
 

 

 

March 27, 2015 

 

 

 

The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company 

Massachusetts Electric Company  

Nantucket Electric Company 

NSTAR Electric Company 

Western Massachusetts Electric Company 

The Narragansett Electric Company 

 

Re: Draft Request for Proposals for Clean Energy and Transmission (“Draft RFP”) 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft RFP. NRG Energy, Inc. and its 

subsidiaries and affiliates (collectively, “NRG” or “we”) are at the forefront of changing how 

people think about and use energy. NRG is the nation's largest competitive power generator, with 

a diverse generating capacity of 53,000 megawatts, capable of supporting almost 42 million 

homes. NRG is also a major competitive energy retailer that serves more than 2 million 

customers and is one of the country's largest owners and operators of renewable (wind and solar) 

power facilities. Whether as a large owner and operator of renewable power facilities or by 

giving customers the latest tools to better manage their energy use, NRG is a pioneer in 

developing smarter energy choices. A Fortune 250 company, NRG supports clean energy 

resources and technologies critical to our transition to a sustainable, low carbon society. We built 

the nation's first privately-funded electric vehicle charging infrastructure and continue to create 

new, clean energy solutions for our customers.  

After careful review of the Draft RFP and the implications for the procuring states and 

consumers, we offer you the following observations and comments. 

General Observations 

More than a year ago now, NRG’s Chief Executive Officer David Crane noted the following in 

his annual letter to NRG’s shareholders: 

“Just a few years ago the prevailing wisdom was that the path to a clean energy economy 

depended on our collective willingness to build a nationwide, high voltage transmission 

system in order to transport electricity in vast quantities from the relentlessly windy and 
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brutally sunny parts of the country, where people generally don't live, to the more 

moderate places where Americans tend to congregate. The folly of that idea thankfully 

was realized before anyone actually began to build such an expensive and pointless white 

elephant. Now we are headed for the same goal BUT in the opposite direction: down the 

path towards a distributed generation-centric, clean energy future featuring individual 

choice and the empowerment of the American energy consumer.” 

Indeed, the move towards a distributed generation-centric, clean energy future is accelerating. 

For this reason, the Draft RFP fundamentally misses the mark. Rather than seeking to perpetuate 

the outdated model of massive energy projects located many miles from customers, the procuring 

states and the soliciting parties should be pursuing a diverse portfolio of distributed resources 

located within the New England region. The potential exists for rooftop solar, community shared 

solar, small wind projects, biogas, customer-sited combined heat and power, electrical and 

thermal storage, and other clean distributed resource technologies, intelligently controlled and 

optimized, to drastically reduce system peaks relative to average system loads, as well as the 

need for central station power plants and long-distance transmission.  A system based on these 

distributed resources will be naturally more resistant to widespread outage risks, and more 

resilient in the face of severe weather and other threats to the electrical grid. 

As noted in NRG’s comments to the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection’s draft 2014 Integrated Resource Plan, the New England states and consumers would 

be much better served if the vexing barriers to the ability of consumers and third-party suppliers 

to deploy small-scale distributed clean generation are eliminated with all deliberate speed. As 

noted above, sustainable, distributed generation technologies advance each of the procuring 

states’ environmental goals, help avoid costly upgrades to the transmission and distribution 

system and create greater grid resiliency. 

The Draft RFP fundamentally also misses the mark by failing to recognize the advancements in 

automated distributed energy resource management systems and distributed control architectures 

that can connect and integrate a diverse array of energy systems, including both grid-based 

equipment and customer devices, to optimize energy supply and demand at any given time and to 

provide a more reliable and resilient grid. For example, state-of-the-art control systems can 

efficiently and seamlessly manage integration of photovoltaic systems with other devices (such 

as battery or thermal storage) to optimize distributed generation resources and to provide more 

efficient operations and better utilization of delivery systems in areas with high renewables 

penetration. 

In addition, the use of local resources provides numerous engineering and economic benefits. 

Among other things, local resources: (i) reduce losses compared to remote resources transmitting 

power over hundreds of miles, (ii) can be integrated into micro-grids that can be optimized to 

improve system performance and overall system efficiency and (iii) retain jobs, tax revenues and 

other economic development benefits within the region. Utilizing micro-grids can provide direct, 

localized support for critical facilities and infrastructure. When coupled with fuel cells, combined 

heat and power or other "always-available" renewable technologies (like biogas), micro-grids 

can provide day-to-day operational benefits to customers and the grid, as well as provide reliable 

sources of power to residents and critical resources in times of major grid events.  
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Specific Observations 

1. Size of desired projects: As proposed, Eligible Facilities must have a minimum 

nameplate rating of 20MW. We believe this threshold is too high and consistent with our 

observations above, we believe the nameplate rating should be lowered to 0.5MW.   

