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March 27, 2015 

VIA Electronic Mail: CleanEnergyRFP@gmail.com 

Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 

Massachusetts Department of Energy 
Resources 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020 
Boston, MA 02114 

Eversource Energy 
One NSTAR Way 
Westwood, MA 02090 

National Grid 
40 Sylvan Road  
Waltham, MA 02451 

Unitil  
6 Liberty Lane West 
Hampton, NH 03842-1720 

RE: NextEra Energy Resources’ comments on the notice of Draft Request for Proposals 
from Private Developers for Clean Energy and Transmission (“RFP”). 

 

Soliciting Parties: 

NextEra Energy Resources, LLC and NextEra Energy Transmission, LLC (“NextEra”) 
respectfully provides the following comments on the above referenced RFP to The Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, The Massachusetts Department of Energy 
Resources, Eversource Energy, National Grid and Unitil (“Soliciting Parties”). 

NextEra is the largest producer in North America of zero-emissions energy from the wind, a 
leading producer of zero-emissions energy from the sun, and our affiliate, Florida Power and 
Light Company, has one of the lowest emissions profiles of any utility in North America.1 We 
have made significant investments in transmission lines designed to deliver renewable energy 
where it's needed.  To that end, NextEra Energy has always been supportive of initiatives to 
advance clean energy programs provided that they are done in a way that advances competitive 
offerings and protects consumers. 

The public policy behind competitive procurement of power supplies financed with private 
capital is implicitly sound in that it drives innovation and efficiency in the power sector, more 
accurately reflects the underlying value of electrical production, including environmental 

                                                           
1  NEER’s and FPL’s generation fleet has significantly lower rates of emissions of carbon dioxide , sulfur dioxide. 

and nitrogen oxides than the average rates of the U.S. electric power industry, with more than 96 percent of its 
2013 generation, measured by megawatt hours produced, coming from renewables, nuclear, and natural gas-fired 
facilities 
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externalities, and encourages the development of new energy infrastructure at the most 
competitive price available.   

NextEra recommends the participation of an independent evaluator to lend confidence that the 
evaluation and selection is fair and balanced.  An independent evaluator can also help to ensure 
that the states’ interests are equally reflected in the solicitation and bid process, as well as the 
selection of any successful projects.  Once this evaluation is complete, the Independent Evaluator 
should make public their report but taking appropriate care to protect confidential information of 
the bidders. 

As to the evaluation of the options, a clear set of criteria should be established so that it is clear 
to potential bidders in advance how different criteria will be taken into account.  With a clear 
understanding of how bids will be reviewed, potential bidders will be better able to modify their 
proposals to best meet the needs of the Soliciting Parties. 

Finally, the Soliciting Parties should more clearly draw separation of the employees at EDCs 
who are working on bids for this RFP from those who are on the Evaluation Team, the Selection 
Team or participating in ISO-NE studies which could provide an unfair advantage over non-
incumbent developers.  Furthermore, the Soliciting Parties should release the Standard of 
Conduct form to be used in advance of finalizing this RFP so interested parties can evaluate 
whether the terms are sufficient to ensure a fair and competitive process. 

In conclusion, NextEra strongly believes the process would be enhanced by these 
recommendations and suggests that the Soliciting Parties include these tenets in the final draft of 
this RFP.  Since this RFP seeks to find the most cost-effective solutions to meet public policy 
goals of the states, a transparent and competitive process will ensure that customers are getting 
the best possible projects that potential bidders have to offer.  Our attached matrix of comments 
more specifically address some of these shortcomings and will help to make this RFP process 
more transparent and fair to all interested parties.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Christopher P. Sherman 
Director - Regulatory and Legislative Affairs 
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NextEra Comments on NE Draft RFP – 3.27.15 

 

# Section/ 
RFP Page  

RFP Language NextEra Comment / Proposed Language 

1 1.1 
(Page 2) 

• “The Evaluation Team consists of entities listed in the 
Introduction to this RFP, as well as The Connecticut 
Light & Power Company (“CL&P”) , The United 
Illuminating Company (“UI“), the Connecticut 
Procurement Manager, the Connecticut Office of 
Consumer Counsel, the Connecticut Office of the 
Attorney General, and the Massachusetts Department 
of Energy Resources (“DOER”).  

• An Independent Evaluator should participate in the 
evaluation and selection process.  The participation of an 
Independent Evaluator will lend confidence that the 
evaluation and selection is fair and balanced and comports 
with the terms of the RFP and relevant state requirements.  
An Independent Evaluator can also help to ensure that the 
states’ interests are equally reflected in the solicitation and 
bid process.  The Independent Evaluator will should 
oversee the entire process to provide some consistency.  
Each state, however, could make use of their own 
evaluator. 

