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Summary: The purpose of Ms. White’s testimony is to explain the Department of Public 

Service’s analysis and recommendations with respect to Green Mountain Power’s Power Supply 

portfolio. Ms. White recommends that the Public Utility Commission adjust Green Mountain 

Power’s revenue requirement downward by $6,410,603. This adjustment is based on Ms. 

White’s recommended reductions for the following: (1) $494,016 reduction for Standard Offer 

power purchase agreements; (2) $2,412,000 reduction by eliminating Green Mountain Power’s 

ANI Adjustment; (3) $2,003,491 reduction for net-metering; (4) $106,000 reduction to correct a 

technical error in Green Mountain Power’s work-papers; and (5) $1,395,096 reduction for Green 

Mountain Power’s peaking units’ revenues. 

  



 

  

Ms. White Sponsors the Following Exhibits 

 

Exhibit PSD-JW-1: PSD Recommendation for Standard Offer Adjustment 

 

Exhibit PSD-JW-2: PSD Recommendation for Net-Metering Adjustment 

 

Exhibit PSD-JW-3: GMP Response to Discovery Request DPS3.Q40
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Q1. Please state your name and occupation. 1 

A1. My name is Joan White. I am a Utilities Economic Analyst at the Vermont Department of 2 

Public Service (“Department” or “PSD”).  My business address is 112 State Street, 3 

Montpelier, Vermont. 4 

 5 

Q2. Please describe your educational background and experience. 6 

A2. I have worked for the Department since July of 2015.  In my current role in the Planning 7 

and Energy Resources Division, I aid in the development of state energy policy. I am the 8 

lead staff person on implementation of Tiers 1 and 2 of the Renewable Energy Standard, 9 

and I evaluate utility integrated resource planning for electric and natural gas utilities, 10 

among other responsibilities. Prior to this position, I consulted for the Vermont Land 11 

Trust. In the past, I held various positions related to Russia and the former Soviet Union 12 

at Harvard University, and the National Endowment for Democracy. 13 

   14 

 I hold a Master of Science degree in Natural Resources from the University of Vermont. 15 

At the University of Vermont, I co-instructed or was a teaching assistant for courses in 16 

energy policy, environmental risk assessment, ecological economics, and ecology.  17 

 18 

 I also hold a Master of Environmental Law and Policy degree, summa cum laude, and a 19 

Certificate in Energy Law from Vermont Law School as well as a Bachelor of Arts, 20 
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summa cum laude, with a majors in Russian Language as well as International Relations 1 

and a minor in Economics from Syracuse University. 2 

 3 

Q3.  Have you ever testified before the Vermont Public Utility Commission (the 4 

“Commission”)? 5 

A3. Yes. I have testified in dockets 8667 and 8698.  6 

 7 

Q4. What is the purpose of your testimony in this case? 8 

A4. I provide an overview of Green Mountain Power’s (“GMP” or the “Company”) power 9 

supply and describe the review I performed of the power supply section of the rate case. I 10 

make several comments regarding the testimony of Mr. George Evans of SAGE 11 

Management, who was retained by the Department to present testimony in this case. I 12 

recommend several specific adjustments to the revenue requirement. These adjustments 13 

are summarized as follows: 14 

 15 

Adjustment Amount 

Standard Offer $       (494,016) 

ANI Adjustment $    (2,412,000) 

Net Metering (total net recommendation)1 $    (2,003,491) 

RES/REC revenue calculation $       (106,000) 

Peaker unit revenue $    (1,395,096) 

Total $    (6,410,603) 

 16 

                                                 
1 This recommended adjustment includes adjustments to several line items in power supply including Net-Metering 

Excess, REC Revenues, ISO Purchase, and ISO Resale. Please see Exhibit PSD-JW-2- “PSD Recommendation for 

Net-Metering Adjustment” for details. 
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Q5.  Please describe GMP’s power supply obligations for energy, capacity, and 1 

renewable energy credits (“RECs”) for the 2018 rate year.  2 

A5. GMP plans to provide 949 MW of capacity and roughly net 4.4 million MWhs of energy 3 

in 2018, which is documented by GMP in its prefiled Exhibit GMP-DCS-2, line 56. GMP 4 

also plans to provide roughly 2.4 million Tier 1 Renewable Energy Certificates (“RECs”) 5 

and 67 thousand Tier 2 RECs. These figures are shown in GMP’s prefiled Exhibit GMP-6 

