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MEMORANDUM  

  

To: “Evaluation Team”1  

From: CT Energy & Technology, LLC  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed renewable energy RFP process. The 

states involved in this RFP process have been among the leaders in the country for renewable procurements, 

and the draft RFP shows promise for the procurement of significant amounts of renewable energy. However, 

there are several issues that should be taken into account before the draft RFP is finalized, which are 

discussed in greater detail below. 

 
1. QUANTITATIVE VERSUS QUALITATIVE ISSUES 

 

The following language in the Draft RFP at page 24 raises issues regarding the process: 

“The quantitative evaluation may be conducted before the qualitative evaluation, and the Selection Team 

may elect not to conduct the qualitative evaluation for any proposal that could not be successful based on 

the difference between its quantitative value and the quantitative value of competing proposals.”2 

 

It is somewhat troubling that the last paragraph of this section on “Qualitative Evaluation” essentially 

indicates that the qualitative evaluation may be completely disregarded based solely on the price submitted 

by competitors.  We strongly urge that this language be deleted as inappropriate for a number of reasons. 

The methodology for selecting renewable energy projects is still a work in progress. We do not believe that a 

serious comparison of the various renewable generation projects has been undertaken in a comprehensive 

                                                           
1 “Evaluation Team” includes: 

Commissioner Robert Klee of the Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection; 

Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Company, d/b/a Unitil, 

Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Electric Company, d/b/a National Grid 

NSTAR Electric Company now Eversource  

Western Massachusetts Electric Company (Massachusetts EDCs”) now Eversource 

The Narragansett Electric Company, d/b/a National Grid 

Connecticut Light & Power Company (“CL&P”) now Eversource 

The United Illuminating Company (“UI”) 

Connecticut Procurement Manager 

Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel 

Connecticut Office of the Attorney General 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (“DOER”) 
2 2.3.2.1 FACTORS TO BE ASSESSED IN QUALITATIVE EVALUATION last paragraph in this section in the middle of Page 24 of the 

Draft RFP. 
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manner in any of the previous procurement proceedings.   

 

A.) ISO New England’s Evaluation of Renewable Generation 

 

Although a comprehensive analysis and comparison of various renewable generation projects has yet to be 

undertaken. ISO New England has outlined in an abbreviated manner a discussion of the complexity of 

integrating various renewable energy systems into the electricity grid.3 

The bottom line of the ISO discussion is that the qualitative features of each renewable energy system need 

to be evaluated for the benefits (and detriments) they can bring to the electricity system.  Eliminating an 

evaluation of the “qualitative impact” based on some suggested “quantitative” number without digging into 

the real cost of each renewable energy system in detail is harmful to the process and should be avoided. 

 

The best example that is available is the comparison of wind and solar renewable energy systems which are 

considered to be “intermittent” as compared to other renewable energy generation such as hydropower and 

base load fuel cell generation. Since one of the primary goals for procurement of renewable energy resources 

is to help reduce or eliminate carbon impact of fossil fuels it would seem that solar and wind would help in 

this regard. The opposite is actually true as can be seen from ISO-NE’s 2015 Regional Electricity Outlook 

report.4The ISO Regional Electricity Outlook report describes the issue succinctly: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When wind and solar are not available then the electricity system must rely predominantly on quick start 

natural gas fired peaking units. While hydro-electric systems can provide long term grid stability they are not 

without their own set of problems as the negative impact of last year’s Polar Vortex on the Hydro-Quebec 

                                                           
3 http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2015/02/2015_reo.pdf  
4 ISO New England 2015 Regional Electricity Outlook, page 25. 

 

http://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2015/02/2015_reo.pdf
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system demonstrates. 

 

“According to the Montreal Gazette, Hydro-Quebec was nearly unable to meet its demand and required 

some New York-generated electricity to rescue its ratepayers from rolling blackouts during the deep 

freeze. At the same time, the New York Independent System Operator (NYISO), New York’s non-profit, 

federally regulated grid operator, reported that New York set a new winter electric demand record of 

25,738 megawatts (MW) of electricity on January 7, 2014, eclipsing the 2004 record of 25,541 MW. New 

York not only sent power north of the border, but southwest to Pennsylvania as well, proving that the 

Empire State could and should become a net energy exporter.”5  

 

When performing the qualitative evaluation all of these elements need to be taken into consideration. We 

strongly suggest that where possible qualitative factors be converted to quantitative and the Qualitative 

Evaluation be performed prior to the dismissal of projects due to perceived quantitative advantages which 

may not be based on real world impacts. 