2 1.1 
(Page 2-3) 

• 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 in reviewing and analyzing any 
modeling performed by a consultant retained by the 
Evaluation Team…. In Connecticut, the selection team 
is the CT DEEP acting in consultation with the 
Connecticut Procurement Manager, the Connecticut 
Office of Consumer Counsel, and the Connecticut 
Office of the Attorney General. 

• Is the intent of the RFP that the CT DEEP would decide 
the rates, terms and conditions of acceptable bids for 
Connecticut?  Or would the EDCs in CT have the ability to 
alter any rate, term or condition when negotiating final 
contracts?  If the former, does Connecticut expect bidders 
to address how such state action would be permissible 
given FERC’s exclusive jurisdiction to set the rates, terms 
and conditions of wholesale sales and transmission of 
electricity?  See PPL EnergyPlus, LLC v. Solomon, 766 
F.3d 241 (3rd Cir. 2014);  Nazarian v. PPL EnergyPlus, 
LLC, 753 F.3d 467 (4th Cir. 2014).   

3 1.1 
(Page 3) 

• The “Selection Team” will consider the threshold 
criteria, the qualitative criteria, and the results of the 
evaluation and determine projects for selection. In 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island, the Selection Team 
consists of the EDCs for the relevant state. In 
Connecticut, the selection team is the CT DEEP acting 
in consultation with the Connecticut Procurement 
Manager, the Connecticut Office of Consumer 
Counsel, and the Connecticut Office of the Attorney 
General. The Selection Team may consult with the 
Evaluation Team. 

• The Selection Team should have clear guidelines in their 
selection of their preferred project(s) – particularly in MA 
and RI where the EDCs are directly involved.    The 
Selection Team should use the scorecard approach 
described below to evaluate the criteria. 

• The Independent Evaluator should issue a public report 
explaining the rationale for selection and explaining 
whether the RFP process was conducted according to the 
guidelines. 
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RFP Page  

RFP Language NextEra Comment / Proposed Language 

4 1.1 
(Page 3) 

• “The electric distribution companies that are a part of 
the Evaluation Team (“EDCs”) have all executed the 
Standard of Conduct document attached as Appendix 
J to this RFP. The Standard of Conduct prohibits any 
discussion of this RFP between EDC personnel 
participating on the Evaluation Team and EDC 
personnel involved in the preparation of bids in 
response to this RFP, other than as part of 
discussions that are conducted as part of the RFP 
process (e.g. bidder conferences or formal bidder 
Q&A).” 

• Why do only those EDCs that are part of the Evaluation 
Team need  to sign the Standard of Conduct and not those 
involved (if different) with the Selection Team? 

• This section should read “employees of EDCs participating 
in the RFP process in any capacity” should sign the 
Standard of Conduct as opposed to just “companies”.   

• The Standard of Conduct form that employees must sign 
should be posted for others to ensure it appropriately 
addresses all potential conflicts. 

• In addition, employees of EDCs who are currently 
participating in ISO-NE study groups (such as 
interconnects or I.3.9) have an unfair advantage if they are 
also participating on the EDCs own bid proposal teams.  
These employees should also be prohibited from 
participating in this process and should sign a Standard of 
Conduct form as well. 

5 1.2.1 
(Page 4) 

• “Delivery”, “Deliver”, or “Delivered” means that 
Qualified Clean Energy is recognized in the ISO New 
England (“ISO‐NE”) settlement system as: i) injected 
in the ISO‐NE energy market at a specified and 
agreed upon pricing node (e.g., the generator asset 
node applicable to an internal resource or the external 
interface node applicable to an import), and ii) injected 
under any additional required and agreed upon 
conditions intended to reflect and realize a generally 
unconstrained/uncongested delivery of the Qualified 
Clean Energy throughout the region. 

• Do the states intend for the project sponsor(s) to be 
responsible for the economic impact of congestion on the 
system which might impact the delivery or pricing the 
energy procured under a resulting contract from this RFP? 

6 1.2.1 
(Page 4) 

• “Performance‐Based Tariff” means a FERC‐accepted 
tariff or contract for a Transmission Project with 
payments reduced for failure to meet the Qualified 
Clean Energy Delivery Commitment.” 

