SUSTAINABLE ENERGY ADVANTAGE, LLC

RHODE ISLAND REGROWTH : WRITTEN COMMENTS
PROGRAM YEAR 2027 DEVELOPMENT : JULY 31, 2026

RESPONSE TO SUSTAINABLE ENERGY ADVANTAGE’S REQUEST FOR WRITTEN

COMMENTS ISSUED JULY 16. 2026

Verogy Holdings, LLC (“Verogy”) respectfully submits the following written comments in response

to questions issued by the Sustainable Energy Advantage, LLC (“SEA”) dated July 16, 2026, intended to

strengthen the viability of the Rhode Island REGrowth Program (“REG Program”) for the upcoming 2027 —

2029 three-year program cycle.

Please find Verogy’s comments below:

1. THREE-YEAR ALLOCATION PLAN
a) Three-Year MW Allocation Plan vs Ceiling Prices

i.

Comment: Verogy asserts that, given the history of recent REG Program MW
Allocation Plans, the REG Program project development community would prefer
higher ceiling prices vs a three-year MW allocation plan for the Small Solar I — Large
Solar I categories (i.e. projects up to 5 MWdc), but is likely willing to accept slightly
lower ceiling prices for the Large Solar I — Large Solar IV categories (i.e. projects
above 5 MWdc) in exchange for certainty of program capacity allocation to these

categories.

Verogy'’s rationale for this assertion regarding Small Solar I — Large Solar I projects is
that, historically, program categories up to and including Large Solar I have received
an allocation of capacity every year. Additionally, these categories have historically
been under-subscribed. Combined, these two factors mean that project developers have
a high degree of confidence that (1) there will be capacity available from the REGrowth
Program for projects they are developing; and (2) it is unlikely that their projects will
be pushed out of a MW allocation by many other competing projects. Therefore,
developers are generally confident enough to spend pre-NTP capital on expenses such

as interconnection, permitting...etc. to advance a project to the necessary maturity



stage to bid into the REGrowth program despite not being guaranteed an allocation of

MW for their projects years in advance.

The same logic is not true based on historical precedent (to Verogy’s understanding)
for Large Solar II — Large Solar IV projects. Though these categories have also been
under-subscribed similar to smaller categories, they have not been granted a MW
allocation every year. Therefore, project developers may not feel as confident that an
allocation of capacity will be available for Large Solar II — Large Solar IV projects
leading developers to withhold pre-NTP capital on early-stage development activities
such as interconnection (which is often orders of magnitude more expensive that
Medium or Commercial-scale solar). In order to mitigate this uncertainty, Verogy
asserts that the development community would likely prefer guaranteed MW allocation
for Large Solar IT — Large Solar I'V projects over multiple years in exchange for slightly
lower ceiling prices. Of course, the ceiling prices must be sufficient to support project
economics inclusive of likely expensive interconnection upgrade requirements for

projects of this magnitude.

b) Market Signals for Large-Scale Projects

i.

Comment: As an alternative to a fixed annual MW Allocation Plan for Large Solar II
— Large Solar IV projects (or other categories if deemed beneficial by SEA) over a
three-year period, SEA could potentially propose an “aggregated” capacity allocation
for the entire three-year period. For example, assign 20 MWdc, 30 MWdc and 80
MWdc to Large Solar II, Large Solar I1I and Large Solar IV categories (enough to fill
at least two full-size projects in each category) to be allocated at any point during
Program Years 2027, 2028 and 2029. Since projects at the scale of Large Solar IT — IV
develop at an uncertain pace due to interconnection timelines and other factors, this
would grant developers some degree of certainty that a MW Allocation would be
available to their Large Solar II — IV projects over multiple years without dedicating

excessive capacity that may go unused in a single year.



2. ITCPOLICY OPTIONS

a) Ceiling Price Development

i

Comment: Verogy asserts that SEA and / or OER should assume that few, if any
projects awarded in 2027 or later REGrowth procurements will qualify for the

Investment Tax Credit.

As SEA is aware, the deadline to safe-harbor solar PV projects for the ITC was July 4,
2026, meaning that any projects not safe-harbored must be placed in service by
December 31, 2027, else be disqualified from the ITC. If historic precedent holds for
REGrowth procurement timing, the earliest opportunity that a project will have to bid
in Program Year 2027 will be in April, with issuance of Conditional Certificates of
Eligibility issued in late May or June. Therefore, projects will have at most 6 months
from issuance of award to be placed in service assuming the December 31, 2027,
placed-in-service method for ITC qualification. Verogy asserts that, although unlikely,
this may be possible for some Medium or Commercial scale projects, but not any

Large, or even Commercial II projects.

It is conceivable that projects in any category may have safe-harbored the ITC either
via spending 5% of capital cost or commencing physical construction, but Verogy
asserts that most developers would likely have not committed to either of these safe-
harboring strategies without already being awarded a REGrowth Conditional
Certificate of Eligibility, or even knowing what revenue (i.e. Ceiling Price) will be

available for their project prior to safe-harboring.

With the above in mind, Verogy asserts that OER should assume that no projects in the
Commercial I or larger categories will receive the Investment Tax Credit. Beyond the
reasons stated above, Verogy’s rationale for this assertion is that a single Ceiling Price
for the Commercial I and larger categories will be most easily administered and
understood by REGrowth Program Participants, and most “bankable” for financiers.
Instituting an Investment Tax Credit adjustment mechanism introduces significant
complexities around the various ITC bonuses, timing of ITC monetization / verification

(i.e. ITC is not monetized until after a project reaches COD) and project “bankability”.



ii.

