to 
adopt a standard form, in order to facilitate the request.  This initial utility input could reveal 
potential issues early on in the process, such as whether the proposed project is inside or 
outside of the Sheldon-Highgate Export Interface limit or the need to install a Direct 
Transfer Trip, which could adversely impact project viability.  Because of the critical nature 
of this requirement, the Commission may wish to add it to section 3.2 Mandatory 
Requirements of the Vermont RFP, such that failure to satisfy it would cause the proposal to 
be rejected.  
 

2 The Rhode Island RFP security deposit is $25 per Renewable Energy Credit generated by the project in one 
year.  Using a capacity factor of 14.5%, the number of RECs generated for a 2.2 MW facility is 2,794.  The 
Vermont RFP security deposit is $10/kW of proposal security plus an additional $15/kW of refundable 
deposit, if the proposal is accepted. 
3 This refund schedule applies to solar and small wind.  The refund schedule for the remaining technologies 
is listed in the Vermont Standard Offer Purchase Power Agreement, Paragraph 9 Administrative Fee and 
Deposit, Page 5. 
4 30 V.S.A. §8005a(i). 
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3. Permitting Requirement – All of the New England renewable energy RFPs reviewed require 
proponents to address necessary permits.  However, the Vermont RFP does not list 
permitting requirements nor does it contain the certificate of public good milestone 
requirement to submit a complete certificate of public good petition within one year of the 
effective date of the Standard Offer Contract.5 
 
In light of the certificate of public good milestone requirement as well as the Commission’s 
concerns regarding the completeness of certificate of public good petitions, the Vermont 
RFP should provide notice to project proponents, many of whom are out of state 
developers unfamiliar with the Vermont permitting landscape, that they will be required to 
submit a complete certificate of public good petition within one year of the effective date of 
the contract, if their proposal is accepted.  A link to the Standard Offer Program website 
containing information regarding what constitutes a complete certificate of public good 
petition could be included.  The goal of this recommendation is to minimize the occurrence 
of certificate of public good milestone extension requests and incomplete filings. 
 

4. Project Map Requirement – Detailed project maps are required in every New England 
renewable energy RFP reviewed.  The Vermont RFP project map requirement states 
“Proposals shall include a project map that indicates the location of the project site and 
specifies the parcels for which the proponent has site control” (RFP at 7).  
 
We recommend adding the following language to the Vermont RFP project map 
requirement as well as requesting a site layout plan:  
 

“Proposals shall include a site plan including a map(s) that clearly identify the 
property for which the proponent has site control including property line 
boundaries, the location of the project site on the property, any required rights-of-
way, the total acreage of the project site, the anticipated interconnection point, the 
location of any existing projects or other proposed projects within a one mile radius, 
and the relationship of the site to other local infrastructure, including power lines, 
roadways, and water sources.  In addition to the project map, provide a site layout 
plan that illustrates the location of all major equipment and facilities such as panel 
arrays, inverters, transformers, and any required structures on the project site.  The 
site layout plan should be provided on a 24″ X 36″ plan at a sufficient scale (i.e. 1 
inch = 50 feet) such that the location of all project facilities are easily discerned.”  
 

The intent behind requiring a more detailed project map and a site layout plan is to increase 
preliminary project development, identify parcel constraints, and assist proposal review. 

5 The certificate of public good milestone is located in the Standard Offer Contract.  See Vermont Standard 
Offer Purchase Power Agreement, Paragraph 7(a) Milestones, Page 5. 
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In addition to the above recommendations prompted by the New England RFP study, we also offer 
the following suggestions with the purpose of promoting project viability in the Vermont RFP. 

II. Vermont RFP Issuance Timing  

Previous Vermont RFP schedules contemplate a release of the RFP in the last week of April, with 
bid opening scheduled for the last week in May.  The Commission announces the award group in 
the first week of June with Standard Offer Contracts executed in July.  This schedule, in conjunction 
with program milestones, results in a certificate of public good milestone of July of year one and a 
commissioning milestone of July of year two. 

However, in many instances, project development does not commence until after a Standard Offer 
Contract is executed, near the beginning of August.  Initial development may entail detailed survey 
work, soils exploration, and engineering design.  Once a formal design is completed, the developer is 
able to undertake environmental studies (i.e. wetlands, endangered species, etc.) required for the 
certificate of public good petition.  The difficulty is that the resource agencies and consultants have a 
queue for studies, and many of the studies cannot be conducted in winter conditions.  This often 
delays the timing of required studies until the spring of the following year with the completed 
studies available in early summer.  As a result, complete certificate of public good petitions are not 
filed for review by the Commission until mid-summer, one full year after contract execution.  More 
importantly, this time line causes the commissioning milestone to occur in the middle of the year 
two summer construction season.  Therefore, developers are unable to take advantage of the full 
summer construction season, and typically must request extensions of their commissioning 
milestone.   

A possible solution is to alter the Vermont RFP schedule.  For example, if Standard Offer Contracts 
were executed later in the fall, the developers might have the entire year two summer construction 
season to build their projects, thereby minimizing the need for commissioning milestone extension 
requests.  We suggest the Commission obtain comments on whether this change to the schedule 
presents a workable solution or if stakeholders can offer insight regarding a more advantageous 
schedule.  If necessary, the Commission could hold a workshop where developers, consultants, 
regulators and resource agencies can be engaged to determine the best RFP schedule so as provide 
for a feasible timeline for environmental studies and for full utilization of the year two summer 
construction season while also honoring programmatic milestones.  

III. Vermont RFP Independent Technical Facility Requirement 

Section 3.2.3 Independent Technical Facility of the Vermont RFP presently states: 

“If a proposed project is located at, adjacent to, or near an existing or  
proposed renewable energy generation facility, the project proponent must  
demonstrate that the proposed project is an independent technical facility 
and does not use common equipment or infrastructure such as roads, 
control facilities, or connections to the electric grid” (RFP at 8). 
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This language is drawn from 30 V.S.A. § 8002(18) definition of a “Plant.”  However, legislative 
changes have added the following sentence to 30 V.S.A. § 8002(18): “Common ownership, 
contiguity in time of construction, and proximity of facilities to each other shall be relevant to 
determining whether a group of facilities is part of the same project.”  We suggest adding this 
sentence to Section 3.2.3 Independent Technical Facility of the Vermont RFP to mirror the 
statutory definition of a “Plant” contained in 30 V.S.A. §8002(18).  This addition will provide 
necessary information to proponents and eliminate the need to request it after the proposals are 
submitted.  
 

IV. Vermont RFP Review Period 

We request that the RFP Schedule in Section 2.1 of the Vermont RFP be adjusted to allow the 
Standard Offer Facilitator up to three weeks to review proposals and provide recommendations to 
the Commission.   

Thank you, 
 
VEPP Inc.  

Carolyn Alderman 
Carolyn M.X. Alderman 
Executive Director 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: VEPP Inc. Board of Directors 
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