• Any requirement for a PBT should envision a symmetrical 
design whereby the transmission owner can also be 
rewarded for exceeding performance criteria and not have 
a design that provides for only a reduction in revenues 
from failing to meet such performance metrics 

7 1.2.1 
(Page 5) 

• “Transmission Project” means significant new AC or 
DC lines or facilities, or significant upgrades to existing 
lines or facilities. As used in this RFP, Transmission 
Project does not refer to typical direct interconnection 
facilities or typical network upgrades built in each case 

• The ISO-NE Tariff deems the cost associated with all 
Generator-Owned Interconnection Facilities, Transmission 
Owner-Owned Interconnection Facilities and all Generator 
Interconnection-Related Network Upgrades to be the 
responsibility of the Generator-Owner. Likewise, any such 
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solely associated with the interconnection of the clean 
energy project to the transmission system.” 

costs associated with an Elective Transmission Upgrade 
(direct interconnection costs and/or any network upgrades 
required to accommodate the interconnection of an ETU to 
the New England transmission system).  As defined in the 
RFP, this definition of Transmission Project could 
potentially prohibit the recovery of significant transmission 
costs, thereby making any transmission project proposal 
as non-viable from a cost-recovery perspective. NextEra 
does not believe this exclusion should be applicable in the 
context of projects proposed under this RFP. 

8 1.2.2.2 
(Page 5) 

• QUALIFIED CLEAN ENERGY AND/OR RECS VIA 
PPA WITH A TRANSMISSION PROJECT UNDER 
FERC TARIFF 

• This category of bids is the same as 1.2.2.1 above, 
but includes a separate Transmission Project 
component under a FERC‐filed tariff. For example, a 
developer of Qualified Clean Energy generation and 
developer of a Transmission Project can jointly offer a 
combined bid that includes the purchase and sale of 
Qualified Clean Energy under a PPA, and a 
Transmission Project necessary to Deliver such 
Qualified Clean Energy. Under this bid category, it is 
intended that any required Transmission Project to 
Deliver the Qualified Clean Energy, other than direct 
interconnection facilities, be priced separately within 
the proposals and with recovery of associated costs 
expected to be recovered through a FERC‐filed tariff. 
Under such a proposal, the Transmission Project 
developer would be responsible for any FERC tariff 
and rate filings related to the Transmission Project. 
The FERC tariff may be either a Performance‐Based 
Tariff or a tariff in which payments do not vary based 
on performance. 

• NextEra believes that any transmission proposals 
submitted in response to the RFP will be subject to the 
terms and conditions of the ISO-NE tariff and specific 
terms and conditions included as a new schedule under 
the ISO-NE Tariff. Do the Soliciting Parties agree? 

• If, yes, which of the following categories of transmission 
identified within the ISO-NE Tariff do the states envision 
the proposed transmission projects to fall, (Reliability 
Benefit Upgrade, Market Efficiency Upgrade, Public Policy 
Transmission Project or Elective Transmission Upgrade)? 

• If no, are the states envisioning a stand-alone tariff be 
established for such new transmission project(s) and have 
the Soliciting Parties considered the probability that FERC 
will find this construct acceptable? 

9 1.2.2.2 
(Page 5-6) 

• For example, a developer of Qualified Clean Energy 
generation and developer of a Transmission Project 
can jointly offer a combined bid that includes the 
purchase and sale of Qualified Clean Energy under an 

• Please clarify the nature of the transmission delivery rights 
sought through the RFP.  To the extent a Transmission 
Project is wholly internal to the ISO-NE system, priority 
rights to deliver over particular transmission elements 
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PPA, and Transmission Project necessary to Deliver 
such Qualified Clean Energy. 

could necessitate re-dispatch of the ISO-NE or 
commitment of associated Qualified Clean Energy 
resources in lieu of more economic resources, which 
would be inconsistent with the ISO-NE OATT.  See 
National Grid Transmission Services Corp. and Bangor 
Hydro Electric Company, 139 FERC ¶ 61,129 at P 31 
(2012 ).  Do the Soliciting Parties envision changes to the 
ISO-NE OATT to accommodate priority rights to use 
selected Transmission Projects? 

• How do the Soliciting Parties envision incumbent 
transmission owners coordinating their obligations to 
serially address (through ISO-NE) interconnection and 
transmission service requests?  To the extent a previously-
queued interconnection or transmission service request 
could be facilitated by a proposed Transmission Project, 
would Transmission Providers be allowed to size the 
Transmission Project to accommodate the previously-
queued request(s) and associated Qualified Clean 
Energy? 