 

B)   Environmental Displacement Factor –ED-   

 

For example, if the concept of intermittent renewable generation facilities creating the need to acquire 

energy from “fossil fuel” projects when the sun does not shine or the wind does not blow is accepted as valid 

then such concepts would need to be integrated into both the Qualitative and Quantitative considerations.  

 

In the past no consideration was given in RFP processes of this inherent need for fossil fuel replacement 

facilities (for both energy and capacity) in the evaluation of solar and wind projects. The pollutants created 

by the requisite fossil fuel replacement facilities should be taken into consideration and credited to the 

intermittent renewable energy projects as a “price negative” impact. Points should be deducted from the 

intermittent units due to their lack of availability resulting in higher pollution levels.  

 

We have taken the time to prepare a true “apples to apples” comparison which shows the actual impact on 

carbon production when the Maine Wind intermittent unit (250 MW) is paired with the necessary natural gas 

peaker unit needed to provide energy when the wind does not blow. As you will see, the net carbon output of 

the 250 MW Maine Wind plus the Natural Gas peaker unit results in a higher carbon output. This is not the 

result that was bargained for in the previous RFP probably because there was no inclusion of the natural gas 

peaking unit in that evaluative process.  As ISO New England’s 2015 REO report points out this situation 

will continue with additional procurement relying predominantly on intermittent resources. 

 

In essence, the true carbon value of each renewable energy generation system should be included in the 

Qualitative Evaluation prior to making the final Quantitative Evaluation examination. Assuming that the real 

value of intermittent renewable energy systems should only be evaluated on their optimum performance 

criteria skews the data and provides results which are not realistic in their assessment of actual project 

environmental benefits. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 “Hydro Quebec network pushed to its limit,” Montreal Gazette, January 7, 2014 

http://www.montrealgazette.com/Last+week+cold+snap+pushed+Hydro+Qu%C3%A9bec+network+limit/9356133/story.html
http://readme.readmedia.com/Frigid-Temperatures-from-Polar-Vortex-Drive-Record-Winter-Demand/7659202
http://readme.readmedia.com/Frigid-Temperatures-from-Polar-Vortex-Drive-Record-Winter-Demand/7659202
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NOTA BENE- Comparison calculations assume that both Maine Wind and fuel cell are replaced by a Natural Gas Combined Cycle unit when not operational. 
Natural Gas Combined Cycle units have better heat rates and lower CO2 output than Natural Gas Peaking units. 
Natural Gas Peaking units produce approximately 1,100lbs/MWH of CO2 but are restricted by permit in total number of running hours and pollutant output. 
The result is that even when using a Natural Gas Combined Cycle unit the total net CO2 output for a wind project due to ED is higher than a fuel cell unit. 
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B.) Forward Capacity Market Positive Benefit  
 

Moreover little or no consideration has been given to the positive impact of base load renewable energy 

being able to fully participate in the forward capacity market. Base load renewable fuel cell energy 

generating systems qualify for “full” participation in the ISO Forward Capacity Market, while intermittent 

resources do not.  For example, in the New England Control Area, ISO New England rates generation 

resources based on critical performance measured as Qualified Capacity. Wind turbines Qualified Capacity 

rating (as compared to its name plate capability) is only in the range of 13% (its on-peak production). Other 

resources have to make up for the time wind turbines are not contributing. Fuel cells are rated in the range of 

96%.  

 

This level of fuel cell participation provides a positive price impact for base load renewable energy systems. 

