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December 28, 2016 
 
Via Email to marfp83d@gmail.com 
 
Joanne O. Morin, Deputy Commissioner 
Energy Policy, Planning and Analysis 
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020 
Boston, MA  02114 
 
 
RE: Comments for Development of a RFP to Enter into Cost-effective Long-term Contracts 

for Clean Energy Generation Pursuant to Section 83D of Chapter 169 
 
 
Dear Deputy Commissioner Morin: 
 
Central Maine Power Company (CMP) and Emera Maine submit the following comments in 
response to the questions posted on December 19, 2016 by the Massachusetts Department of 
Energy Resources (DOER), the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General (AGO), and the 
electric distribution companies that operate in Massachusetts (EDCs). 
 
1. Please provide the following information with your comments:  

 
a.  Name of Organization  

 
Central Maine Power Company 
83 Edison Drive 
Augusta, ME 04336  
 
Emera Maine 
P.O. Box 932 
Bangor, ME 04402-0932 

 
b. Type of Organization (Public/Industry/Advocacy/Other)  
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CMP and Emera Maine are investor owned Transmission & Distribution (T&D) utilities 
that provide transmission and distribution service to customers in Maine.   CMP is an 
affiliate of AVANGRID Inc., and Emera Maine is an affiliate of Emera, Inc.  CMP and 
Emera Maine are both Transmission Owners within ISO-NE and are proponents of 
transmission projects in Maine designed to facilitate the interconnection and delivery of 
clean energy generation in Maine and eastern Canada. 

 
2. Section 83D of Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2008 (“Section 83D”), as amended by Chapter 

188 of the Acts of 2016, An Act to Promote Energy Diversity, requires a solicitation be 
issued by April 1, 2017, including a timetable for the procurement. What is the 
appropriate amount of time needed by bidders between the issuance of the solicitation 
and the date for submission of proposals?  

 
CMP and Emera Maine believe that 60 days is a sufficient amount of time for bidders to 
submit a proposal responsive to the solicitation. 

 
3. Section 83D contemplates that the electric distribution companies operating in 

Massachusetts (“EDCs”) will solicit bids to enter into cost-effective long-term contracts for 
clean energy generation. Clean energy generation means either: (i) firm service 
hydroelectric generation from hydroelectric generation alone; (ii) new Class I renewable 
portfolio standard (“RPS”) eligible resources that are firmed up with firm service 
hydroelectric generation; or (iii) new Class I renewable portfolio standard eligible 
resources. As recognized in Subsection (h) of Section 83D, a long-term contract for clean 
energy generation may also include, in addition to the procurement of energy, the 
procurement of renewable energy certificates (“RECs”) attributed to Class I RPS eligible 
resources, and renewable energy certificates not attributed to Class I RPS eligible 
resources (e.g., those generated by firm hydroelectric generation); hereinafter referred to 
as “environmental attributes associated with non-Class I RPS eligible resources.” 

 
Please discuss the methodology that the Section 83D bid evaluation process should use to 
value the environmental benefits associated with either RECs attributed to Class I RPS 
eligible resources or the environmental attributes associated with non-Class I RPS eligible 
resources. Your discussion should address the following:  

 
a. Please describe the quantitative methods that the Section 83D bid evaluation process 

should incorporate for the purposes of evaluating the monetary value of the 
environmental attributes of RECs attributed to new Class I RPS eligible resources and 
environmental attributes associated with non- Class I RPS eligible resources.  
 
Under Section 83D, the DOER and the soliciting EDCs must determine that proposals 
submitted in response to a solicitation are both reasonable and cost effective, and the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (DPU) must ultimately determine whether 
the resulting contracts are cost effective to electric ratepayers.  The criteria and 
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methodology used in evaluating all bids accordingly should be structured so that the 
reasonableness and cost effectiveness of all bids is analyzed first.  Proposals that are 
found reasonable and cost effective then should be analyzed using quantitative and 
qualitative criteria to select the winners to reach the 9,450,000 MWH/year target in 
Section 83D.  
 
