RE%ITY

Corey Palumbo | corey@revityenergy.com

July 14, 2027

Toby Armstrong, Sustainable Energy Advantage, LLC
tarmstrong@seadvantage.com
cc: Qinyi Ma (gma@seadvantage.com); Jacob Nichols (jnichols@seadvantage.com)

RE: Revity Energy Comments on the First Draft 2027 to 2029 Program Year Recommendations for the
Rhode Island Renewable Energy Growth (REG) Program (Stakeholder Meeting of July 16, 2027)

Dear Mr. Armstrong,

Revity Energy (“Revity”) appreciates the opportunity to comment on Sustainable Energy Advantage’s
(“SEA”) first-draft ceiling price (“CP”) recommendations for Program Years 2027 to 2029. Revity is an
active developer of distributed generation in Rhode Island, primarily in the Commercial (>250 kW) and
Large Solar (1 to 39 MW) classes, and intends to continue bidding into the REG program under the
forthcoming solicitations.

Our comments share a single, consistent theme: the first-draft methodology systematically understates
the revenue that non-small solar projects will require to be financeable in 2027 to 2029, and it does so
precisely for the projects most likely to define the market, those that will not monetize the federal Clean
Electricity Investment Credit (“CEIC”/ITC). SEA’s own record supports this: stakeholders reported that no
more than 25% of projects over 1 MW are expected to safe-harbor for the 2027 PY, that expectations
for 2028 to 2029 are “close to zero,” and that Large Solar Il through IV qualification is “very unlikely”
because the only remaining pathway (physical-work construction) is barred by REG eligibility rules.

Revity is prepared to begin developing non-ITC projects in the Commercial and Large Solar classes,
including the large-scale classes, provided it can rely on a durable three-year pricing schedule and a
firm three-year MW allocation. The cost-based ceiling prices and the allocation stability described
below are not abstract modeling preferences. They are the specific conditions under which Revity will
commit development capital to Rhode Island, and with that certainty in place this program can unlock
large-scale, non-ITC development that would not otherwise be financeable.

Given that reality, ceiling prices must be built around the no-tax-credit case, and the several proposed
changes that lower CPs on speculative grounds should be revised or deferred pending better data. Our
specific recommendations follow, ordered by materiality to the classes in which Revity competes.

1. Set ceiling prices for non-small classes on the no-tax-credit (CEIC-ineligible) basis.
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SEA’s draft prices the ineligible case 16 to 30% higher than the credit-eligible case across our classes (for
example, Large Solar Il at 20.35 vs. 17.45 ¢/kWh, Large Solar | at 23.15 vs. 18.25, and Commercial Il at
29.15 vs. 23.75). Because the record shows that the overwhelming majority of 2027 to 2029 projects
above 1 MW will not qualify for the CEIC, a single CP built on the credit-eligible assumption would leave
the typical project structurally underwater. For Commercial I/Il and Large Solar | through IV, the
operative ceiling price should be the CEIC-ineligible price.

How OER should design CPs for tax-credit uncertainty (SEA Question). The simplest workable design is
to adopt two ceiling prices for each class in each program year, one assuming the ITC and one assuming
no ITC, and to use the developer's tax-credit attestation (described below) to determine which applies.
Because the record shows that nearly all non-small projects in 2027 to 2029 will not qualify, the non-ITC
price will be the operative price for the great majority of projects. This two-price approach is
transparent and administrable whereas the more elaborate, class-specific mechanisms proposed on
slide 22 add complexity without a corresponding benefit. Absent a qualifying attestation, a project
receives the non-ITC price: no ITC means non-ITC pricing.

On confirming ITC status, the burden should rest with the project owner. The owner should be required
to affirmatively certify whether the project has received the ITC, and absent that certification the
project is priced on the non-ITC basis.

When developers know their ITC status (SEA Question 1). For non-small solar, the developer effectively
determines its tax-credit posture at the very beginning of development. Equipment is selected at
inception, and by the time we are submitting interconnection applications and preparing conceptual
designs, the project is already oriented toward specific equipment. FEOC compliance is a central ITC
requirement that directly drives equipment selection and its associated cost premium, so a developer
must decide up front whether it is building to qualify. Because that decision is made at the outset, a
clean, one-time attestation at the time of the REG bid is both workable and accurate.

Appropriate attestation requirements (SEA Question 2). Revity recommends a simple attestation
signed by the project owner and submitted at the time of the REG bid. It should state only that no ITC is
associated with the specific project, at the specific location, for the year it is placed in service. Revity
would limit this to a project-owner attestation rather than require a CPA signature, because a CPA firm
will be reluctant to certify without reviewing tax returns, which are not available at the bid stage. A
single, uniform attestation is sufficient and does not need to vary by project size. It should be backed by
audit rights and penalties for non-compliance, but there should be no ongoing reporting requirements,
which impose undue burden on both developers and OER to produce and to review. A proper up-front
attestation should suffice, and Revity is glad to provide suggested language if OER elects to pursue this
approach.

