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 E2 New England  
28 Banks Street 

Cambridge, MA 02138 
March 26, 2015 
 
Via email: CleanEnergyRFP@gmail.com 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

The New England chapter of Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2) (www.e2.org) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the regional draft Proposal for Clean Energy Resources and 
Transmission.   

We believe the joint RFP could be a cost-effective way to replace retiring generation with 
carbon-free power and promote transmission that creates access to long-term renewables at 
good value.  A regional RFP for clean energy would encourage development of renewable 
energy and bring economies of scale to lower its cost. The requirement for long-term contracts 
is critical to the development of such projects, because they provide investors with certainty and 
lower the cost of financing such projects.   

However, we have several suggestions to improve the RFP. 

• Strengthen consumer protections  
o Eliminate perceived (and/or actual) conflicts of interest  
o Include the Massachusetts Attorney General in the process of project evaluation 

and selection. 
o Assure cost-effective delivery of power during peak periods.  

  
• Require that each proposal contain at least a minimum of RPS eligible renewables 

o Consider the benefits of large-scale transmission projects in the context of other 
policies designed to bring in Canadian hydropower. 
  

Strengthen Consumer Protection 
This procurement is likely to cost ratepayers billions of dollars and deserves the highest levels 
of scrutiny and transparency.  To maintain public confidence in the process, it must avoid even 
the appearance of conflict of interest.  

However, as currently drafted, utilities are both the solicitors and the likely bidders for the RFP, 
an unusual arrangement, to say the least. To minimize conflicts, the RFP requires electric 
distribution company representatives to execute a Standard of Conduct prohibiting discussion of 
the RFP between utility personnel submitting and evaluating projects. Whatever protection this 
provides is completely inadequate.  Surely utility representatives will know which bids come 
from their own company without the need for discussion.  Much stronger protections are 
required.   

In Connecticut, this problem is minimized because (as stated in the RFP):  

“All bid evaluation for Connecticut, will be conducted by CT DEEP, in consultation with 
the Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel, Connecticut Office of Attorney General, 
Connecticut Procurement Manager, and the Connecticut EDCs, with the assistance of a 
consultant engaged by CT DEEP (the “CT Consultant”).  
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In Massachusetts, however, the evaluation process is almost completely in the hands of the 
utilities with the DOER simply a member of the evaluation team.  As for the selection process: 

 
“In Massachusetts and Rhode Island, the Selection Team consists of the EDCs for the 
relevant state“ (RFP; P. 3). 

 
This hardly gives ratepayers the assurance that the process will be fair and transparent. 
   
Recommendation: 
Massachusetts should follow Connecticut’s example and supplement DOER’s participation with 
an independent consultant and the Attorney General’s consumer protection division in both the 
evaluation and the selection process. The utilities input should be strongly considered, but 
should not necessarily be decisive.  
 
Ensure that we meet peak power needs 
During most periods of the year, Massachusetts does not have a problem meeting its electric 
power needs.  However, on the coldest days in winter and the warmest days in summer, electric 
prices rise and we need additional power to meet peak load requirements.  
 
The RFP should ensure that the clean power supplied is available to us at these peak load 
periods. Often during these periods, Canadian hydropower went to fulfill the needs of its 
customers in Canada and was not available to New England when it was needed most.   
 
Recommendation: 
The RFP should ensure that power would be provided to New England’s consumers at peak 
periods when it is needed most. Failure to do so should be penalized.  Furthermore, we 
recommend that bidders be required to participate in the region’s Forward Capacity Market. This 
will ensure that new resources are subject to ISO-NE’s Pay for Performance Program (PFP), 
and the strong incentive it creates to follow through on capacity commitments. 

Ensure that Class 1 RPS-eligible renewables are part of every bid 
The Massachusetts portion of the bid is limited to resources that qualify under section 83A of 
the Green Communities Act, which requires the electric distribution companies to enter into 
jointly solicited cost-effective long-term contracts to facilitate the financing of renewable energy 
generation. Canadian hydropower does not qualify.   

However, for Rhode Island and Connecticut, large-scale hydropower resources could qualify for 
the RFP.  In addition, there are several other policies under review in Massachusetts, such as 
the Clean Energy Standard (CES) and a new Clean Energy Resources bill, designed to bring in 
large amounts of imported hydropower.   Thus, the selection of transmission lines needs to be 
considered in the light of these other proposals.   

Proposals should include a minimum share of renewable energy. This would help to achieve 
RPS requirements and reduce GHG emissions at lower costs to consumers.  Hydroelectric 
resources in Eastern Canada could be paired with wind resources in Maine to deliver round-the-
clock power and transport wind energy to load centers more cost-effectively than through 
standalone transmission lines serving either hydropower or wind alone. 
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Recommendation: 
Prioritize transmission lines proposals that include a combination of both hydropower and class 
1 renewables such as wind.   This will be the most cost-effective way to both meet our RPS 
targets and our GHG emission mandates.    

About E2 
E2 is a national community of over 850 business leaders - over 100 of them in Massachusetts. 
We are entrepreneurs, investors and professionals who collectively manage over $120 billion of 
venture capital and private equity and have started well over 1700 businesses, which in turn 
have created over 500,000 jobs.  Known as the business voice for the environment, we are a 
nonpartisan resource for understanding the business perspective on environmental issues.  

 
Thank you for consideration of the E2 business perspective on these issues.  Please contact 
Berl Hartman at 617 497-0393 or at berl@berlhartman.com if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Berl Hartman 
Director, E2 New England 
 
Cc:  Ned Bartlett 

Undersecretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
 
Ron Gerwatowski 
Undersecretary of Energy 
  