CMP and Emera Maine accordingly recommend that the soliciting parties (i) define in 
detail in the RFP their expectation with respect to the economic thresholds for 
determining that proposals are reasonable by including threshold values for RECs and 
clean energy attributes, and (ii) conduct direct economic comparisons of all proposals 
passing the economic reasonableness thresholds to determine cost-effectiveness. 
 
The economic threshold criteria should utilize a single set of monetary values for clean 
energy attributes.  Section 83D calls for procurement of clean energy generation and 
allows for, but does not require, inclusion of Class I RPS eligible resources in a clean 
energy generation proposal.  The economic threshold criteria should be constructed by 
deeming proposals reasonable if they offer clean energy generation at a price at or 
below the sum of forecasted energy market prices and the Alternative Compliance 
Payment (ACP) from the RPS.  The RFP should clearly specify the LMP + ACP or other 
similar threshold screening price formula based on the economic value that the 
soliciting parties will use in evaluating clean energy attributes. 
 
CMP and Emera Maine further recommend that all proposals passing the economic 
threshold criteria be evaluated through a direct economic comparison of those 
proposals.  For this evaluation, the soliciting parties should define any quantitative or 
qualitative preference that will be afforded those proposals that contain Class I eligible 
resources.  Section 83D does not specify a preference.  If the soliciting parties intend to 
apply a preference to Class I content in the clean energy proposals, that preference 
should be specified in the RFP.  As an example, a preference could be established as a 
price evaluation advantage to proposals offering some specified proportion of Class I 
resources.  Such a preference may make sense since RPS compliance is one of the 
objectives of Section 83D.  
 
Following this general framework, CMP and Emera Maine also recommend that the 
soliciting parties establish reasonableness threshold criteria, which are based on a 
forecast of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction requirements and an assumed value of the 
clean energy attributes (the RPS ACP is one such possible measure for this).  If the DPU’s 
cost-effectiveness criteria or the DOER’s reasonableness criteria do not do so, they may 
not accomplish the directives from the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court (SJC) in 
Kain v. Department of Environmental Protection, 474 Mass. 278 (2016), and Governor 
Baker’s Executive Order No. 569.  Note that the economic criteria to be codified in rules 
of the DPU must take into consideration potential environmental benefits to ratepayers.  
The recent direction on GWSA makes it more certain that there is a tangible avoided 
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cost to ratepayers as they will need to incur costs to comply with the increasingly 
stringent targets in some manner. 
 

b. Explain how your recommended methodology for the quantification of the monetary 
value of environmental benefits associated with RECs attributed to new Class I RPS 
eligible resources and environmental attributes associated with non- Class I RPS 
eligible resources: (i) treats Class I eligible resources and hydroelectric generation 
equitably; and (ii) does not result in double counting of environmental benefits. 

 
The recommendation offered in subpart (a) above avoids double counting of REC and 
Clean Energy environmental attributes.  The screening criteria focus on the threshold 
value that the procuring entities place on clean energy environmental attributes, the 
attribute that Section 83D is directing for solicitation.  The recommendation also calls 
for the soliciting parties to define any additional preference that will be placed on Class I 
resource content in the proposal, as Section 83D does not express a preference. 

 
c.  Explain whether you propose to incorporate the avoided compliance costs of Chapter 

298 of the Acts of 2008, Global Warming Solutions Act (“GWSA”) into your 
recommended methodology for quantification of the environmental benefits 
associated with RECs attributed to new Class I RPS eligible resources and 
environmental attributes associated with non- Class I RPS eligible resources.  

 
CMP and Emera Maine do recommend that avoided cost of compliance with the GWSA 
be included in the evaluation.  The recent SJC decision in Kain v. Department of 
Environmental Protection on GWSA GHG reduction targets makes clear that the targets 
resulting from the pending Massachusetts DEP rulemaking become more stringent each 
year of the duration of the contracts contemplated in Section 83D and that costs will be 
incurred to accomplish those targets.  If it is to successfully produce results, the 83D 
procurement, therefore, should include recognition by the soliciting parties and the DPU 
of the avoided cost value of clean energy generation. 