It is possible that instituting a single Ceiling Price based on the assumption that
Commercial I and larger projects will NOT receive the Investment Tax Credit will
over-incentivize some projects, but Verogy believes that the issue of over-
incentivization will only be relevant for Program Year 2027 and will only apply to a
small subset of Commercial I and larger projects (out of an already small pool of

projects which bid into the REGrowth Program).

Verogy asserts that for Small and Medium projects in Program Year 2027, OER should
assume that ALL projects receive the ITC and again propose only a single Ceiling Price
for administrative simplicity. In this case, there may be projects which fail to qualify
for the ITC, but Verogy expects that this will only affect a small sub-set of Small &
Medium projects, which also have the option of delaying submission to Program Year

2028 or later.

Alternate Comment: If OER cannot bear the risk of over-incentivizing a small subset

of Commercial I or larger projects, Verogy suggests that it adopt a Ceiling Price for
2027 assuming that all projects qualify for the Investment Tax Credit paired with an
“Investment Tax Credit Adjustment Mechanism” designed to compensate any project
which fails to qualify for the Investment Tax Credit with an increase to the Ceiling

Price.

b) CEIC Adjustment Split

i

Comment: As stated above, Verogy asserts that ultimately a single Ceiling Price for
various categories would be the most productive solution, though it would come at the
risk of over or under-incentivizing a small subset of projects. However, if an
Investment Tax Credit Adjustment Mechanism is adopted, Verogy asserts that there is
no need to share the value of the Adjustment Mechanism with ratepayers. In other
words, modeling assumptions should treat projects claiming and not claiming the

Adjustment Mechanism identically.

Verogy believes that it is unlikely that the development community will have broadly

been able to secure financing optimized for the post-ITC paradigm by the time of 2027



REGrowth procurements. Therefore, Verogy suggests that developers likely already
have sufficient motivation to qualify projects for the Investment Tax Credit when
possible in order to utilize existing financing mechanisms expediently, negating the
need for any further incentivization to qualify a project for the ITC by sharing value

between the project and ratepayers.

¢) Tax Credit Certainty Milestones

i

Comment: Verogy suggests that a project developer generally has a high degree of
certainty regarding Investment Tax Credit eligibility when a project has both an
executed interconnection agreement and executed revenue contract in hand. In the case
of the REGrowth program, this would be at award of Conditional Certificate of
Eligibility. Without either of these, developers face significant uncertainty of project
viability either through unknown, and often costly, interconnection upgrade costs or
unknown revenue rates. However, if both of these milestones are met then the
developer can choose to allocate safe-harbored equipment to the project to satisfy the
“5% rule” or begin physical construction on the project (to the extent either option is
available). Notwithstanding this, various developers may be more or less risk tolerant
and choose to allocate any safe-harbored material before or after the milestones

mentioned above.

d) Tax Credit Attestation Requirements

i.

Comment: Any attestation requirements should likely be paired with the right to audit
the Project Owner’s federal tax filing following the issuance of the Final Certificate of

Eligibility (i.e. after a project reaches commercial operation).

3. POST-CEIC FINANCE ASSUMPTIONS

i

Comment: Verogy views these assumptions as reasonable.

4. LARGE SOLARII -1V COMPONENT-LEVEL COSTS

i

Comment: Verogy intends on responding to a survey circulated by SEA regarding

component level costs associated with Large Solar I — IV projects.



5. APPROPRIATE OWNERSHIP & FINANCE ASSUMPTIONS

a) Medium / Commercial Scale Solar Ownership Structure

i

No Comment.

b) Host-Owned Project Finance Assumptions

i.

No Comment.

6. PROJECT CAPACITY DENOMINATION

a) AC vs DC Program Rating

i

Comment: Verogy suggests pivoting the REGrowth program to AC-denominated
capacity ratings rather than DC-denominated capacity would be beneficial and
decrease developer and customer confusion. This would align the REGrowth program
with most other similar programs across the nation, which are generally based on AC
capacity. Further, it would align the REGrowth program with Net Metering in Rhode
Island.

To be clear, Verogy considers pivoting the REGrowth program to an AC-denominated

program to be a benefit, but likely not critical for the program’s long-term success.

b) AC:DC Ratio

i.

Comment: If the REGrowth program is pivoted to an AC-denominated program,
Verogy suggests that there should not be any limitation on AC:DC ratio. Imposing a
limit on AC:DC ratio would limit the available technical solutions that may be best
suited for each customer, and parcel. The technological limitations of the major system
components and decreasing efficiency gains at high AC:DC ratios act as a natural limit

to the ratio.

¢) DC Size Flexibility

i

Comment: Verogy asserts that a project should be able to downsize by any amount if
the project is willing to retain it’s specified Conditional Certificate of Eligibility at the
as-bid price. This would allow flexibility to reduce system size if needed for any reason

and would ultimately result in a lower program cost, since project size could decrease



yet $/kWh award price remains constant. Verogy also asserts that projects should be
allowed to increase in size up to a reasonable degree to allow for limited amounts of
design flexibility. However, any up-size design flexibility should be capped at the
greater of 5S0kWdc or 5% of project capacity according to the Conditional Certificate

of Eligibility to mitigate program cost increases.

7. COST INPUTS FOR NON-SOLAR PROJECTS

i. No Comment.

Verogy thanks SEA for the opportunity to provide written comments for consideration in the REGrowth

Program development for Program Year 2027.

Respectfully submitted,

William Herchel

CEO

Verogy Holdings, LLC

Phone: (413) 537-1398

Email: wherchel@verogy.com