Whether CEIC value should be shared, and change-in-law scenarios (SEA Question). CEIC value should
not be shared. Quantifying the value of a credit is overly complicated and can produce perverse
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outcomes. For example, a change in law could create a new credit for a project at a point where the
developer cannot monetize it before the project is placed in service, so the credit carries no real value,
yet a sharing mechanism would still penalize the project as though it did. The cleaner approach is the
two-price structure above: a project that genuinely qualifies for the ITC price, and a project that does
not. If a change in law materially alters credit availability, OER should convene a stakeholder process to
address it prospectively, and no penalties should be applied to a project based on an unexpected change
in law.

2. Do not reduce financing assumptions for post-credit projects; the rationale is speculative
and compounds against exactly the projects that will define the market.

The draft applies three simultaneous reductions to CEIC-ineligible projects, each of which lowers the CP
and each of which rests on an unproven thesis that “simplified” post-tax-equity finance will attract
cheaper capital:

e Debt risk premium, the direction of this change is backwards. SEA cuts the solar risk premium from
3.25% t0 2.90% (2027) and 2.50% (2028 to 2029) for ineligible projects. But SEA’s own multi-year inputs
show that removing the ITC sharply increases the debt share of permanent financing:Large Il rises from
48.6% to 62.6%, Medium from 45.6% to 65.5%, and Commercial Il from 44.6% to 64.0%. More leverage
means more risk to the lender and so the cost of debt should stay the same or increase, not decrease.
The risk premium should be held at 3.25% at a minimum, and SEA should evaluate whether the higher
leverage in the no-ITC capital structure warrants a premium above 3.25%.

® Sponsor equity after-tax IRR. SEA cuts the target IRR by 0.5% (2027) and up to 1.0% (2028 to 2029)
for ineligible projects, on the same unproven premise. A project stripped of the ITC is a thinner-margin,
higher-risk asset and so required equity returns should not fall. SEA should retain (at minimum) the
credit-case IRR targets. The Large | through IV target of 10 to 11% is already low for assets carrying
merchant and policy exposure.

® 100% bonus depreciation. An assumption of universal 100% bonus for ineligible projects overstates
realizable tax benefit and depresses the CP. Absent tax equity, many sponsors lack the passive tax
capacity to monetize 100% bonus in year one. SEA should model a more realistic monetization rate
rather than assume full utilization, or retain the 5-year MACRS schedule it applies elsewhere.

These three changes stack on top of one another and on top of the credit-vs-no-credit choice in Section
1, so their combined downward effect on the CP is substantial and falls entirely on the non-ITC projects
that make up the market.

3. Retain the average of the median and 75th-percentile installed cost; reject any move to
median-only pricing.
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SEA notes that it is considering modeling CPs at the median installed cost rather than the current
average of the median and 75th percentile, and estimates this would reduce CPs by roughly 5 to 9%.
Revity strongly opposes this change. Median-only pricing presumes “healthy competition” that will not
exist in classes where the draft MW allocation may exceed the viable pipeline (a risk SEA itself flags in
connection with a three-year allocation). It also ignores the thin, Rl-specific cost data for the Commercial
and Large | classes. The Appendix C summaries show Rl REG-bid samples of just 2 to 14 projects, with
several excluded for small sample size. Setting the ceiling at the median under these conditions would
strand cost-justified projects. The average of median and 75th percentile should be retained and, for
classes with sparse or highly dispersed data, SEA should weight toward the 75th percentile.

4. Escalate over-5 MW (Large Il through 1V) installed costs fully, and flatten the out-year cost
declines.

For Large Il through IV, SEA proposes carrying the 2026 value forward escalated by only half of the
increase observed in Large |, yielding just +3.5% for 2027 against Large I's ~7.0%. This half-escalation is
arbitrary. SEA’s own record shows the public component-cost sources conflict sharply (e.g., NLR
reporting a 22% decline in developer overhead while Wood Mackenzie reports a 104% increase), that
samples above 5 MW are too thin for a database approach, and, critically, that non-small installed costs
have “remained relatively flat” while the 2024 to 2026 plans over-predicted cost declines. Given that
admitted forecasting error, Large Il through IV costs should be escalated in full, consistent with Large |,
rather than halved.

For the same reason, the AEO-2026-derived out-year CAPEX declines (roughly -4% to -7% for Large by
2029) are not supported by observed cost behavior and should be flattened or removed, so that 2028
and 2029 CPs do not decline on the basis of cost reductions that the record indicates are not
materializing.