To see the extent of the positive price impact that can be obtained through the use of base load renewable 

energy systems, please see the statistical analysis provided below: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Again, on an “apples to apples” comparison, based on the table above, fuel cell technology has an advantage 

of $155.78 cost per MWhr vs Wind cost of $163.64 per MWhr. In addition to the environmental Qualitative 

Evaluation on the environmental benefits it is important for renewable projects to be assessed on their 

Quantitative Evaluation in terms of the price metric evaluation criteria. Again this is a mix of Qualitative and 

Quantitative assessments. 
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C.) Ancillary Economic Benefits 

 

Finally-  Connecticut based renewable energy projects, in particular, get no credit for ancillary 

economic benefits and are in fact punished by the current evaluative process- The evaluative process 

used in the procurement of renewable energy projects has steered clear of providing any consideration to the 

economic benefits of projects physically located in Connecticut. This is partially the result of concerns 

related to the potential violation of the Commerce Clause.    

 

The Draft RFP language basically allows each state to utilize its statutory definitions in preparing its 

evaluations. As described below in Selection 3’s discussion of the JEDI valuation method for jobs and 

economy, Rhode Island law contains specific statutory language which reflects its mandate for ancillary 

economic benefits. 6 We urge consideration of the ancillary economic benefits provided by renewable energy 

projects located within Connecticut for a different reason, fundamental fairness. At present, no credit is 

given to projects located in Connecticut. In fact, Connecticut-based projects are disadvantaged when 

compared with states that have no or lower sales tax than Connecticut. All the states within ISO New 

England with the exception of Rhode Island have lower sales tax rates than Connecticut and Rhode Island 

does not apply sales tax to wind and solar projects and severely restricts fuel to fuel cell systems limiting 

them to landfill gas. 

  

With a Connecticut sales tax rate of 6.35%, any project built in Connecticut provides a substantial additional 

economic value to the state. Additional revenue derived from the income tax of workers during construction 

and post construction project income taxes are also currently not given any consideration.  Should an 

identical base load fuel cell project be constructed in a state where no sales tax is applicable, utilizing the 

current price metrics, it is obvious that the project in Connecticut would have to be evaluated as more costly 

than the out of state projects. It is more than likely, in fact mathematically predictable, that out of state 

projects would be selected under this scenario based on Quantitative Evaluations as provided in the Draft 

RFP.  

  

In order to level the playing field, some recognition for the various taxes Connecticut derives from such a 

project should be provided in a modified price metric. We could propose an alternative to level the playing 

field would have a Connecticut based project apply to Connecticut Economic Development or the State 

Legislature for a “waiver” of the sales tax on the project to achieve the Rhode Island benefit, however, this 

ends up being counterproductive especially at a time when Connecticut’s budget needs require additional 

sources of revenue.  

  

We suggest the proper way to address the Commerce Clause issue and retain the tax revenue would not be to 

provide an automatic preference for a Connecticut-based project, but to include a modified metric in the 

Quantitative Evaluation process that reflects the real benefit that sales tax and other Connecticut tax 

payments provide to Connecticut consumers. By giving credit in the metric, Connecticut would avoid 

providing a direct state subsidy to projects while not being punitive towards Connecticut-based projects, as is 

currently the case.  

 

Since other states in the RFP have already provided statutory preferences relative to their treatment of non-

applicability of sales tax to their projects it would be fair for Connecticut to apply the sales tax treatment that 

                                                           
6 Rhode Island renewable energy statute amendment P.L. 2011 ch. 134 -   39-26-3. Purposes. -- The purposes of this chapter are 

to define renewable energy resources and to facilitate the development of new renewable energy resources to supply 
electricity to customers in Rhode Island with goals of stabilizing long-term energy prices, enhancing environmental quality, and 
creating jobs in Rhode Island in the renewable energy sector. (Emphasis added) 
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currently exists but also to take Quantitative Evaluative credit in its assessment of the actual economic value 

of the project. It can achieve this by implementing the following approach: 

 

1) A project located outside of Connecticut does not pay: 

a. Sales tax on project installed equipment 

b. Municipal property tax or 

c. Connecticut income tax. 

Conversely, a project sited in Connecticut does pay these state related taxes and its ability 

to compete on Quantitative Evaluation is degraded in the current RFP, or in the alternative  

Connecticut rate payers would not enjoy the benefit of added taxes. 

