
 
 

 

 

 

March 27, 2015 

 

 

SENT BY EMAIL 

CleanEnergyRFP@gmail.com 

 

Subject: Notice of Request for Proposals from Private Developers for Clean Energy and 

Transmission 
 

 

In response to the February 25, 2015, Notice of Request for Proposals from Private 

Developers for Clean Energy and Transmission issued by the Connecticut Department of Energy 

and Environmental Protection (“DEEP”) and the electric distribution companies (“EDCs”) of 

Massachusetts and Rhode Island (collectively the “Soliciting Parties”), RENEW submits these 

comments on the draft RFP. RENEW appreciates the work of the Soliciting Parties through this 

RFP to enable the region to obtain its clean energy and environmental goals. 

 

RENEW is a non-profit association uniting the renewable energy industry and 

environmental advocates whose mission involves coordinating the ideas and resources of its 

members with the goal of increasing environmentally sustainable energy generation in the 

Northeast from the region’s abundant, indigenous renewable resources.1 RENEW has focused on 

highlighting the value of grid-scale resources- specifically offshore and onshore wind- and the 

benefits of transmission investment to deliver renewable energy to load centers in the Northeast. 

RENEW members own and/or are developing large-scale wind and hydropower facilities in the 

Northeast. Others are independent transmission developers with proposals for transmission 

facilities to connect clean energy resources from around the region to load centers. 

 

RENEW strongly supports this collaboration among the Soliciting Parties in pursuit of 

conducting a region-wide aggregated competitive solicitation for wind and hydropower, 

including imports from Canada if paired with renewables. A multi-state approach can provide 

scale that cannot be achieved by one state or through individual distribution companies to 

support the new transmission necessary to deliver clean energy from remote areas, where it is 

abundant and low-cost, to load centers. To achieve this scale, existing state procurement 

requirements may be insufficient. It may require new state authority for larger procurements 

                                                 
1 The comments expressed herein represent the views of RENEW and not necessarily those of any particular 

member of RENEW.  
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and/or compliance with requirements set by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to 

implement transmission solutions to transmission needs driven by public policy requirements.2 

 

Several factors should persuade the Soliciting Parties to issue the final RFP as soon as 

practicable: (1) Given the lead-time in building Class I Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) 

resources, contracts entered into with projects this year will ensure they will be built in time to 

meet RPS resource shortfalls the 2014 Connecticut Integrated Resource Plan states will occur 

around the year 2017.3 Projects take several years to obtain siting and environmental permits and 

receive approval from ISO New England to interconnect to the grid; and (2) some potential wind 

projects in the region are being developed by companies that took steps (like the purchase of 

major wind turbine components) to ensure that their projects will be grandfathered for a limited 

time under the now expired Production Tax Credit (“PTC”).  A procurement of wind power this 

year, in the event Congress does not retroactively extend the PTC, will ensure consumers in the 

procuring states can benefit from the lower prices associated with PTC eligible projects. 

 

RENEW requests the Soliciting Parties not include the Transmission with Qualified 

Clean Energy Delivery Commitment (“Delivery Commitment”) as a bid category. The draft RFP 

states that the draft RFP is “broader in scope and geography than those state-specific legal 

requirements and therefore, certain aspects of this RFP may require legislative and/or regulatory 

action in order to ensure cost recovery for certain types of proposals.”4 RENEW agrees finding 

that the Delivery Commitment is not only “broader in scope” but may even exceed state 

authority. RENEW continues to review the state and federal legal issues surrounding the novel 

approach of a Delivery Commitment to meet state renewable and environmental policies. To 

avoid delay arising over the legal uncertainties with a Delivery Commitment, the Soliciting 

Parties should proceed expeditiously, for the reasons enumerated above, to secure the renewable 

resources based on the clear authorization from existing state laws solely for the long-term 

contracting of energy and/or Renewable Energy Certificates (“RECs”) and large-scale 

hydropower (collectively, “Qualified Clean Energy”). 

 

Beyond legal issues, RENEW sees two reasons that the use of a Delivery Commitment 

may hinder the development of New England’s Class I RPS resources by placing them at 

significant competitive disadvantage to Qualified Clean Energy outside the ISO New England 

control area.  