5. Apply a forward-looking tariff adder, and do not assume ineligible projects avoid supply-
chain cost premiums.

SEA declines to apply a tariff cost adder on the theory that data from Q3 2025 forward already captures
tariff effects. That understates 2027 to 2029 equipment costs, which will reflect newly imposed and
threatened tariffs and FEOC-driven supply constraints that post-date the underlying data. A forward-
looking tariff adder for large solar is warranted. Relatedly, removing the full FEOC cost (S50 to $150/kW)
for CEIC-ineligible projects assumes those projects escape supply-chain pricing pressure that is, in
practice, embedded market-wide and SEA should retain at least a partial adder to reflect equipment-
price realities faced by all buyers.

6. Adopt the reported O&M escalation inputs.



RE%ITY

On operating costs, Revity supports the move to a 3.0% O&M escalator and encourages SEA to adopt
the 3.5% figure that market participants reported, along with the suggested 3.5% non-O&M escalation,
both reflect the labor and equipment inflation the record describes.

7. Model post-tariff revenue on wholesale power, not net metering.

Every dollar of assumed post-tariff revenue reduces the REG payment upon which a project is modeled
and so an overly optimistic post-tariff revenue assumption directly suppresses the CP. Virtual net
metering is not a realistic post-tariff revenue option for these projects, and post-tariff revenue should
instead be modeled on wholesale power prices. This year’s state budget continued the legislative
march towards sunsetting the VNM program and the Governor’s Executive Order 26-01 investigation is
actively reconsidering how REG interacts with net metering. Building ceiling prices on a net-metering
program that is being wound down is unsupportable. Wholesale power pricing is the appropriate,
durable basis for post-tariff revenue across the large-scale classes, and it is materially lower than the
AEO-2026 retail-rate net-metering forecast in the draft. Adopting a wholesale basis both reflects market
reality and produces ceiling prices that will justify the financing of new projects.

8. The interest-rate blend understates financing costs.

SEA proposes to blend in a lower-rate (non-recession) forecast now that the Federal Reserve’s estimated
recession risk has fallen to ~15%, which lowers modeled term-debt rates and thus lowers the CP. Rate
levels and volatility remain elevated, and REG contracts will be priced years forward. SEA should retain a
more conservative rate forecast rather than reduce the term-debt outlook based on a single point-in-
time recession-probability estimate.

9. Provide allocation certainty for the large-scale classes, especially Large 1V, and do not
condition a three-year allocation on lower ceiling prices.

There must be certainty that an allocation will be made for a large-scale project if it qualifies. The
draft allocates zero MW to Large Scale IV for 2027 and offers no assurance of allocations in future years.
It is unclear how any developer can rationally develop a Large IV (15 to 39 MW) project under those
conditions. Bringing a project of that scale to a qualified, biddable state takes years of development
effort and at-risk capital, and it likely costs more than $1,000,000 to develop. No developer will make
that investment without certainty that an allocation will exist when the project is ready, so Revity urges
OER to commit to a durable, multi-year allocation for the large-scale classes and to guarantee that a
qualifying Large IV project will receive an allocation.

This is exactly the market signal OER itself identifies as necessary, assuring developers that large-scale
development “will be supported by REG long-term” as the VNM program (which is shifting roughly 100
MW toward REG) sunsets. Absent that certainty, the chicken-and-egg dynamic SEA describes resolves in
the wrong direction: no pipeline forms, so no allocation appears justified, so no pipeline forms. That
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said, a three-year allocation should not be tied to a shift to median-based (lower) pricing. The two are
severable: a cost-based CP methodology should stand on its own merits. And if a multi-year allocation
may exceed the viable pipeline in some years, that is an argument against, not for, median pricing,
because the “healthy competition” median pricing assumes will not be present (see Section 3).

10. Move program capacity eligibility to AC denomination for solar, with no AC:DC ratio cap.

Revity supports moving REG capacity eligibility from DC to AC denomination for solar. AC denomination
is easier to administer and enforce. It aligns program size cutoffs with interconnection criteria, which are
themselves AC-based, so a single, verifiable rating governs both eligibility and interconnection. This
approach is consistent with neighboring programs, including the Massachusetts SMART and Net
Metering programs, the Maine Net Energy Billing program, and the Vermont Standard Offer program. To
emphasize, it would be extremely difficult to police changes in a project's DC award relative to its AC
rating, and moving to AC denomination benefits both the developer and OER. It is extremely common
for the DC wattage of a project to shift during procurement and construction, as module models and DC
power classes are routinely substituted when availability, pricing, and supply chains change between
design and installation. Having to re-file for updated Certificates of Eligibility (COEs) when a project's DC
rating shifts slightly is extremely burdensome.

Revity urges OER not to impose an AC:DC ratio cap. No comparable program imposes such a cap, and
there is no sound logical basis for one. Such a cap is also difficult to enforce and unnecessary, because
AC denomination already governs the interconnection-relevant rating.

Revity appreciates SEA’s and OER’s work on this analysis and welcomes the opportunity to provide the
underlying cost and financing data referenced above, or to discuss any of these recommendations
further. We look forward to the second stakeholder session.

Respectfully submitted,

Corey Palumbo
Revity Energy
corey@revityenergy.com
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