 
4.  Section 83D long-term contracts have the potential to provide the carbon reduction 

emissions needed to meet the Commonwealth’s 2020 GWSA goals. How can the 
procurement be best structured to incentivize and reasonably value bids whose carbon 
reduction contributes to meeting 2020 GWSA goals? How can the evaluation incentivize 
and reasonably value bids that propose to offer clean energy delivery that maximize 
contributions to the 2020 GWSA goals by delivering incremental new clean energy in 
2017, 2018, and/or 2019?  

 
CMP and Emera Maine understand the Commonwealth’s immediate concern under the 
GWSA is to attain a 25% reduction in emissions relative to 1990 levels by 2020.  However, it 
is not clear that the Legislature intended Section 83D to deliver solutions to address this 
2020 limit, as Section 83D(b) sets a requirement that the EDCs enter contracts for clean 
energy by the end of 2022.  That said, CMP and Emera Maine do not object to the RFP 
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including an incentive mechanism that ascribes some value to bids that propose the 
delivery of clean energy prior to 2020.  Any incentives for clean energy deliveries prior to 
2020, however, should be modest, in order to not compromise the goal of meeting the 
Commonwealth’s longer term clean energy and GWSA targets in a cost effective manner, 
and the incentive mechanism should be clearly articulated in the RFP, so that all potential 
bidders can understand how the mechanism operates and what weight this factor will be 
given in the evaluation.  Criteria that prioritize nearer term clean energy deliveries may lead 
to higher cost long-term contracts than considering contracts that are lower cost but cannot 
deliver until after 2020.  Since the GWSA limits must continue to decline in each year after 
2020 until they reach 80% in 2050, the soliciting parties should place greater weight on bids 
that propose to assist the Commonwealth meetings its carbon emission reduction 
requirements at the lowest cost over the long-term.  In this way, projects that promise to 
provide significant GHG reductions over the long-tem, but which will not to come online 
until after 2020 should not be disadvantaged in the evaluation process. 
  

5.  Section 83D requires a long-term contract to “utilize an appropriate tracking system to 
ensure a unit specific accounting of the delivery of clean energy, to enable the 
department of environmental protection, in consultation with the department of energy 
resources, to accurately measure progress in achieving the commonwealth’s Global 
Warming Solutions Act (“GWSA”) goals under chapter 298 of the acts of 2008 or chapter 
21N of the General Laws.” What requirements should be imposed on bidders so that, if 
selected, they are able to enter into long-term contracts that utilize an appropriate 
tracking system that ensures the procured clean energy can be counted towards GWSA 
compliance?  

 
The Commonwealth has existing rules for tracking clean energy purchased by LSEs from 
non-emitting electricity generators that do not quality under the RPS.  The rules on 
reporting of GHG Emissions define the current requirements for LSEs in this regard.  See 310 
CMR 7.71(9)(b)(5) (“Optional Non-RPS Retail Seller Reporting of Non-Emitting Electricity”).  
Under these rules, LSEs must provide contracts demonstrating the purchase of non-emitting 
energy.  CMP and Emera Maine recommend that this process be used along with the 
existing ISO-NE GIS system to provide the needed tracking, at least until such time as the 
on-going GWSA compliance rule-making is completed in August 2017.    

 
6.  Please respond to the following questions regarding the evaluation of the potential 

benefits associated with a clean energy generation unit’s ISO-NE market qualifications 
other than the energy and REC markets in the Section 83D solicitation process.  

 
a.  Should the Section 83D bid evaluation process attempt to quantitatively evaluate the 

potential benefits associated with a clean energy generation project’s potential 
qualification and participation in other ISO-NE markets, (e.g., the forward capacity 
market or ancillary services market)?  
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CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the evaluation process not attempt to 
quantitatively evaluate the potential direct or indirect benefits associated with a clean 
energy resource’s qualification and participation in ISO-NE’s Forward Capacity Market 
(FCM) or ancillary services market.   
 