10 1.2.2.3 
(Page 6) 

• QUALIFIED CLEAN ENERGY VIA TRANSMISSION 
PROJECT UNDER A PERFORMANCEBASED 
TARIFF CONTAINING A QUALIFIED CLEAN 
ENERGY DELIVERY COMMITMENT; NO PPA 

• This category of bids includes a Transmission Project 
without an associated PPA. Instead of the EDCs 
purchasing Qualified Clean Energy via PPAs, the 
Transmission Project provider would commit to a 
Performance‐Based Tariff containing a Qualified 
Clean Energy Delivery Commitment.  

• Please clarify the nature of the transmission delivery rights 
sought through the RFP.  To the extent a Transmission 
Project is wholly internal to the ISO-NE system, priority 
rights to delivery over particular transmission elements 
could necessitate re-dispatch of the ISO-NE or 
commitment of associated Qualified Clean Energy 
resources in lieu of more economic resources, which 
would be inconsistent with the ISO-NE OATT.  See 
National Grid Transmission Services Corp. and Bangor 
Hydro Electric Company, 139 FERC ¶ 61,129 at P 31 
(2012 ).  Do the Soliciting Parties envision changes to the 
ISO-NE OATT to accommodate priority rights to use 
selected Transmission Projects? 

• How do the Soliciting Parties envision incumbent 
transmission owners coordinating their obligations to 
serially address (through ISO-NE) interconnection and 
transmission service requests?  To the extent a previously-
queued interconnection or transmission service request 
could be facilitated by a proposed Transmission Project, 
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would Transmission Providers be allowed to size the 
Transmission Project to accommodate the previously-
queued request(s) and associated Qualified Clean 
Energy? 

11 1.2.2.3 
(Page 6) 

• The Qualified Clean Energy provided under this 
category does not necessarily need to satisfy an 
existing Procurement Statute.  

• Can the Soliciting Parties further clarify this statement and 
explain if this is true for CT, MA and RI?  If not covered 
under an existing statute, under what authority would a 
state be able to procure this energy?  Are there other limits 
under this category that potential bidders should adhere 
to? 

12 1.2.5 
(Page 6) 

• QUANTITIES AND CONTRACT TERM LENGTHS 
• CT - 1375 GWh per year of Qualified Energy under 

Section 7 of Public Act 13-303 

• Section 7 authorizes PPAs up to 15 years for large-scale 
hydroelectric resources to serve up to 5% of load. 

• NextEra believes that CT has remaining authority under 
this section to go up to 1480 GWh per year. 

• Can the Soliciting Parties confirm if the RFP is procuring 
less than existing available authority under this statute and 
whether a potential bidder could submit exceeding the 
1375 GWh per year but not past 1480 GWh per year 
(assuming a PPA under Section 1.2.2.2 of this RFP)? 

13 1.2.5 
(Page 6) 

• QUANTITIES AND CONTRACT TERM LENGTHS 
• CT - 125 GWh per year of Class I Qualified Energy 

under Section 6 of Public Act 13-303 

• Section 6 of the act authorizes resulting PPAs for Class I 
resources which may have terms of up to 20 years and 
serve up to 4% of Connecticut's EDC load. 

• NextEra believes that CT has remaining authority under 
this section to go up to 417 GWh per year. 

• Can the Soliciting Parties confirm if the RFP is procuring 
less than existing available authority under this statute and 
whether a potential bidder could submit exceeding the 125 
GWh per year but not past 417 GWh per year (assuming a 
PPA under Section 1.2.2.2 of this RFP)? 

14 1.2.5 
(Page 7) 

• The contract term lengths for the procurement of 
Qualified Clean Energy and/or RECs provided for 
under the Procurement Statutes vary by state.   The 
table below sets forth the statutory contract term 
lengths: 

 
 

• Transmission rates typically reflect a depreciation 
component based on a useful-life of 30-40 years.  In order 
to ensure a Transmission Developer can recover its cost 
associated with a transmission project under this RFP, 
either the FERC-approved transmission rate for use of the 
project would require accelerated depreciation to match 
the term of any contract for the procurement of clean 
energy, or an agreement would need to be reached that 
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obligated the EDC’s to continue to pay for the transmission 
project for so long as their remained any unrecovered rate 
base associated with the transmission project, or their 
would need to be an agreement established up front that 
the remaining cost of the transmission project could 
receive continued recovery under the ISO-NE RNS Rate 
or similar rate recovery treatment. 