 

2) For example, assume that a hypothetical 30 MW fuel cell project would pay: 

a. One time $7 million in sales tax, 

b. Approximately $34 million in property tax over the contract life and 

c. Approximately $8 million in income tax over the contract life. 

 

3) To put out-of state- and in-state Quantitative Evaluation on an equal basis, a calculation would be 

completed to quantify the competitive disadvantage a Connecticut based fuel cell endures, 

measured as a required increase in bid price necessary to offset the added taxes. Taxes based on a 

proforma calculation cause this project to raise its bid price in the following amounts: 

a. 3% for sales tax or .3 cents per kWhr, 

b. 6% for property tax or .5 cents per kWhr, 

c. 1% for income tax or .1 cent per kWhr 

 

4) Based on the sum of the above amounts Connecticut should assign a higher equivalent bid price 

cost of an out of state renewable energy or hydro project of 10% in the Quantitative Evaluation 

process. 

 

F.)   Landfill Gas Issues 

 

Finally, the other states involved in the current Draft RFP process severely limit consideration of fuel cell 

base load projects by requiring that only landfill gas be used as the operative fuel.  The obvious lack of 

available landfill gas resources in a volume and location necessary to make projects viable is the equivalent 

of a barring of any realistic consideration of base load fuel cell technology as a renewable resource in their 

jurisdictions. Connecticut is the only state in the ISO New England marketplace that defines fuel cells as a 

Class I renewable energy resource without imposing fuel limitations. This means that in the current three 

state procurement RFP, no other state would procure base load fuel cell generating systems at all. Given the 

fact Rhode Island does not intend to procure renewable energy generation in the current procurement that 

leaves only Massachusetts- and the Commonwealth statutory language limiting fuel resources to landfill gas 

is well established. 

 

2. ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 

There are some additional concerns that are specific to language contained in the Draft RFP that should be 

carefully addressed as the RFP is finalized. 

 

 A) Section 2.2.3.1 QUALIFIED CLEAN ENERGY AND/OR RECS VIA PPA 

 

The failure to provide a draft power purchase agreement raises major concerns relative to provisions which 

could impair financing of projects especially in light of the language contained in this section of the Draft 

RFP. Specifically, the following language needs to be examined: 
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“ If an EDC agrees to purchase both Qualified Clean Energy and or RECs under a PPA and the RECs 

cease to conform to the RPS Tier 1 eligibility criteria, the applicable Distribution Company will thereafter 

only purchase electric energy under that PPA, and the Seller will be permitted to sell those non-

conforming RECs to a third party.” 

 

Our concern centers on the ability of the Connecticut State Legislature to modify the definition of RECs in 

such a way that it would make those RECs sold to the EDCs as part of this RFP no longer conforming. The 

negative impact on the contract with RECs subject to this type of modification would probably eliminate 

their value for purposes of financing.  If the project loses the revenue stream needed to pay the loan due to 

subsequent State legislative action this defeats the purpose of having long-term contracts. Appropriate 

language to avoid this obviously unintended impact needs to be crafted in the PPA so as to avoid 

invalidation due to legislative action once the contract is signed. 

 

 B) Section 2.3.1 EVALUATION USING QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION 

CRITERIA 

 

The Draft RFP proposes using a production cost model to assess impact of projects on electric prices only as 

indicated in the following language: 

 

"This second step will be an evaluation of the indirect benefits of proposals using a production cost 

simulation model. A base case for the production cost model and a REC forecast will be developed for the 

procurement period of Eligible Products. The production cost model will be run with and without proposals 

to determine the benefits in terms of expected impact on energy prices at locations determined by the 

Soliciting Parties and a comparison to other bids received." 

 

While we agree with the use of a “production model” we feel that the limitation to “impact on energy prices” 

alone is an insufficient methodology. We suggest that the Final RFP language widen the evaluation process 

to include transmission, emissions, fuel types and more.  For example ISO New England performs extensive 

production cost modeling to help project emissions and transmission costs as well as other factors.   