 

2. Standard of Conduct: We note that the “Standard of Conduct” that each EDC will adhere 

to was not included in the Draft RFP documents for review and comment. We expect that 

one or more EDCs may likely bid one or more projects into the RFP, including one or 

more transmission projects. To maintain the integrity of the process, we believe that the 

“Standard of Conduct” of each EDC necessarily needs to be very rigorous and robust and 

we urge that it be disclosed for public review and comment.  To further protect the 

integrity of the solicitation process, the parties should engage a third party to perform the 

primary evaluation and recommendations for selecting projects from the RFP. 

 

3. Non-refundable bid fees: The non-refundable bid fees appear excessive and inequitable.   

The Draft RFP argues that the bid fees are intended to offset the cost of the quantitative 

evaluation of the bids. We recommend a bid fee structure consistent with the true cost to 

administer the evaluation process, with a base fee of $5,000 for projects 10 MW or 

smaller, escalating at a rate of $200 for each MW above 10 MW. In addition, if the RFP 

is cancelled, all bid fees should be returned to the bidder. 

 

4. 270 day firm pricing window: The 270-day “window” to keep the price(s), terms and 

conditions valid is unnecessarily excessive. Among other things, it will likely not be 

practical for some bidders to both keep the bid offer valid for 270 days and accept the 

risk that PTC/ITC benefits are not extended.  At this time, for all practical purposes, both 

wind and solar projects must be placed-in-service prior to January 1, 2017 to be eligible 

for PTC/ITC benefits. After such date, project economics will likely be substantially 

different and possibly more costly. The 270-day period will most likely expose such 

bidders to PTC/ITC risk, which is likely to dissuade such bidders with true Class 1-

eligible projects from bidding.  

 

5. Change of Law Risk:  We note that Section 2.2.3.1 of the Draft RFP provides as follows: 

“[i]f . . . RECs cease to conform to the RPS Tier 1 eligibility criteria, the applicable 

Distribution Company will thereafter only purchase electric energy under that PPA.” We 

recommend the above provisions be changed and clarified as follows: “[i]f . . . RECs 

cease to conform to the RPS Tier 1 eligibility criteria in effect as of the execution of the 

PPA….”  The current draft language suggests that EDCs would have the right to stop 

paying for RECs that do not qualify under  changed Class 1 RPS eligibility criteria – even 

if the facility previously qualified under a Tier 1 RPS eligibility criteria that existed when 
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the project was evaluated and the contract was signed. If left unchanged, this provision 

would result in shifting a change of law risk to the bidder, which will likely present a 

material financing concern for such bidder’s lenders and make it prohibitively risky for 

true Class 1 renewable projects to bid. 

 

6. Reciprocal Treatment of Tier 1 Facilities: A stated goal of the Draft RFP is to engage in 

multi-state collaboration to determine whether the procuring states, by working together, 

can create a portfolio of projects that would achieve cost-effective clean energy goals. 

This goal would be considerably more achievable if (i) Tier I eligibility criteria is 

harmonized across the procuring states so that there is a single standard for all the 

procuring states and/or (ii) if each procuring state agrees to give equal treatment to the 

Tier I facilities of another procuring state. 

 

7. Exclusion of High Capacity Factor Class 1 Projects:  Connecticut RPS rules classify fuel 

cells as eligible to produce Class 1 RECs, but the structure of the proposed RFP will 

systematically exclude these resources.  The Connecticut portion of the RFP indicates a 

target energy quantity for Class 1 eligible projects of 125GWh/year.  At the Draft RFP’s 

minimum project size of 20MW, a fuel cell project would produce 175GWh/year if it 

operated at 100% capacity factor.  While actual output of such a facility would likely be 

somewhat less, it would almost certainly exceed the 125GWh target.  The RFP should 

provide for smaller projects, as noted above, and should be explicit that the target energy 

amount will not be limiting if needed to accommodate otherwise qualified and beneficial 

Class 1 eligible projects. 

 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft RFP. We urge you to give the 

above comments your strong consideration and revise the Draft RFP accordingly. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Peter D. Fuller 

Vice President, Market & Regulatory Affairs 

NRG Energy, Inc. 