15 1.3 
(Page 7) 

• FILING PROTOCOL AND COMMUNICATIONS 
BETWEEN EVALUATION TEAM AND BIDDERS 

• All communications with the Evaluation Team 
pertaining to this RFP must be submitted via email 
with the subject line “Regional RFP Procurement” to 
the Evaluation Team at cleanenergyRFP@gmail.com. 

• A gmail address is a non-secure way to communicate 
information.  Does the Evaluation Team have a procedure 
in place for asking for or sharing information which may be 
confidential? 

16 1.3.2.1 
(Page 8) 

• Each proposal must be submitted publicly, with 
confidential material redacted at the bidder’s option, to 
the Evaluation Team. The CD title should include the 
words “Public Version” to alert the Evaluation Team 
that the version will be publicly posted. The public 
proposals must be complete in all respects other than 
the redaction of confidential information 

• What is the timing of making bids publicly available?  At 
contract execution or prior to? 

17 1.5 
(Page 10-

11) 

• BIDDER CERTIFICATION 
• The bidder is bidding independently and has no 

knowledge of the substance of any proposal being 
submitted by another party in response to this RFP 
other than: (1) a response submitted by an affiliate of 
bidder, which must be disclosed in writing to the 
Evaluation Team with each affiliated bidder’s proposal; 
or (2) a submission of multiple bids for the same 
Qualified Energy as discussed in Section 1.2. 

• Can the Soliciting Parties clarify that a single entity can bid 
multiple proposals (perhaps with affiliates or different 
entities)?  The language as written implies that each 
bidder is independent when that may be the exception 
rather than norm. 

• Can the Soliciting Parties confirm  that participation in an 
ISO-NE study workgroup where a transmission project 
sponsored by a non-affiliate is being reviewed for reliability 
impacts pursuant to Attachment K and I.3.9 of the ISO-NE 
Tariff, and which may ultimately be submitted as part of a 
proposal in response to the RFP does not violate this 
provision or give rise to having advanced knowledge of a 
proposal. 

18 2.1 
(Page 12) 

• “Consequently, evaluation and selection will involve an 
iterative process by which the parties from each state 
will first review and rank bids based on the 
requirements of their respective state. Then the 

• This process could result in the individual states rejecting 
projects at the beginning of their respective state-specific 
evaluations that might not be rejected if considered from 
the beginning as a multi-state, multi-benefit project. 
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parties from all three of the Procuring States will 
collaborate to determine whether together they can 
create a portfolio of projects that would reduce the 
cost to customers in each of the three states and still 
comply with each state’s requirements and clean 
energy goals.” 

• The process should be revised to include a review of each 
project proposal in the context of a multi-state buy-in of the 
proposed project before any project is rejected. 

 

19 2.2.3.1.1 
(Page 13) 

• QUALIFIED CLEAN ENERGY FROM A 
HYDROPOWER RESOURCE (CONNECTICUT 
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT ONLY) 

• The Massachusetts EDCs and Narragansett will not 
procure energy and/or RECs or other environmental 
attributes from a Hydropower Resource pursuant to a 
PPA. 

• How does a bidder handle these available REC’s from the 
hydropower source? Is it up to the bidder’s discretion and 
value benefit? 

 

20 2.2.3.2 
(Page 14) 

• QUALIFIED CLEAN ENERGY AND/OR RECS VIA 
PPA WITH A TRANSMISSION PROJECT UNDER 
FERC TARIFF 

• The Eligible Bidder must provide detailed information 
on the proposed tariff or rate schedule, including: 

a. The proposed payment required. If the proposed 
payment may change during the contract term, 
then the Eligible Bidder must also provide the 
method that Transmission Owner shall use to 
determine the payment for the Transmission 
Project under the transmission tariff or rate 
schedule to be filed with FERC. If the proposed 
payment is a formula rate, the Eligible Bidder must 
also provide the formula that the transmission 
owner will file with FERC; 

b. If the proposed payment is based on the 
Transmission Project’s cost of service and may 
change during the contract term based on changes 
in the cost of service, a full revenue requirements 
model submitted as a working Excel spreadsheet 
with the formulas intact; and 

c. The expected average Qualified Clean Energy 
Delivery profile across all hours of a year, including 
the detailed information and explanation necessary 
to support such an expectation. 

• Do the Soliciting Parties require more than just the 
transmission capital cost and the formula rate to be 
applied for the Transmission Project?  Or are the Soliciting 
Parties looking for projected revenue requirements as 
well?  

