STATE OF VERMONT
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Case #24-3351-INV
Investigation of Potential Need for Transmission System Improvements
(As identified in the 2024 Vermont Long-Range Transmission Plan)
Vermont Public Power Supply Authority (VPPSA) Comments

Backstory:  
Request for answers to questions or comments below, is part of PUC investigation pursuant to 30 V.S.A. § 218c(d)(5), reviewing the potential need for transmission improvements identified in the 2024 Vermont long-range transmission plan (“the Plan”). Participants in this proceeding were requested to file comments and recommendations with respect to the Plan’s conclusion that more statewide coordination and planning are needed-- how distributed generation growth can be optimally managed and coordinated. 
Timeline:
Based on the filings received, VPPSA members are requested to respond to the following information requests. The deadline for responses is Tuesday, July 1, 2025. A workshop will be scheduled in the second or third week of July to discuss the responses and the next steps. The Commission will issue a notice and agenda in advance of the workshop.

Information Requested:
 
1. The Department notes that Commission Rule 5.136 includes a provision allowing distribution utilities to propose tariffs that would implement locational adjustor fees for new net-metering systems (or other new electric generation facilities) that connect within a constrained or limited headroom area of the grid. To date, no such tariff has been filed by utilities. 

Question: Distribution utilities are requested to address whether they have any plans to propose tariffs. Responses should address what systems or facilities will be covered by the tariff and how the locational adjustor fees would be implemented.

[bookmark: _Int_3NnKCOJt]VPPSA and its member utilities have participated in numerous conversations and analyses with VELCO regarding transmission level constraints to new generation.  VPPSA members have not identified scenarios where a locational tariff would be appropriate in their territories.

Generally, VPPSA’s position is that adjusters are more advantageous for DU’s with large territories, where geographic diversity is possible.  For smaller utilities, VPPSA believes the Interconnection process provides a more practical approach.

2. To understand the barriers to implementing locational adjustor fees, distribution utilities and VELCO are asked to assess the drawbacks, barriers, opportunities, and usefulness of locational adjustor fee tariffs. 

Question: Should DU’s address whether barriers are administrative or technical? Has the determination been made within your utility that such a fee would not help optimize the location of distributed generation? (ex. the GMP Solar Map shows significant portions of the distribution
system served by a substation transformer with less than 10% capacity remaining. If this is the case for your utility, please address whether these parts of the grid are candidates for adoption of a locational adjustor fee tariff?)

Most municipal utilities are served by one or two substations. Any adjuster would apply to substantial portions of the utility territory making the impacts less useful than a GMP adjuster.

Further, proposals that rely on individual rates ignore the administrative overhead involved. Presently, net metering rules essentially require an individual rate for each solar project (year installed, size, location, and REC adjusters applied individually). Adding a DU location rate adder further complicates an already complex billing process. 

Most billing software providers struggle to implement Vermont’s net metering rules (i.e. VPPSA just contracted with a vendor to automate net metering billing for four of its members with an initial quote of $39,000 and an additional ask of $30,000 once the full scope was understood.)
[bookmark: _Int_V1QPRJ0e]The cost/benefit equation for implementing locational adders, for small utilities, is a simple one.

3. Participants (including distribution utilities and VELCO) are asked to address whether there are other mechanisms to facilitate and enable a rational distribution of generation resources across the state with respect to distribution and transmission capacity. 

Locational adjusters could be implemented at the statewide level via a comprehensive net metering program design. For utility scale resources, VPPSA believes the interconnection and CPG processes are sufficient.

Please Comment:
4. BED and VPPSA state that any mechanism relying on active control of distributed energy resource assets needs to occur at the distribution utility level to ensure that actions taken for statewide benefit do not lead to offsetting localized system, reliability problems or cause cost shifting among stakeholders. 

Question: Should active control of distributed energy resource assets need to occur at the distribution utility level and address the potential benefits, disadvantages, and costs of active control of these assets?

VPPSA has been clear that active load control has numerous unintended consequences.  From a financial standpoint, each utility’s capacity and transmission costs are determined by their share of either the transmission provider or ISO-NE load at the one peak hour of the month (transmission) or year (capacity).  A statewide active control program focused solely on reducing statewide peaks (or even regional peaks within the state) has the potential to rely on one utility’s resources over another-- thereby shifting significant cost between utilities. From a municipal utility perspective, these potential cost shifts could be significant enough to affect financial viability.
Relative to cost shift scenarios, VPPSA strongly advocates having DU’s independently manage their own active assets to reduce their own costs. This approach will have a follow-on effect of reducing monthly and annual peaks statewide -- and garner most, if not all, of the benefits a statewide program would provide.

VPPSA is also concerned that having a third-party entity managing individual residential customer loads, within a DU territory, could create voltage reactive and thermal impacts on the distribution system. These negative impacts will need to be addressed by the affected DU. Historic demand response programs have demonstrated that there is a rebound effect from load curtailment.  Without the DU having insight and control of these impacts, issues will arise.