 

One, Qualified Clean Energy resources internal to ISO New England, mostly likely to be 

large-scale wind power, cannot guarantee delivery over a Transmission Project wholly internal to 

the ISO New England control area. That would require it have priority rights to delivery over 

particular transmission pathways that would necessitate re-dispatch of resources or commitment 

of associated Qualified Clean Energy resources in lieu of more economic resources, which would 

                                                 
2 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating Public Utilities, FERC Stats. 

& Regs. ¶ 31,323 (2011) (“Order 1000”). 
3 Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, 2014 Integrated Resource Plan for Connecticut 

iv (March 17, 2015), 

http://www.dpuc.state.ct.us/DEEPEnergy.nsf/c6c6d525f7cdd1168525797d0047c5bf/8e95d81c37c7237085257e0

b004770b2?OpenDocument 
4 Draft RFP at 1. 
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be inconsistent with the ISO New England Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”).5 By 

contrast, a Transmission Project consisting of a controllable direct-current line connecting ISO 

New England to an adjacent control area such as Quebec can allow for suppliers to deliver firm 

energy over that line. 

 

Two, new Class I renewable resources cannot be financed without long-term contracts for 

energy and/or RECs. The key ingredient for the success of a procurement program is providing 

developers with the long-term commitment from a creditworthy counterparty, such as an EDC, 

for their products of energy and RECs.  Today, Class I renewable energy projects and even most 

traditional new generation, which have a much lower construction cost but have significantly 

higher operations and maintenance costs,6 are very difficult to finance without a long-term 

contract due to the risks of relying on short term energy markets to recover a project’s long term 

capital investment.7 By contrast, Hydro-Quebec, as a wholly-owned entity of the government of 

Quebec, does not face these financing challenges in building its new generation in this manner. It 

may be the only Qualified Clean Energy supplier not requiring a long-term contract.  

 

RENEW also urges the RFP not contain the Delivery Commitment as a bid category out 

of respect for state legislatures now considering the appropriate policies for an even larger 

regional-wide effort to secure supplies of clean energy. None of the three states at this time 

provide statutory authority for DEEP or the EDCs to use a Delivery Commitment, nor did those 

legislatures contemplate when deliberating procurement laws applicable to this RFP that the 

Soliciting Parties would secure Qualified Clean Energy beyond the statutory mandate. By 

contrast, all of them explicitly authorize the use of long-term contracting for energy and/or 

RECs. The Massachusetts and Connecticut legislatures are now considering legislation on 

regional energy infrastructure development that represents a second, larger step following this 

RFP. The Massachusetts General Court, which in its previous session considered but did not 

adopt legislation that included an explicit authorization for use of a Delivery Commitment, is 

evaluating this proposal again in the current session.8 Legislation pending before the Connecticut 

General Assembly to enable Connecticut’s participation in a bigger regional energy infrastructure 

initiative does not even include a Delivery Commitment approach.9 Rhode Island adopted its 

regional energy infrastructure legislation last year. Under its law, the EDCs may procure 

“domestic or international large or small-scale hydroelectric power and eligible renewable 

energy resources, including wind.”10 The Rhode Island law makes no provision for a Delivery 

Commitment. Out of deference to the legislatures of Massachusetts and Connecticut now 

                                                 
5 See National Grid Transmission Services Corp. and Bangor Hydro Electric Company, 139 FERC ¶ 61,129 at P 31 

(2012). 
6 See U.S. Energy Info. Admin., Levelized Cost and Levelized Avoided Cost of New Generation Resources in the 

Annual Energy Outlook 2014 (April 17, 2014), http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/electricity_generation.cfm 
7 See Peregrine Energy Group, Inc., New Energy Opportunities, Inc., Study on Long-Term Contracting Under 

Section 83 of the Green Communities Act  29-30 (December 31, 2012) (Submitted to the Massachusetts 

Department of Energy Resources), http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/doer/pub-info/long-term-contracting-section-

83-green-communitiesa-act.pdf.  
8 See, e.g., H.B. 2861, 189th General Court (Mass. 2015-2016), 

https://malegislature.gov/Bills/BillHtml/145513?generalCourtId=12; 
9 See S.B. 1078, January Session (Conn. 2015), http://www.cga.ct.gov/2015/TOB/S/2015SB-01078-R00-SB.htm 
10 R.I. Gen. Laws. §39-31-5. 
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deliberating on legislation affecting regional energy infrastructure, the use of a Delivery 

Commitment should wait until a clear grant of authority is given by one or both of these states. 