DCS-18.  7 

 8 

Q6.  Please describe the method you used to review power supply costs. 9 

A6. GMP submitted high-level schedules to support its power supply costs (Exhibit GMP-10 

DCS-1-22). In support of these high-level schedules, during discovery, GMP also 11 

provided several workbooks which it had used to derive the high-level schedules. The 12 

documents produced in discovery include workbooks for items such as long-term power 13 

purchase agreements, energy supply, capacity supply, ancillary services, etc. I will refer 14 

to this inter-related series of workbooks as the “Power Supply Model.” I reviewed the 15 

expenses represented for the test and rate years for accuracy and to evaluate whether 16 

assumptions that GMP made about the net expenses it will incur in power supply are 17 

reasonable.  18 

 19 

Staff at the Department met with the GMP power supply team on four occasions to 20 

further understand the methods and assumptions used. The power supply team at GMP 21 

was very forthcoming with information in both formal discovery and direct 22 
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communications, and devoted a great deal of time and attention to ensuring that 1 

Department staff had full access to records and a clear understanding of how supply costs 2 

were constructed.  3 

 4 

Q7. How did GMP incorporate the costs of the Standard Offer program into the 5 

projection of power supply costs? 6 

A7. GMP included Standard Offer projects in its analysis of long-term power purchase 7 

agreements. GMP used historical production data for each facility in operation and 8 

applied the contracted rate for the facility at GMP’s pro-rated share of production. GMP 9 

also estimated commissioning dates for Standard Offer projects which have been 10 

awarded contracts, but which have yet to be commissioned. However, I believe that ten 11 

of these projects are unlikely to be in service in all or part of the rate year either because 12 

permitting and construction timelines indicate so, or because of specific circumstances 13 

regarding the underlying § 248/Certificate of Public Good (“CPG”) proceedings for those 14 

projects. 15 

 16 

 The projects which I believe are not likely to go into service in the rate year, or are likely 17 

to go into service later than GMP projects, are summarized in the following table: 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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Project 
Capacity 

(kW) 
CPG Docket No. Filed date 

Apple Hill 2000 8454 03/03/15 

Battle Creek 1 Solar 2200 17-3727-PET 07/25/17 

Bennington - Chelsea Solar 2000 8302 06/19/14 

Checkerberry Solar Park 2200 17-3665-PET 07/19/17 

Next Generation Solar Farm 2100 8523 05/08/15 

TrilandBlueWave Williamstown 1500 8666 11/24/15 

Dairy Air Wind 2200 8887 12/30/2016 

FELLCO 78A 100 not filed   

FELLCO 78B 50 not filed   

Hydro 2014 IPP 400 
No record of 

Project 

 

 1 

Q8.  If a Standard Offer project is unlikely to go into service for all or part of the rate 2 

year, what are the grounds for removing the expenses associated with the Power 3 

Purchase Agreement (“PPA”) for that project from GMP’s cost of service? 4 

A8. In Vermont ratemaking, test year net expenses are adjusted for known and measurable 5 

changes to arrive at the rate year revenue requirement. The expenses associated with the 6 

Standard Offer projects I have listed do not have a high probability of being in effect 7 

during all or part of 2018 rate year. 8 

 9 

Q9. What leads you to believe that these projects will not be online for the rate year, or 10 

for part of the rate year? 11 

A9. I have summarized the status of each of these projects below: 12 

 13 



Case No. 17-3112-Inv 

GMP Rate Case 

PSD Direct Testimony of Joan White 

August 14, 2017 

Page 6 of 15 

 

  

Apple Hill: A May, 2017 Order of the Commission’s Hearing Officer in this case re-1 

opened the evidentiary record and called for additional discovery and an additional 2 

technical hearing. A schedule for these events has not yet been filed with the 3 

Commission. Given this additional process, it is unlikely that this project will be online in 4 

the rate year.  5 

 6 

Battle Creek 1 Solar: The developer of this project filed a CPG petition in late July, 7 

2017. Historically, on average, Standard Offer projects require about 18 months from the 8 

filing of the CPG to full commissioning. This puts the in-service date in early 2019. For 9 

this reason, I removed the project from the rate year entirely.  10 

 11 

Bennington Chelsea Solar: The original petition for this project was not granted a CPG 12 

by the Commission. The developer appealed the decision to the Vermont Supreme Court. 13 