Lastly, our experience is that customers having issues or concerns will not contact an upstream provider.  They are far more likely to contact their local utility with questions or comments.  Putting the DU in the middle of an active control process, that they aren’t managing, creates confusion, customer frustration, and administrative inefficiency.

VPPSA acknowledges that actively managing customer loads may be a viable path for reducing DU costs.  VPPSA remains unconvinced that managing thousands of customer loads, for reliability purposes, is a more viable and less risky approach than utilizing utility assets to meet reliability needs.

5. VPPSA noted that the Plan discusses the desire to make use of non-transmission alternatives (“NTAs”) and coordinate them with distributed generation siting. This raises concern re: reliance on active control or management of NTAs, including whether the active management of NTAs has the potential to negatively affect distribution level reliability. Loads that are shifted locally (or in time) may result in significant cost shifting across stakeholders. 

[bookmark: _Int_4zqnt8aX]Question: Participants are requested to address the potential benefits, disadvantages, and costs that accompany active management of distributed energy resources and NTAs. Please include comment as to whether and how the shifting of costs or reliability problems, across stakeholders, can be avoided.

As noted above, VPPSA is unclear regarding the additional benefits statewide management of DER assets would provide-- beyond those provided by DU’s managing their internal DERs to reduce individual DU impacts during peak hours.

[bookmark: _Int_gKdwJb5o]Regulatory conversations seem to be exclusively focused on reduction of statewide demand through retail customer DER management.  There has not been any evaluation as to whether a commensurate impact can be achieved with less cost and complexity by utilizing utility scale assets.  There has also been no consideration of the complexity in customer service, engineering, and maintenance that would be injected into small DU systems.

In addition, VPPSA notes that our review of DERMS providers and their capabilities is not indicating solutions that provide economic benefits after software costs are considered. Our research also indicates limited integration options with third party vendors.

6. In its comments, GMP states that its 2024 Integrated Resources Plan (“IRP”) identifies what an optimized deployment of solar and flexible resources would look like and how much generation capacity headroom exists across their system. GMP has been asked to file information on optimized deployment and capacity headroom into this proceeding and address its efforts to date and plans for future work with stakeholders to ensure optimal deployment. 

No comment until we see GMP’s report.

7. GMP states they will use additional tools to limit the scope of grid upgrades needed to integrate new distributed renewables including limited curtailment of distributed renewable generation, use of distributed storage and flexible load resources, and solar plant design choices that can enhance plant capacity factors. A request to GMP has been made, requesting additional information on how it implements these tools, including how GMP determines the most cost-effective way to integrate additional distributed generation. 

Question: How should GMP determine what grid upgrades are the most cost-effective options? 

There is no need for comment here. Our focus remains on the impact transmission growth and DU collaboration will have on VPPSA member utilities and our rate payers.

8. BED states that the Plan could benefit from additional analyses and discussion on the following issues: (1) duration, frequency, and load profile of transformer overloads under N-1-1 conditions; (2) rate of increase in the deployment of distributed generation and other distributed energy resources; (3) rate of increase in the deployment of electric vehicles and advanced heat pumps; (4) rate of increase in the deployment of energy storage in key areas of the state; (5) whether existing rate structures, such as electric vehicle rates, could alleviate forecasted overload conditions; and (6) whether future dynamic rate structures could alleviate forecasted overload conditions. 

Question: How do you think the Plan and state distribution and transmission planning will further benefit from analysis of these issues? Please file any supplemental information, data, or analyses that would aid in the discussion of these issues. 

These issues are best handled in developing the statewide load forecast and subsequently each DU’s load forecast.  Conversations within Vermont still seem to be premised on a rapid buildout of electrification and imminent grid issues.  ISO-NE, however, is reducing its forecast substantially based on actual deployments. Headwinds now exist at the federal level that appear poised to further delay load increases. Recent studies by the DPS (ex. heat pump effectiveness) call into question whether state incentives for those end uses will continue. VPPSA has also noted significant differences in deployment between the Champlain Valley (BED and GMP territory) and municipal territories primarily located outside of the Champlain Valley.

This calls into question the urgency, and proper timing, of needed investments-- as well as the efficacy of a statewide solution.  It also enhances VPPSA’s concern that a statewide program may end up relying on assets in GMP and BED territory and shifting costs to other utility ratepayers.
Decelerating statewide transmission plan adoption may positively impact the timing and need to achieve the proposed 60% electrification buildout.  

9. Efficiency Vermont (EVT) identified additional analysis and considerations as outlined in the Plan.

Questions:
(1) What are the parameters and sensitivities to electrification and load growth in the state? 
What assumptions about growth and load profiles are being made in the Plan’s forecast that might be instructive to a potential solution? What metrics should be tracked to determine if this forecast is likely to materialize? 
(2) What attributes of the growth of distributed generation and time of generation throughout the state should be understood? 
(3) How can the use of flexible load resources serve as a potential mitigating solution to overload conditions and/or absorption of excess renewables? 
(4) What are the avoided costs that should be used as a basis for deciding whether NTA investments are cost-effective? 
(5) How should stakeholders identify the time for planning, implementation, and measuring results? 

