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Renewable Poritfolio Standards

www.dsireusa.org / March 2010

¥T: (1) RE mmels sy increes=
s 3505 = I025 i el sl o J013:

‘ el 30 x 2020 (2) Z0% RE & CHP x J017

OR: 25% x 2025 [targe utiitiez) * 1: 10% + 1,100 MW =y,
S - 10% x 2025 (=maller utilit=s x2015% # ’

— + 1%
: Varies by utili I_E
m:lﬂljslatenide ' [RI: 16% x 2020 |
[CT: 23% x 2020 |

. State renewable portfolio standard Minimum solar or customer-sited requirement

. State renewable portfolio goal % Extra credit for solar or customer-sited renewables
{j Solar water heating eligible T Includesnon-renewable altemative resources
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State Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) require suppliers to utilize
wind and other renewable resources to serve an increasing percentage of
total demand.

State RPS Targets:
- State RPS g

5] state Goal X NJ: 22.5% by 2021

@ Ssolar hot water eligible {:} MD: 20% by 2022

't DE: 20% by 2019

2t DC: 20% by 2020

2t PA: 18%** by 2020

Lt L 25% by 2025

N LXOH: 25%** by 2025

£t NC: 12.5% by 2021 (I0Us)
s 10% by 2018 (co-ops & munis)
MI: 10% + 1,100 MW by 2015
VA: 15% by 2025
www.dsireusa.org / September 2009 WV: 25%™ by 2025
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