 

In light of the concern about environmental impacts of all projects and in addition to focusing solely on 

electricity prices we have prepared a list of some of the additional factors that we feel should be included in 

the evaluation process: 

 

–Congestion  

-Transmission constraint 

-Forward Capacity Market 

–Fuel consumption by type 

–Technology utilization 

–Emissions 

•CO2 

•SO2 

•NOx 
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C) “2.3 STAGE TWO- QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS” 

 

The language that we believe needs to be modified goes to the heart of the RFP process. “Stage 2 scoring 

will be based on a 100-point scale. Proposals will be scored with up to 80 points for quantitative factors.” 
 The initial impact of using 80 points for quantitative factors and only 20 points for qualitative factors is that 

it will likely skew the decision making process in favor of what will at first appear to be lower price for 

consumers. This is because intermittent system generating equipment has been seen to be “cheap” in 

previous RFP bids.  The harsh reality of the market place and the limits of intermittent renewable energy 

“cheap” technology are now better understood.  

 

There is no “cheap” renewable power. Intermittent wind and solar projects create the need for construction 

of quick start natural gas peaking units. The combined pollutants of intermittent systems, when coupled with 

natural gas peaking units, are neither cleaner nor cheaper.7 

 

Transmission systems required to access wind farms in Maine and hydro power in Quebec will cost billions 

of dollars to build and create their own environmental negative impacts. To overly emphasize quantitative 

elements by providing 80% of the points will create an opportunity to declaim in the short term about 

cheaper energy. In the long run, however, the costs will show up in ramped up transmission costs passed 

through to consumers by the EDCs and by ever increasing capacity prices through the ISO market 

mechanism.  

 

In order to help avoid this “skewing” impact in the deliberative process we suggest that the Final RFP 

require a more balanced 70% quantitative factor and a 30% qualitative factor and that all of the above 

elements be taken into consideration by the decision makers during their deliberative process.  

 

3. EXPLAIN AND ALIGN THREE STATE POLICY DIFFERENCES 

 

The Draft RFP opening sentence, “Pursuant to the clean energy goals of the States of Connecticut, 

Rhode Island and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts…in accordance with and in fulfillment of 

certain legal requirements in the three states.” seems to imply that those “legal requirements” are 

somehow in sync.  We believe it would have benefit for purposes of clarity, that the Final RFP, distinguish 

between the basic differences in both policy and approach between the three states.  

 

For example, the Draft RFP makes the statement that the “Soliciting Parties…seek to identify projects 

that may enable parties in each state to achieve their respective state’s clean energy goals more cost 

effectively than if each state were to proceed unilaterally” but fails to provide an example of how this is 

going to be achieved. The reader is left to guess what this suggestion of coordination implies. Given the 

Connecticut position that it refuses to “pick winners” in its selection process it would be inappropriate to 

imply that the three procuring states have already mapped out the selection process with each state taking a 

complimentary position which obviates the need for the others to duplicate that procurement methodology.8 

                                                           
7 See ISO 2015 REO- page 27 “Green Energy’s Effect on Prices – Significant additions of wind and solar resources in New England 

could have complex effect on prices. With no fuel costs and falling project-development costs, these weather dependent 

resources tend to drive down wholesale energy market prices- and by implication, the revenues available for resources that can 

provide the ”missing energy” when the weather is uncooperative. This will likely cause the capacity market to become a more 

important revenue stream for conventional resources and future storage resources. Ensuring appropriate long-term price 

formation in the capacity market will be vital as the region gradually adds more renewable energy to the mix.” (Emphasis added) 

8Page 13 of the Draft RFP indicates that “The Massachusetts EDCs and Narragansett will not procure energy and/or RECs or other 
environmental attributes from a Hydropower Resource pursuant to a PPA.” This would seem imply that Connecticut alone would 
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Each state has established different procurement criteria with Rhode Island limiting itself to procurement of 

transmission9, while Massachusetts appears to be limiting itself to renewable energy10 in accordance with its 

procurement statute. Connecticut appears to have divided its procurement into two parts but has limited itself 

to renewable energy generation,11 while also including “verifiable large scale hydropower”12 It is also 

important for the Final RFP to address issues of fundamental fairness in the qualitative evaluation given 

certain differences in the statutory treatment of certain issues by each state. 