• If a potential bidder wanted to propose something other 
than cost-of-service, then how will the Evaluation Team 
compare that to a non-binding, cost-of-service proposal?  
Where a proposal included a non-cost-of-service rate for 
transmission, such as a merchant transmission rate which 
is typically a negotiated rate where the transmission owner 
and the buyer would agree to a negotiated rate and seek 
FERC approval of that negotiated rate, how do the 
Soliciting Parties envision this type of negotiated rate 
construct being accommodated under this RFP?” 
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21 2.2.3.3 
(Page 14) 

• At a minimum, the bidder shall provide delivery 
commitments, but may also provide more 
refined/targeted Delivery commitments (e.g. Seasonal 
and/or seasonal peak hour minimum Delivery 
requirements) which may provide greater value to 
potential supporters of the Qualified Clean Energy 
Delivery Commitment 

• How will the EDC/CT DEEP rank a Qualified Clean Energy 
Delivery v. a Targeted/Refined delivery?  Is one product 
more valuable than another?  Can some weightings be 
provided for each category of bid response? 

22 2.2.4 • CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 
• Eligible Bidders must describe the amount of capacity, 

and the capacity commitment period, for which they 
expect the Eligible Facilities in their bids to qualify 
under the Forward Capacity Auction Qualification 
(“FCAQ”) requirements set forth in Section III.13.1 of 
Market Rule 1 of ISO‐NE’s Transmission Markets and 
Services Tariff and how they expect to meet those 
requirements which include, among others, 
satisfaction of network capability interconnections 
standards and the remedying of any issues identified 
in the overlapping impact analysis. 

• Will the Soliciting Parties please confirm that they expect 
each proposal bidder to apply for qualifying in the capacity 
market and if cleared, simply receive compensation from 
the ISO Forward Capacity Market thus ensuring that the 
resource owners still get paid but through the ISO 
settlement of the Forward Capacity Market and not directly 
from the EDCs. 

• If so, what if a resource for one of these projects fails to 
qualify in the Forward Capacity Auction? 

23 2.2.5 
(Page 15) 

• INTERCONNECTION REQUIREMENTS -There are 
no specific location requirements for Eligible Projects, 
so long as each bid satisfies the Delivery requirements 
described in this RFP. In addition, Hydropower 
Resources which seek to qualify for consideration 
under Section 4 of Connecticut Public Act 13‐303 
must meet the location requirements of that statute. 

• Concerning the CT statute, please clarify that the RFP 
statement relates to “location requirements of the statute” 
only and not the operation start date of the hydropower 
facility (e.g., “began operation after January 1, 2003”).   

24 2.2.5 
(Page 16) 

• INTERCONNECTION REQUIREMENTS 
• It is the responsibility of the Eligible Bidder to satisfy 

the Delivery requirement. The Delivery point must be 
located so that EDCs are not responsible for wheeling 
charges to move energy to the ISO‐NE Pool 
Transmission Facilities. The EDCs will not be 
responsible for any costs associated with Delivery 
other than the payment of the bid prices. Similarly, 
EDCs will not be responsible for any scheduling 
associated with Delivery. 

• NextEra is concerned about the statement that says EDC’s 
are not responsible for wheeling charges to move energy 
to the ISO-NE Pool Transmission Facilities.  It is likely that 
transmission project proposals submitted in response to 
the RFP will include transmission facilities or upgrades to 
such facilities that do not meet the definition of PTF.  As an 
example, any transmission project that involves new 
transmission facilities or upgrades to existing facilities that 
are outside of the ISO-NE control area (as would be the 
case with any new transmission project involving the 
creation of a new tie line between ISO-NE and Canada, 
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and all new or upgraded transmission facilities on the 
Canadian-side of the border) will not be designated PTF.  
Even transmission projects connecting northern Maine 
under the Northern Maine Independent System 
Administrator (NMISA) area built to accommodate clean 
energy delivery from wind generation facilities located in 
the NMISA area will not be designated PTF. 

• As NextEra commented to the definition of “Transmission 
Project” the exclusion of any transmission-related costs 
will likely make any project proposal as no-viable. 
Therefore the RFP should not prohibit the inclusion of such 
costs from the cost paid by the EDC’s under any selected 
proposal. 

25 2.2.12.1 
(Page 19) 

• Under the terms of the PPA, in the event that the LMP 
for the Qualified Clean Energy at Delivery point is less 
than $0.00 per MWh in any hour, then seller shall 
credit to buyer, on the appropriate monthly invoice, an 
amount equal to the product of (i) such Qualified 
Clean Energy Delivered in each such hour and (ii) the 
absolute value of the hourly LMP at that Delivery 
point. 