Although the petitioner is working on an amended site plan, as well as negotiating with 14 

the local Selectboard, the outcome of this process or the appeal is far from certain. Even 15 

if an agreement with the Selectboard is reached, the project is unlikely to be operating 16 

and online in the 2018 rate year. 17 

  18 

Checkerberry Solar Park: The developer of this project has not yet filed a CPG 19 

petition, and plans to file by the end of August, 2017. Full review and issuance of the 20 

CPG, followed by construction is likely put the project in service in 2019, after the 2018 21 

rate year. 22 
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Next Generation Solar Farm: Parties to this docket are currently in negotiation 1 

regarding development. The most recent iteration of a settlement agreement requires the 2 

project to receive a local subdivision permit. The timeline for this permit, and whether it 3 

will be awarded is quite uncertain. Although it may ultimately receive the permit, it is 4 

unlikely to be constructed in time to be in service for January, 2018. I removed the 5 

project from service for the period January – July of 2018, but included it for August – 6 

December, 2018. 7 

 8 

Triland Bluewave Williamstown: The developer of this project recently applied for an 9 

extension of its commissioning timeline. The new commissioning date is in the middle of 10 

July, 2018. I removed the project from service for the period of January – July, 2018 but 11 

included it for August – December, 2018. 12 

 13 

Dairy Air Wind: A recent scheduling order in this case ordered technical hearings to 14 

take place in mid-May of 2018. Adding in time for legal briefs and a Commission Order, 15 

it is unlikely this project will be constructed and in service in the 2018 rate year. 16 

 17 

FELLCO 78A and 78B: The developer of these projects filed a CPG petition in late 18 

July, 2017. Therefore, I excluded them on the grounds that a full CPG review and 19 

issuance of the CPG, followed by construction is likely put the project in service in 2019, 20 

after the 2018 rate year. 21 

  22 
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 1 

2014 Hydro IPP: I could find no record of this project having received a Standard Offer 2 

Contract or having ever filed a CPG. I removed it from the entire rate year.  3 

 4 

Q10. Did you quantify the impact to the revenue requirement of removing the expenses 5 

associated with these Standard Offer projects?  6 

A10. Yes. I removed the expenses associated with the PPAs for these projects, then replaced 7 

the kilowatt hours and RECs that GMP would have received from them with market 8 

purchases. I performed these calculations assuming that GMP would replace those 9 

kilowatt hours it would have received from these projects with kilowatt hours purchased 10 

on the ISO market at the 2018 monthly on- and off-peak rates proposed by GMP in this 11 

rate case. I also assumed that GMP would lose revenue from the REC sales associated 12 

with these facilities. The net impact to the revenue requirement for 2018 is negative 13 

$494,016. I have provided a calculation of the net impact to revenue requirement in 14 

Exhibit PSD-JW-1, “PSD Recommendation for Standard Offer Adjustment.” 15 

 16 

Q11.  Can you please describe GMP’s Adjusted Net Interchange (“ANI”) Adjustment? 17 

A11.  The Power Supply Model represents resources and obligations in monthly periods each 18 

with two blocks: on-peak and off-peak. In reality, all generation and load settles through 19 

the ISO in 5 minute increments. Most utilities model power supply costs in hourly 20 

increments. In abstracting away from the hourly level of granularity, the Power Supply 21 

Model inaccurately predicts sales and purchases from the ISO. One might expect these 22 
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effects would, on average, net out over the course of the year. However, GMP has 1 

discovered that the Power Supply Model has several times underestimated how much the 2 

Company would spend in power supply in the most recent years. The ANI Adjustment2 3 

grosses up the amount of revenue collected from ratepayers to cover the extra costs that 4 

GMP might incur in 2018 beyond those projected by the Power Supply Model. The ANI 5 

Adjustment is documented by GMP in Exhibit GMP-DCS-2, line 27. 6 

 7 

  The magnitude of the inaccuracy is very small relative to the overall cost of the power 8 

supply portfolio (around $2.4 million of the roughly $400 million requested for power 9 

supply or .6%); however, $2.4 million is a significant figure when compared with the 10 

requested rate increase. This line item is new, and does not appear in the 2016 test year. I 11 

note that the use of a power supply model with hourly resolution would obviate the need 12 

for this adjustment. 13 

   14 

Q12.  How did GMP estimate the magnitude of the forecast error to arrive at its proposed 15 