For example, Rhode Island does not impose sales tax on wind or solar generation projects.13Both Rhode 

Island and Massachusetts impose strict limitations on the qualification of use of fuel cells.14Rhode Island is 

up front about including “jobs” in its preamble to the renewable energy statute15and has even retained 

outside consultants to perform JEDI (National Renewable Energy Laboratory’s - Jobs and Economic 

Development Impacts) economic evaluations of its renewable energy portfolio impact including distributed 

generation.16 

 

The Final RFP should take job creation into consideration. It would be fair for purposes of the current three 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
be entering into long-term PPA with hydropower resources while Massachusetts and Rhode Island would concentrate on 
transportation and other renewables 
9 Rhode Island- “Narragansett does not intend to procure any energy or RECS under a PPA….and is only seeking bids for Qualified 
Clean Energy via Transmission Project” page 5 of the Draft RFP 
10 “Massachusetts: 817 GWh per year of Class I Qualified Energy under Section 83(a) 
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2012/Chapter209 See Section 36 relative to the creation of 83A. 
11 See Page 6 of the Draft RFP “1375 GWh… under Section 7 of Public Act 13-303 …” and “125 GWh per year..under Section 6 of 
Public Act 13-303”.  http://www.cga.ct.gov/2013/ACT/PA/2013PA-00303-R00SB-01138-PA.htm  
12 (47) "Large-scale hydropower" means any hydropower facility that (A) began operation on or after January 1, 2003, (B) is 
located in the New England Power Pool Generation Information System geographic eligibility area in accordance with Rule 2.3 of 
said system or an area abutting the northern boundary of the New England Power Pool Generation Information System 
geographic eligibility area that is not interconnected with any other control area that is not a part of the New England Power 
Pool Generation Information System geographic eligibility area, (C) delivers power into such geographic eligibility area, and (D) 
has a generating capacity of more than thirty megawatts. 

13 CHAPTER 44-18 -Sales and Use Taxes – Liability and Computation -SECTION 44-18-30 

   § 44-18-30 Gross receipts exempt from sales and use taxes [Effective December 31, 2014.]. – There are exempted from the taxes imposed 
by this chapter the following gross receipts: 
(57) Renewable energy products. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Rhode Island general laws, the following products shall also be 
exempt from sales tax: solar photovoltaic modules or panels, or any module or panel that generates electricity from light; solar thermal 
collectors, including, but not limited to, those manufactured with flat glass plates, extruded plastic, sheet metal, and/or evacuated tubes; 
geothermal heat pumps, including both water-to-water and water-to-air type pumps; wind turbines; towers used to mount wind turbines if 
specified by or sold by a wind turbine manufacturer; DC to AC inverters that interconnect with utility power lines; and manufactured mounting 
racks and ballast pans for solar collector, module, or panel installation. Not to include materials that could be fabricated into such racks; 
monitoring and control equipment, if specified or supplied by a manufacturer of solar thermal, solar photovoltaic, geothermal, or wind energy 
systems or if required by law or regulation for such systems but not to include pumps, fans or plumbing or electrical fixtures unless shipped 
from the manufacturer affixed to, or an integral part of, another item specified on this list; and solar storage tanks that are part of a solar 
domestic hot water system or a solar space heating system. If the tank comes with an external heat exchanger it shall also be tax exempt, but a 
standard hot water tank is not exempt from state sales tax. 

 
14 Rhode Island and Massachusetts only allow fuel cell generation to be qualified if it can use a renewable energy fuel resource. 
i.e. landfill gas.  

