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From: Miller, Elizabeth 

Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 4:57 PM 

To: MacLean, Alex 

Subject: For our meetings tomorrow 

Attachments: Scan001.PDF; LEGISLATIVE List FOR 2012 SESSION Liz.docx 

 
 
For our meetings tomorrow, the PDF is a set of material related to the Building Energy Disclosure 
Working Group (first sheet of which is outline of 'straw proposal' under consideratiom) and the word 
document is just a compilation by subject matter of possible legislative action, some arising here and 
others just gathered in various meetings along the way as ideas others may expect action on.  Liz 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: elizabeth.miller@state.vt.us [mailto:elizabeth.miller@state.vt.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 5:54 PM 
To: Miller, Elizabeth 
Subject: Scan from a Xerox WorkCentre 
  
  
  
Please open the attached document.  It was scanned and sent to you using a Xerox WorkCentre. 
  
Attachment File Type: PDF 
  
WorkCentre Location: machine location not set Device Name: DPS-Xerox7665 
  
  
For more information on Xerox products and solutions, please visit http://www.xerox.com 

mailto:elizabeth.miller@state.vt.us
http://www.xerox.com/














































































 

POSSIBLE LEGISLATIVE ISSUES FOR 2012 SESSION  

This list is a conglomeration of ideas from the DPS and things we have heard about that may be 

raised in this session:  

 

I.  Comprehensive Energy Plan Related Legislation  

1. RPS 

2. Total Energy Standard 

3. Whole building energy efficiency working group 

4. Expand standard offer.  Issues for consideration include:  a) what legislation 

would be needed to include market mechanisms; b) a percent efficiency standard?   

5. State energy implementation strategies  

6. Any legislation necessary to carry forward on-bill financing 

7. A green bank  

8. Solar ready building legislation?    

9. Unlimited net metering (doesn’t go toward 4% cap) for all net metering under 5 

kw. 

10. Registration process expanded from 5 kw to 10 kw for all solar net metering on a 

roof.   

11. Possibly exempt any state or federal gov net metering installation from the 500 

Mw cap.  Currently, the National Guard installation is exempted. Why not others?   

12. Interconnection costs of projects (including district heating) to be passed on to 

ratepayers if the project passes some sort of cost-effectiveness screening tool.   

13. Thermal efficiency measures. Issues for consideration include:  a) customer 

access; b) funding; c) program design; d) education 

14. Synchronize timing of the various energy plans.  One possibility is to have the 

CEP and 20 year electric plan due every 6 years with interim status reports in the 

DPS biennial.  For the status report that takes place two years before the end of 

the sixth year, that status report would also outline the public engagement process 

for the CEP and 20 year plan due two years hence.   

 

 

 

II. Telephone/Broadband/SmartGrid 

1. Connect VT and VTA looking for a funding source.  USF? 

2. User fee for fund (on mobile devices) 

3. Privacy issue – public records exemption for the munis.   

4. EDP distribution – allocation to program needs to be increased.  Not enough to 

cover need. Increase to $100,000.  Also clean up language where it refers to 

“telecommunications equipment” to be broader to encompass more of what the 

deaf and hard of hearing community wants access to for communications. See § 

218a(e). 

 

III. Energy  

Renewable: 

1. Revisit the definition of renewable energy under § 8002(2)(A)? 



 

2. Possible sales tax exemption on biomass equipment?  Sarah to talk with tax about 

revenue effect to state.   

3. Address sustainable funding for CEDF?  

 

Electric:    

4. VELCO bill? 

5. Change 30 V.S.A 218(e) from a low income definition to 185% of poverty from 

150% of the fed poverty guideline.  (“Notwithstanding any other provisions of this 

section, the board, on its own motion or upon petition of any person, may issue an 

order approving a rate schedule, tariff, agreement, contract, or settlement that 

provides reduced rates for low income electric utility consumers better to assure 

affordability. For the purposes of this subsection, "low income electric utility 

consumer" means a customer who has a household income at or below 150 percent 

of the current federal poverty level. When considering whether to approve a rate 

schedule, tariff, agreement, contract, or settlement for low income electric utility 

consumers, the board shall take into account the potential impact on, and cost-

shifting to, other utility customers.”)   This would make it consistent with other 

low-income qualified programs and thus decrease administrative resources 

necessary to implement the low income program for electric bills.   

6. We may want to work with ANR to explore whether it makes sense to delete 10 

V.S.A. § 1424a(d) from 248(b)(5) because they are largely redundant with the Act 

250 criteria in 248(b)(5).  

7. Harmonize the definitions of “least cost” to include whole economic benefit when 

the PSB reviews a project.  See 218c, 202, 202a, and 248.  Might be as simple as 

adding a “as defined in §218c” to the statutes that don’t have a clear or consistent 

definition.   

 

Thermal: 

8. Revise language from CBES statutes that says that commissioner of DPS shall 

amend and update the CBES every three years. This text should be changed to 

allow for some latitude to consider current conditions or the cycle of changes at 

IECC.  The statute now says that the “The commissioner shall ensure that 

appropriate revisions are made promptly after the issuance of updated standards for 

commercial construction under the international energy conservation code (IECC) 

IECC or ASHRAE/ANSI/IESNA standard 90.1, whichever provides the greatest 

level of energy savings.”  Perhaps we omit the “three year” language and add on to 

the language quoted above that revisions are made at least every five years.” 

9. For CBES we should lengthen the time between adoption and effective date.  The 

3 months between adoption and effective dates is too short because for bigger 

projects plans and specs and budgets have been set, and could need to be 

significantly revised if construction has not yet commenced. Some states set an 

effective date upon adoption, while also allowing for a period of time, when either 

the old or new code can be used. Other option is to just lengthen the time between 

adoption and the effective date.  

 

 



 

 

Transportation:  

10. Transportation fee or rebate of some sort depending on efficiency of vehicle or 

miles driven?  Or at this point collect information on mileage reported when yearly 

inspection occurs?   

 

Misc.:   

11. Municipal sewer and water to belong to the DigSafe system?  Louise to look at.   

12. Board jurisdiction over customer owned natural gas pipe and facilities?  

13. Confidentiality for fuel survey – only compilation info public not the individual 

calls to dealers.  Possibly just make it on same terms as federal statute.  Sarah to 

call Matt Cota. 

 

 