ANI Adjustment? 16 

A12. GMP took a 4-year average of the difference in results between two methods of 17 

calculating total net energy costs: using actual hourly prices versus averaged monthly on- 18 

and off-peak prices employed by the model for the period 2013-2016.  19 

 20 

                                                 
2 Note that “ANI” stands for Adjusted Net Interchange and is the net of the Generation Obligation and Adjusted 

Load Obligation at the location.  
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Q13. Does this method accurately capture the likely magnitude of the forecasting error? 1 

A13.  Not necessarily. There was significant variability within the four years used in the 2 

average. The range of values was fairly large, $1.6 million to $3.2 million, meaning that 3 

the average is not necessarily representative of a likely outcome for 2018. In my view, 4 

the Power Supply Model generally underestimates costs because it does not isolate the 5 

periods when GMP must buy energy at a premium because customers exhibit a high 6 

demand at times when the market is high (hot hours in summer, cold hours in winter). By 7 

using monthly periods, the model misses these “peak-ey” hours. In my view, adjusting for 8 

this causal relationship between high prices and high demand (and its converse, low 9 

prices, low demand) is reasonable. Marking up power supply costs in advance, to capture 10 

unpredictable market dynamics, is not as reasonable. The method used to estimate the 11 

ANI Adjustment conflated several market dynamics in addition to the causal link 12 

between net purchases and prices during “peak-ey” hours. The 4-year average employed 13 

captures any number of market factors which cause differences between the model and 14 

reality. Actual net energy costs are a function of how much generation and load, at what 15 

hours, and at what price GMP is settling with the ISO-NE. The 4-year average method 16 

washes some of these market dynamics together, obscuring the effect of using hourly 17 

versus monthly data.  18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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Q14. Are there ways that GMP could isolate the reasonable expenses from the 1 

unreasonable ones which are part of the ANI Adjustment? 2 

A14.  Yes. One such validity test could be performed by comparing: (1) GMP’s actual total net 3 

energy costs for a given historical year or number of years, with (2) the total net energy 4 

cost that results from loading GMP’s monthly resolution power cost model with actual 5 

prices from the same years. The difference between these two totals would capture the 6 

approximate variance in net energy costs that can be reasonably expected to occur over a 7 

rate year but that are not captured by GMP’s model because of its monthly, rather than 8 

hourly, resolution. If it can be shown through a back testing exercise that GMP’s real 9 

world net energy bill total is generally more than the total net energy bill that can be 10 

estimated with their monthly-resolution model, then there would be reasonable grounds 11 

for including the ANI Adjustment in rates. However, such an exercise could just as well 12 

show that the ANI Adjustment method that GMP is following overstates real world net 13 

energy costs. For that reason, GMP should make this positive showing to evaluate 14 

whether the ANI Adjustment meets the known and measurable standard for costs it 15 

intends to recover.  16 

 17 

Q15. Is this inaccuracy sufficient grounds for disallowing the ANI Adjustment all 18 

together? 19 

A15. Yes. Until a positive showing is made that the ANI Adjustment captures a known and 20 

quantifiable systematic underestimation in supply costs due to the model structure 21 

(monthly vs. hourly), it is my recommendation that the ANI Adjustment line item be 22 
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disallowed from rates on the grounds that it does not meet the known and measurable 1 

standard. 2 

 3 

Q16.  Did you consider the impact of net-metering on the rate need? 4 

A16. Yes. Net-metering is driving some additional rate need in 2018. However, I believe that 5 

need will likely fall below GMP’s assumptions. 6 

 7 

Q17. What assumptions did GMP make about net-metered projects which will impact the 8 

cost-of-service in the rate year? 9 

A17. GMP assumed that 56 MW of net-metering capacity will come online in 2017 and that an 10 

additional 55 MW will come online in 2018. This pace is out of sync with historical 11 

trends and does not reflect the net-metering deployment that I expect. In 2015, 12 

approximately 36 MW applied for CPGs total statewide. In 2016, that figure was around 13 

39 MW. In the period January - June, 2017, just under 10 MW of net-metering capacity 14 

came online in GMP’s service territory. Although there is often a bump in 15 

interconnections toward the end of the construction season, I have no reason to believe 16 

that 46 MW additional capacity will come online in the second half of the year when only 17 

10 MW has been interconnected in the first half of the year. Given the current rate of 18 

return on solar development in Vermont, I expect 20-35MW to apply for CPGs annually 19 

state wide.3 20 

                                                 
3 This figure includes a low base and high projection for rate of return for net metering solar in Vermont. 
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 1 