15 Rhode Island renewable energy statute amendment  P.L. 2011 ch. 134 -   39-26-3. Purposes. -- The purposes of this 
chapter are to define renewable energy resources and to facilitate the development of new renewable energy resources to 
supply electricity to customers in Rhode Island with goals of stabilizing long-term energy prices, enhancing environmental 
quality, and creating jobs in Rhode Island in the renewable energy sector. (Emphasis added) 
16 http://www.energy.ri.gov/documents/renewable/Distributed%20Generation%20Contracts%20Program%20-
%20Job%20Impact%20Results.pdf  

https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2012/Chapter209
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2013/ACT/PA/2013PA-00303-R00SB-01138-PA.htm
http://www.energy.ri.gov/documents/renewable/Distributed%20Generation%20Contracts%20Program%20-%20Job%20Impact%20Results.pdf
http://www.energy.ri.gov/documents/renewable/Distributed%20Generation%20Contracts%20Program%20-%20Job%20Impact%20Results.pdf
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state RFP to adopt Rhode Island’s language relative to “creating jobs”…in the “renewable energy sector” to 

the quantitative evaluation. The identification and value of economic benefit from jobs and the economy 

using the JEDI analysis or similar by all states would be beneficial. Connecticut would then be able to 

assess the positive impact on manufacturing of equipment for construction but also, in the case of fuel cell 

renewable generating systems the additional jobs in manufacturing and maintenance of the restacking 

process which would occur several times during the life of the twenty year renewable contract for such 

projects. 

 

It is suggested that the Final RFP should clarify the leveling of the three state playing field by going beyond 

the blanket assertions made in the Draft RFP and incorporate a valuation of economic and jobs benefits. 

 

4. UTILITY STANDARD OF CONDUCT ISSUES 

 

The “Utility Standard of Conduct” provision at Appendix J was left blank in the Draft RFP document. It is 

important that all participants understand the specific “Utility Standard of Conduct” being referenced 

applicable to the individual states participating in the process. For example if the “utility” in Connecticut 

(either United Illuminating or Eversource Energy) has to comply only with the Connecticut Code of 

Conduct then issues may arise that may not have been anticipated when the procurement process was being 

put together. 

 

For example Eversource Energy as described above actually participates in more than one state with more 

than one set of obligations. Its role in Massachusetts is actually defined as being a “Soliciting Party”. The 

Massachusetts Eversource Energy participants do not appear to be bound by Connecticut’s Code of 

Conduct.17Eversource Energy to its credit lists “Affiliates Not Covered by Connecticut’s Code of 

Conduct”. Included among those “Affiliates” are Western Massachusetts Electric Company and NSTAR 

Electric Company (now both Eversource Energy) participating as the EDCs in Massachusetts. The issue 

may arise because the Massachusetts EDCs are also part of the “Selection Team” which “will consider the 

threshold criteria, the qualitative criteria and the results of the evaluation and determine the projects for 

selection.”18 

 

This issue becomes more problematic when the “Affiliates Not Covered by Connecticut’s Code of 

Conduct” is found to include both NU Transmission Ventures, Inc. (NU-TV 3/25/10) the “Holding 

company for NU’s ownership interest in Northern Pass Transmission LLC.” and “Northern Pass 

Transmission LLC (NPT 3/31/10), “the joint venture entity with NSTAR which will construct, own and 

operate the Northern Pass transmission line connecting with Hydro Quebec. NU-TV owns 75% of NPT.”19  

 

The Final RFP should address all of these issues in a clear direct fashion to avoid even the perception of 

conflicts which could have negative impacts for all parties involved in the RFP process. 

                                                           
17 https://www.eversource.com/Content/ct-c/about/doing-business-with-us/affiliates/list-of-affiliates 
18 Page 3 of the Draft RFP 
19 Ibid. See footnote #11 above. All of the entities are now part of Eversource Energy. The January, New York Meeting of the 
Northeast Utilities, now Eversource Energy provides a clearer picture of the interrelationship of the component companies 
within Eversource 
https://www.eversource.com/Content/docs/default-source/Investors/new-york-investor-meetings---1-28-15.pdf?sfvrsn=0 
The SEC March 15, 2015 filing by Eversource Energy provides further clarification on the interrelationship of the companies 
that make up Eversource Energy 
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=119413&p=irol-
SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMTQ1OTQzJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MC
ZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3 
 

https://www.eversource.com/Content/ct-c/about/doing-business-with-us/affiliates/list-of-affiliates
https://www.eversource.com/Content/docs/default-source/Investors/new-york-investor-meetings---1-28-15.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=119413&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMTQ1OTQzJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MCZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=119413&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMTQ1OTQzJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MCZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=119413&p=irol-SECText&TEXT=aHR0cDovL2FwaS50ZW5rd2l6YXJkLmNvbS9maWxpbmcueG1sP2lwYWdlPTEwMTQ1OTQzJkRTRVE9MCZTRVE9MCZTUURFU0M9U0VDVElPTl9FTlRJUkUmc3Vic2lkPTU3
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5. CLARIFY CORPORATE ENTITIES 