[bookmark: _Int_3zHRB3ZH]Participants are requested to address these issues along with the issues identified by BED.

[bookmark: _Int_4rj7y8OQ]VPPSA agrees that the issues raised by EVT should be incorporated into statewide load forecast development or in specific NTA evaluations. However, it should be noted that VELCO and other transmission providers must plan in such a way that they meet NERC and ISO-NE reliability standards.  It has been VPPSA’s experience that, even when Vermont DU’s and VELCO agree that an NTA is viable, it does not guarantee the NTA will be accepted by ISO-NE, or that it will be accepted in a timely manner, meaning that meeting reliability standards by building transmission may ultimately be required anyway. It will be important for the reliability authority to agree with any assumptions made related to NTA’s to ensure that the NTA is in fact viewed as equivalent to a transmission solution.  

10. Participants are requested to address the present condition of coordination of statewide distribution and transmission planning work, including strengths and weaknesses, and what steps are needed to ensure that NTAs are given full, fair and timely consideration as envisioned by Docket 7081. 

Comment: Please provide a step-by-step recitation of how: 
(1) Effective data and information gathering and collaboration will occur
(2) Load growth, load controllability, and other key assumptions will be collectively determined
(3) Grid cost and resiliency factors can be better reflected in distributed generation siting and utility infrastructure investment decisions moving forward and incorporated in the next iteration of the Plan. 

This question leads down a difficult path-- that seems to imply the VELCO LRTP will incorporate fully developed distribution system plans for each utility. VPPSA disagrees with this premise.  We note that each DU has independent responsibility to reliably serve customers and to complete an Integrated Resource Plan.  VELCO has the responsibility to provide a reliable transmission system and complete the LRTP. They are different.

VPPSA’s view of coordination between the DU’s and VELCO more closely resembles the relationship between municipal town plans and regional plans developed by the state’s regional planning commissions. In developing their town plans each town is required to consider the issues identified in the regional plan and, conversely in developing the regional plan, the RPC’s must take into consideration all the town plans.

[bookmark: _Int_EArmiMwW][bookmark: _Int_gRqFuMP7]Creating a tighter feedback loop between the LRTP and DU IRPs will strengthen collaboration.  Tightening the link between the statewide load forecast and individual DU load forecasts would align growth assumptions and locational impacts.  Similarly, having VELCO explicitly incorporate DU assumptions for future generation will identify areas of constraint.

[bookmark: _Int_Jd2izNOC][bookmark: _Int_WPBiqfwk]The VSPC was primarily created (under Docket 7081) to review transmission projects needed for reliability and to ensure that lowest cost solutions (including NTA’s) are considered.  Under that regime, it was projected to be much more likely that an NTA solution will provide similar benefits to all Vermont consumers.  In recent years, the VSPC has also become a useful forum for discussing regional issues and asserting Vermont’s position within the region.

[bookmark: _Int_znFUqihl][bookmark: _Int_rVfRqjUS]The more recent environment created by largescale deployment of DER’s and electrification, is not well suited to utilizing the VSPC as a forum for decision making.  The impacts of these deployments are much more targeted-- and statewide solutions are far more likely to have dramatically different impacts on different consumer locations. The one size fits all statewide solutions that Vermont regulatory bodies seem aligned with, are not always the right choice. Different areas of the state have vastly different economic circumstances and differing access to resources.

Please also address: 
(1) Any recommendations for changes to the Docket 7081 process to ensure NTAs are given full consideration.
(2) any recommendations for which entities are responsible for paying for transmission level upgrades that become necessary because of distributed generation growth, rather than load growth. 

VPPSA does not believe the VSPC needs to be adjusted or functionally enhanced.  On the contrary, VPPSA believes the VSPC has already been provided with too much authority. The VSPC, as a collaborative entity, has become fraught with friction and delay in advancing necessary discussions.

11. [bookmark: _Int_WGCr6SVR]VELCO announced its enhanced Point of Interconnection Heat Map – a publicly accessible, interactive tool designed to improve transparency regarding available capacity on VELCO’s transmission system. This tool is intended to assist them in the optimized siting of distributed generation resources across the state. 

Question: How should this tool be used in coordination of statewide distribution and transmission planning work?

[bookmark: _Int_JAMQnnSn]All the utilities are trying to develop greater insight and transparency in determining where capacity for distributed generation exists.  As noted above, VPPSA believes that utilizing the VELCO heat map information in DU IRP development would improve planning.  It could also be used in developing statewide locational adjusters for new generation and could be utilized by the PUC in evaluating whether a proposed generator is in the public good. VPPSA does have concern how “public” these heat maps should become.  VIPER generally suggests making as little specific information as possible available for public consumption. By maintaining privacy, utilities will be assisting those who would like to use power outage locations as a roadmap. Heat map information made “public” could potentially undermine the physical security of substations and generation stations.
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