  Also, historically, not all systems which apply for CPGs become operational in the year 2 

of the application. This is particularly true for net-metering systems, which applied 3 

hastily toward the end of 2016 (to take advantage of net-metering 1.0 rates) and may not 4 

have completed credible applications. According to analysis presented by GMP Docket 5 

8652,4 in GMP’s service territory it is reasonable to expect that 5% of small systems, 6 

15% of mid-sized systems, and 13% of large systems do not become operational in the 7 

year in which they apply (the attrition rate). I applied these historical attrition rates to 8 

both the net-metering 1.0 and 2.0 projects which had not yet been interconnected.  This 9 

resulted in roughly 7 MW of reduction to net-metering 1.0 systems and a 5.3 MW 10 

reduction net-metering 2.0 systems.  11 

 12 

 After adjusting net-metering deployment downward, Department staff conducted a full 13 

model run of GMP’s Power Supply Model to capture the complex effects of changes in 14 

net-metering volume on revenues and costs. For example, the Net-Metering Excess line 15 

item is reduced, but net REC Sales (a source of revenue) are also reduced. There are other 16 

changes to sub-items in power supply. The net effect of these various calculations is an 17 

overall recommended reduction to the revenue requirement of just over $2M. 18 

Adjustments to specific line items are shown in Exhibit PSD-JW-2 – “PSD 19 

Recommendation for Net-Metering Adjustment.” 20 

                                                 
4 Petition of Green Mountain Power Corporation for approval to offer customers net metering above the statutory 

cap pursuant to 30 V.S.A. § 219a(h)(1)(A), Docket 8652. 
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 1 

Q18. Are there any other issues that you would like to discuss? 2 

A18. Yes. Due to a small technical error, net power costs were overstated by $106,000. In the 3 

Power Supply Model, there was a linking error between two workbooks (the long-term 4 

purchased power workbook and the REC workbook) which resulted in an over-estimation 5 

of the costs of net-metering. In discovery, GMP corrected this error. Based on the 6 

Company’s correction, I recommend that the revenue requirement be adjusted downward 7 

by $106,000, which is documented in Exhibit PSD-JW-3 – “GMP Response to Discovery 8 

Request DPS3.Q40.” 9 

 10 

Q19. Did you review the testimony of the Department’s retained consultant Mr. George 11 

Evans, and do you have any comments on that testimony? 12 

A19. Yes. Mr. Evans, a retained outside consultant from SAGE Management who provides 13 

expert testimony on behalf of the Department, recommends a $1.3 million adjustment due 14 

to GMP’s underestimation of revenue from peaking units. While I agree with the 15 

reasoning and methodology used to arrive at this figure, there are some other limited 16 

areas where energy-related revenue for those units may be already represented in the rate 17 

case. Specifically, in hours when those units would operating at loss if they were strictly 18 

paid the price at that node, ISO distributes “uplift” payments to make up the difference 19 

between nodal prices and operating costs. These uplift payments are represented in the 20 

NCPC line item. Mr. Evans makes a reasonable assumption that when those plants are 21 

operating, they are receiving revenue at peaking nodal rates (which are well above the 22 
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operating costs for the plants). The units may be called upon in certain limited hours due 1 

to local transmission constraints or for voltage support. We do not know in which hours 2 

the units are receiving high versus low nodal prices (though the low-priced hours are 3 

likely very limited). I attempted to account for these additional revenue streams, but the 4 

highly aggregated nature of how GMP represents NCPC credits and other credits (in 5 

reserves for example), made such an accounting impossible. For this reason, I support 6 

Mr. Evans’s recommendation unless and until the Company can show that the way it has 7 

estimated the revenue for these facilities is accurate. 8 

 9 

Q20. Can you summarize your recommendations to the Commission? 10 

A20.  Yes. I recommend that the Commission make the following reductions: (1) $494,016 for 11 

Standard Offer PPAs; (2) $2,412,000 by removing the ANI Adjustment line; (3) 12 

$2,003,491 total net adjustment for net-metering; and (4) $106,000 to correct the 13 

technical error I described in response to Question 18 above. Taken together with Mr. 14 

Evans’s $1,395,096 downward adjustment for the peaking unit revenues, this results in a 15 

net downward adjustment to power costs of $6,410,603.  16 

 17 

Q21. Does this conclude your testimony? 18 

A21. Yes. 19 