• ISO-NE allows negative LMP pricing, but the RFP 
specifies that we will have to either stop generating, or 
credit the Buyer for the absolute value of the LMP (e.g., 
LMP: ($150.00)/MWh, and we generate 10 MWhs, we 
would have to credit the Buyer $1,500, and would receive 
$230 in PTCs).  Please clarify that the Buyer will purchase 
the MWh for the specified purchase price, and then the 
Seller could credit the Buyer for negative LMPs as long 
there isn’t a requirement to deliver energy in negative LMP 
situations. 

26 2.2.12.2 
(Page 20) 

• “Cost of service is allowed for transmission pricing 
proposals, but proposals including cost containment 
features such as fixed price components, cost overrun 
restrictions, or other cost bandwidth provisions to limit 
ratepayer risk will be viewed more favorably in 
determining overall net benefits.” 

• The RFP should clarify how the benefit of cost overrun 
restrictions will be reflected in the evaluation.  In particular, 
NextEra proposes that projects that propose cost 
provisions to limit ratepayer risk should be afforded up to 
an additional 20 points in the quantitative evaluation to 
reflect the additional benefits to ratepayers resulting from 
cost containment. 

27 2.2.14 
(Page 21) 

• “Eligible Bidders are discouraged from proposing 
material changes to the Form PPAs.” 

• To date the Form PPAs have not been provided for public 
review.  Stakeholders should be afforded the opportunity 
to comment on the Form PPAs before they are designated 
as final, particularly given that bidders are discouraged 
from proposing material changes to the Form PPAs.   

28 2.3  
(Page 21) 

• Proposals that meet the requirements of the Stage 
One review will be subject to a quantitative and 

• For the PPA quantitative evaluation, it appears that the two 
quantitative elements that will be evaluated are (1) net 
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qualitative analysis in Stage Two of the evaluation 
process. The results of the quantitative and qualitative 
analysis will be a relative ranking and scoring of all 
proposals. Stage 2 scoring will be based on a 100 
point scale. Proposals will be scored with up to 80 
points for quantitative factors. The remaining 20 points 
will be scored for qualitative factors for purposes of 
conducting the Stage Two  

present value analysis of purchase price and (2) 
production cost model analysis of indirect benefits.  
NextEra requests clarification as to how these quantitative 
factors will be scored based on the 80-point scale. 

• The quantitative evaluation of Qualified Clean Energy via 
Transmission Projects is unclear.  The Final RFP should 
specify how “overall cost-effectiveness” of the project will 
be measured and how the quantitative factors will be 
scored based on the 80-point scale.  In particular, projects 
that propose cost provisions to limit ratepayer risk per 
Section 2.2.12.2 of the RFP should be afforded up to an 
additional 20 points in the quantitative evaluation to reflect 
the additional benefits to ratepayers resulting from cost 
containment. 

• NextEra proposes these changes towards the goal of 
having the selection and scoring process be sufficiently 
detailed as to allow applicants and regulators who will be 
evaluating the RFP process and resulting PPAs to 
understand why a particular project was selected or not 
selected.   

29 2.3.1 
(Page 22) 

• 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 
reasonableness of the Qualifying Clean Energy 
production profile provided by the Eligible Bidder will 
be evaluated and may be adjusted if it appears to be 
inconsistent with other information provided by the 
Eligible Bidder or known by the EDCs or CT DEEP.   

 

• There should be a common methodology to benchmark 
projects for their “Indirect” benefits and what will be 
analyzed and by whom. 

• Who develops the “Base Case” and what will that entail? 
• What is the process including independent review of any 

determination of “Reasonableness” when it comes to 
evaluation of a Clean Energy Production Profile?  Bidders 
must be notified of any changes and given time to defend 
their submission. 

• Identification of a common methodology or model for “Net 
Benefits” and “Customer Energy Cost Savings. 

• Will the calculation of “Customer Energy Cost Savings” 
vary by state or is there an agreed upon regional model 
used. 

• NextEra proposes these changes so that this important 
component of the quantitative evaluation is clear to all 
potential bidders in advance who might design their 
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proposals different based on methodology. 
30 2.3.2 

(Page 22) 
• The qualitative evaluation will consist of the factors 

mandated by the Procurement Statutes as well as 
factors deemed important by the Selection Team, 
identified in Section 2.3.2.1 below. Parties in individual 
states may weight these factors differently, or may not 
include individual factors in their evaluation, based on 
the individual state statutes and/or preferences of the 
different entities. The purpose of such criteria is to 
permit evaluation of state specific factors, including 
reliability, economic and environmental impacts. 