 

Key elements in the document are dated in that they make reference to companies in both Connecticut and 

Massachusetts which just prior to the RFP “Draft” issuance on February 25, 2015 were the subject of a 

merger and rebranding under the name Eversource Energy. 20 Since the Regional RFP Procurement process 

is in its earliest stages it would be appropriate in the final draft to make clear which entities will be involved 

in the selection, evaluation and consulting assistance process and use the most up to date names.  For 

example in Connecticut the “Draft” RFP language assigns a variety of tasks to CL&P – now Eversource 

Energy including participation on the “Evaluation Team”21, as a possible consultant to the “Evaluation 

Team”22, and finally as a counterparty responsible for “final contract negotiation and execution and for 

seeking regulatory approval of any executed contracts”23 

 

In Massachusetts a similar situation exists where Western Massachusetts Electrical Company (WEMCO) 

and NSTAR Electric, which are both now operating under Eversource Energy, are identified as being active 

participants in the RFP evaluation, consulting and counterparty process.24  

 

 

SUMMARY 
 

To summarize the areas of concern we have with the Draft RFP document we suggest: 

 

1) Eliminating an evaluation of the “qualitative impact” based on some suggested “quantitative” number 

without digging into the real cost of each renewable energy system in detail is harmful to the process 

and should be avoided. All technologies should have a level playing field.  

2) Additional concerns of language in the PPA which would have a negative impact on project 

financing and a broadening of the quantitative project modeling to go beyond prices to evaluate full 

project benefits to the consumer. 

3) The Final RFP should address issues of fundamental fairness in the qualitative evaluation given 

certain differences in the statutory treatment of certain issues by each state; adopt the use of a jobs 

and economic benefits valuation such as the NREL JEDI program; 

4) The Final RFP should address all issues relative to “Utility Standard of Conduct” in a clear direct 

fashion to avoid even the perception of conflicts which could have negative impacts for all parties 

involved in the RFP process; and 

                                                           
20 http://www.rtoinsider.com/nu-eversource-energy-12137/  “Northeast Utilities, the holding company that operates six electric 
and gas distribution companies in three New England states, has announced a top-to-bottom rebranding by changing its name to 
Eversource Energy. The corporate parent, with headquarters in Boston and Hartford, Conn., will use the name for itself and each 
of its units: NSTAR Electric, NSTAR Gas and Western Massachusetts Electric Co. in Massachusetts; Public Service Company of 
New Hampshire (PSNH); and Connecticut Light and Power and Yankee Gas Services in Connecticut. The new name becomes 
effective on Feb. 2 and the company has requested its ticker on the New York Stock Exchange be changed to ES on Feb. 19.” 
 

 

21 Page 2 final paragraph of Draft RFP 
22 Page 3 of the Draft RFP - ‘The Selection Team may consult with the Evaluation Team.” 
23 Page 3 of the Draft RFP- “The EDCs will be responsible for final contract negotiation and execution, and for seeking regulatory      
approval of any executed contracts.” 
24 Page 1 of the Draft RFP- ….”NSTAR Electric Company and Western Massachusetts Electric Company 
(collectively,“Massachusetts EDCs”) provide this RFP regarding the acceptance of proposals from developers pursuant to Section 
83A of the Green Communities Act as added by chapter 209 of the Acts of 2012, An Act relative to competitively priced 
electricity in the Commonwealth (“Section 83A”). 

http://www.rtoinsider.com/nu-eversource-energy-12137/
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5) Bring the RFP document current by recognizing the merger and rebranding of one of the key players 

in Connecticut and Massachusetts- Eversource Energy; 

 

 

  

  

Respectfully submitted,  

William Corvo  

William Corvo  

President  