 

In the meantime, RENEW encourages the Soliciting Parties to open its process on the 

development of the RFP. When the New England States began discussing a regional clean energy 

RFP in 2012, RENEW urged for the inclusion of its membership of environmental advocates and 

renewable energy industry stakeholders in the design of the RFP.11 At that time, RENEW voiced 

concern over the exclusion of these stakeholders with their deep experience with competitive 

solicitations and energy market rules not only in New England but across the country. RENEW 

believes the direct involvement of a broader group of stakeholders can benefit the Soliciting 

Parties in developing RFPs. While RENEW urges the Delivery Commitment be removed from 

the pending RFP, it welcomes the opportunity to work with the Soliciting Parties to explore 

whether this new approach to secure clean energy should be considered for inclusion in 

legislation now under consideration. 

 

Connecticut’s Public Act 13-303 requires large-scale hydropower be “verifiable” (Section 

4) and “and consistent with the requirements to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in accordance” 

(Section 7) under the state’s Global Warming Solutions Act (“GWSA”).12 RENEW understands 

that only Canadian resources can meet the definition of large-scale and yet Canadian 

jurisdictions currently have no verification system in place to track and verify hydropower 

attributes sold into New England and to measure compliance with statutory greenhouse gas 

emissions limits. In addition to requiring that a Hydropower Resource bidder propose how it will 

“certify that the environmental attributes are included with the energy delivered,”13 any 

procurement of hydropower imports must increase the amount of renewable resources on the 

New England power system with the goal of displacing fossil fuel use and lowering emissions 

across our region of North America. Safeguards must be in place to ensure any arrangement for 

non-RPS hydropower will result in measurable and verifiable new emissions reductions across 

the region that are fully consistent with the GWSA. Particularly with Quebec’s shortage of peak 

winter capacity,14 Connecticut must ensure Quebec is not simply meeting its peak needs with 

fossil-fueled generation either from power it imports from New York and Ontario or from new 

fossil-fueled generation emerging out of its recent RFP. New hydropower supply should not 

merely transfer existing low-carbon generation from one province to New England with that 

other province replacing the transferred supply with increased fossil-fueled generation. 

 

While these comments have not addressed details in the RFP, as RENEW members will 

be submitting company-specific comments, RENEW seeks clarification with respect to the 

references on Connecticut limitations as to the vintage of eligible resources in footnote 2 (“on or 

                                                 
11 See RENEW Comments, NESCOE Coordinated Competitive Renewable Procurement- Draft Work Plan (Aug. 31, 

2012), http://www.nescoe.com/uploads/RENEW.pdf.   
12 Public Act 08-98, Connecticut’s Global Warming Solutions Act, requires Connecticut to reduce emissions of 

greenhouse gas to levels ten per cent below the 1990 levels not later than January 1, 2020. It also sets 

requirements for reductions by 2050. 
13 Draft RFP at §2.2.3.1.1 
14 See Joint Memorandum: Seasonal Exchange of Electricity Capacity between Ontario and Québec (November 24, 

2014), http://news.ontario.ca/opo/en/2014/11/joint-memorandum-seasonal-exchange-of-electricity-capacity-

between-ontario-and-Québec.html; and Hydro-Québec Distribution, Call for Tenders A/0 2015-01 (March 4, 

2015), http://www.hydroquebec.com/distribution/en/marchequebecois/ao-201501/index.html. 
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after July 1, 2016”) and footnote 3 (“new RECs”). As RENEW understands, Connecticut can 

approve long-term contracts with Class I RPS resources having a commercial operation date 

(“COD”) after January 1, 2013, under Section 6 of Public 13-303, and, under Section 7 of said 

act, with an Class I RPS resources of any vintage. Is the COD restriction of “on or after July 1, 

2016” a DEEP or statutory requirement? 

  

RENEW appreciates the opportunity from the Soliciting Parties to offer these comments 

on the RFP. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
________________________ 

Francis Pullaro 

Executive Director 

 