• NextEra recommends that the Soliciting Parties from each 
state make clear in advance which qualitative factors 
matter most and how they will be evaluated.  Potential 
bidders can therefore adapt their proposals accordingly 
before submission. 

• With respect to the qualitative evaluation, NextEra 
recommends that the qualitative factors be allocated a 
potential of five points each for (1) Eligible Project Viability; 
(2) Eligible Project Feasibility; (3) Eligible Project 
Development Status and Operational Viability; and (4) 
Other Qualitative Factors, for a potential total of 20 points.   

31 2.3.2.1 
(Page 24) 

• “The quantitative evaluation may be conducted before 
the qualitative evaluation.” 

• NextEra suggests revising term from “may” to “will” so the 
phrase reads “The quantitative evaluation will be 
conducted before the qualitative evaluation.”  This change 
clarifies what appears to be the intent of this paragraph 
that the quantitative evaluation be used as an initial screen 
of proposals. 

32 3.1  
(Page 28) 

• SCHEDULE 
• The proposed schedule for the bidding process is set 

forth below. The Soliciting Parties reserve the right to 
revise the schedule as necessary. Any changes or 
revisions to the schedule will be posted on the 
Soliciting Parties’ website www.cleanenergyrfp.com. 

• The schedule does not identify an expected or desired in-
service date for any proposal. Is there a specific date by 
which a developer must commit to having a project in-
service in order to be selected? 

33 Appendix B 
(Page B-9-

10) 

Describe the Project’s electrical system performance 
and its impact to the reliability of the New England 
Transmission system. For Transmission Projects 
provide a description of how the project would satisfy 
ISO NE’s I.3.9 requirements. Provide the status of any 
interconnection studies already underway with ISO‐NE 
and/or the transmission owner. Provide a copy of any 
studies completed to date. Provide a copy of an 
interconnection agreement, if any, executed by the 
bidder with respect to the proposed project. If an 
interconnection agreement has not been executed, 
please provide the steps that need to be completed 
before an interconnection agreement can be executed 

• Projects being proposed and submitted in response to this 
RFP will likely not have studies completed pursuant to 
I.3.9 and only limited, if any, study model data at the time 
of submitting said proposals.  The RFP should be clarified 
to reflect this situation and simply require this information 
be provided as soon as it becomes available. 
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and the associated timeline. 
34 Appendix B 

(Page B-8)  
• SITING, INTERCONNECTION, AND 

DELIVERABILITY 
• Provide a site plan including a map of the site that 

clearly identifies the location of the Eligible Facility site 
and/or Transmission Project route, the total acreage 
for Eligible Facilities, the anticipated interconnection 
point (or, if applicable, multiple points for a 
Transmission Project), and the relationship of the site 
to other local infrastructure, including transmission 
facilities, roadways, and water sources. In addition to 
providing the required map, provide a site layout plan 
which illustrates the location of all major equipment 
and facilities on the site. 

 

• Is there a preferred map scale? No GIS data is required? 

35 Appendix B 
(Page B-

16) 
  

• Proposal Submission Instructions - Emissions • Project anticipated emissions are for operations only and 
not construction? 

• Should bidders provide regional emissions reductions 
information? This table is for fossil plant emissions but 
can/ should bidders demonstrate regional benefits based 
on project generation planning model runs for the wind and 
hydro inputs to the grid showing such reductions? 

36 Appendix 
G (Page G-

2) 

• TRANSMISSION PROPOSAL RATE SCHEDULE 
• Under the rate schedule, the EDCs would only be 

obligated to pay the transmission developer, through 
non‐bypassable FERC approved transmission 
charges collected from all end use customers, the 
revenue requirements of the project under a formula 
rate, perhaps billed by ISO New England, in exchange 
for the transmission developer's agreement to build 
the transmission project to enable the delivery of the 
clean energy. 
 

• How do the Soliciting Parties envision incumbent 
transmission owners coordinating their obligations to 
serially address (through ISO-NE) interconnection and 
transmission service requests?  To the extent a previously-
queued interconnection or transmission service request 
could be facilitated by a proposed Transmission Project, 
would Transmission Providers be allowed to size the 
Transmission Project to accommodate the previously-
queued request(s) and associated Qualified Clean 
Energy? If so, do the Soliciting Parties have any 
requirements as to the allocation of costs as between 
customers?  

 