On its face, Section 83D is focused on the EDCs procuring clean energy in support of the 
Commonwealth’s environmental objectives.  The statute is not directed at capacity or 
ancillary services.  Trying to add evaluation metrics to assess a proposed project’s 
potential benefits in these other markets could undermine unintentionally the intent of 
Section 83D by putting explicit focus on non-core benefits in the evaluation, rather than 
the Statute’s express objective of the EDCs procuring needed clean energy and related 
environmental attributes at the lowest possible cost.  While units can offer benefits by 
impacting other New England markets such as the FCM and the ancillary services 
market, attempting to quantify, score and select bids with varying impacts on these 
other markets will also unnecessarily complicate and slow down the procurement 
process.  
 
CMP and Emera Maine recommend instead that the soliciting parties structure the RFP 
in the same way as the recent Tri-State Clean Energy RFP where capacity and ancillary 
services related benefits were not quantitatively evaluated.  In that procurement, any 
potential capacity or ancillary rights and revenues were left with the bidders, and 
bidders were free to adjust their bids to reflect such expected revenues.  Leaving these 
considerations in the hands of the bidders ensures that the bidders will submit the 
lowest reasonable bid prices and avoids the need to evaluate the likelihood of such 
alternative benefits.  The simpler the scoring mechanism the easier it will be for the 
evaluation team to evaluate all bids and determine the expected net benefits of each 
bid.  Avoiding separate evaluation of these types of benefits also avoids the necessity of 
assessing the level of uncertainty to ascribe to individual projects across all potential 
markets and market outcomes. 
 
Likewise, a quantitative evaluation of the indirect price suppression impacts of a 
proposed generation resource’s qualification in the FCM is not a simple analysis, 
particularly given the special rules associated with Out-of-Market resources’ 
participation in the FCM.  To assess quantitatively such indirect benefits will require the 
evaluation team to develop a robust model of the ISO-NE FCM, which is difficult given 
the ever-changing nature of FCM, and assess quantitatively whether particular proposed 
projects will qualify to participate in the FCM under the ISO-NE’s rules.   
 

b.  Although capacity is not being purchased under the procurement, electric customers 
may benefit if a project provides a capacity resource to the region and eliminates the 
need to purchase other additional capacity from the market. Should the bid 
evaluation consider such potential benefits of capacity?  
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As explained in subpart (a) above, CMP and Emera Maine recommend against including 
a quantitative evaluation of the potential indirect FCM price suppression benefits of 
proposed projects.  While CMP and Emera Maine clearly recognize that customers 
within the Commonwealth and across New England will realize such indirect benefits 
should the RFP select resources that will qualify for participation in the FCM, a 
quantitative assessment of such benefits is challenging and may unnecessarily extend 
the evaluation timeline.  In order to simplify and expedite the evaluation process, CMP 
and Emera Maine instead recommend that the soliciting parties consider a proposed 
project’s potential FCM participation and any related price suppression benefits only as 
part of the qualitative assessment of bids.  In this way, the RFP can request that bidders 
state whether they believe that their project will qualify for participation in the FCM, 
provide support for this belief, and provide an assessment of the potential benefits of 
such participation. 

 
c. With respect to evaluating capacity, one potential approach is to have the resource 

bid its capacity and take the financial risk of qualifying and clearing their capacity in 
the market. Another potential approach is to ascribe a capacity value based on 
technology to all resources with the expectation that if capacity revenue is sufficient, 
resources will have an incentive to pursue a Capacity Supply Obligation. Please explain 
how the evaluation process might appropriately consider and quantitatively evaluate 
the potential costs, benefits, and risks of each approach.  

 
 For the reasons discussed above, CMP and Emera Maine recommend against either of 

the suggested approaches and instead recommend that any consideration of capacity 
related benefits be only included in the qualitative evaluation of bids. 

 
7.  Project viability is an important consideration in the evaluation of a Section 83D bid. The 

ability of a clean energy generation project to achieve interconnection and be deliverable 
into the region can significantly impact the viability of the project. In addition, 
interconnection costs associated with clean energy generation can vary widely, and can 
change significantly over time. Please address the following questions:  

 
a.  How should the procurement be structured to allow reasonable evaluation of bids 

that have not completed the ISO-NE I.3.9 process? 
 
 CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the soliciting parties (i) define in detail in the 

RFP their expectation with respect to the required level of “deliverability” for all clean 
energy proposals and (ii), given ISO-NE’s ultimate role in granting I.3.9 approval for any 
generation and transmission project that seeks to interconnect to the New England 
transmission system, include ISO-NE in the evaluation process in an open and 
transparent way, such that all bidders know in advance how the soliciting parties will 
gather and use input from ISO-NE in selecting the winning bids.  In addition, as discussed 
in subpart (b) below, the solicitation should specify that bidders that have not yet 
obtained I.3.9 approval must provide detailed planning studies, whether prepared by 
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the bidder or otherwise, which demonstrate a strong likelihood that the proposed 
project will obtain I.3.9 approval under the standards, methodologies and assumptions 
that ISO-NE typically uses in granting such approval. 

 
b.  For bids that have not completed the ISO-NE I.3.9 process, what information, such as 

technical reports or system impact studies that closely approximate the ISO-NE 
interconnection process, should the procurement require from bidders to allow a 
complete evaluation of bids and associated risks, costs, and benefits?  
 
CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the soliciting parties require that bidders for 
projects that have not yet obtained ISO-NE I.3.9 approval provide system impact studies 
or other planning studies or reports which demonstrate a strong likelihood that the 
proposed project will obtain I.3.9 approval from ISO-NE under the standards, 
methodologies and assumptions that ISO-NE typically uses in granting such approval.  
The solicitation should identify that these studies may include the following, in order of 
preference: (i) studies prepared by the bidder specific to the proposed project, (ii) 
studies prepared by ISO-NE regarding the interconnection of the proposed project or 
other similar projects, which are relevant to whether proposed project will obtain I.3.9 
approval and (iii) studies prepared by or for third parties, which are relevant to whether 
proposed project will obtain I.3.9 approval.   Based on the information submitted, the 
soliciting parties should then evaluate the likelihood that the proposed project will 
obtain I.3.9 approval in accordance with the timeline and terms set forth in the bid, 
showing a preference for those projects that have demonstrated that I.3.9 approval is 
likely in a timely fashion. 

 
c.  What documentation and information should the procurement require bidders to 

provide in order to demonstrate that its project is viable from the interconnection 
process and ISO-NE PTF deliverability standpoint?  

 
 In addition to the system impact and planning study information discussed in subpart (b) 

above, CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the soliciting parties request that 
bidders provide an analysis of expected congestion with the proposed project in service 
at key interfaces within the New England region across all 8,760 hours in a year using a 
production simulation model, like the analysis ISO-NE conducted in its “Strategic 
Transmission Analysis – Onshore Wind Integration (2015 Economic Study).”  Only by 
assessing congestion across all hours in a year using expected system conditions, 
including a security constrained economic generation dispatch, can the deliverability of 
any proposed generation project be fairly assessed. 

 
d.  What documentation should the procurement require bidders to provide that 

demonstrates the reasonableness of their estimates for interconnection and 
deliverability costs? What other cost containment information should bidders be 
required to provide to allow a complete evaluation of bids and associated risks, costs, 
and benefits? 
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 In addition to the information discussed in subparts (a), (b) and (c) above, CMP and 

Emera Maine recommend that the soliciting parties require bidders to include a specific 
cost containment proposal with respect to all aspects of their bid, including 
interconnection and deliverability related costs.  This cost containment proposal should 
identify in detail what risks the bidder is willing to accept with respect to the cost and 
schedule delay impacts related to the ISO-NE I.3.9 process and the methodology for 
sharing such risks with the EDCs to the extent the bidder does not accept them. 

 
8.  The Section 83D bid evaluation process will require a careful review of any transmission 

costs associated with a bid. Please respond to the following questions relating to the 
evaluation of any transmission related costs:  

 
a.  What documentation and information should bidders provide in order to demonstrate 

the reasonableness of their transmission costs estimates included within a bid?  
 

CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the RFP request that bidders demonstrate the 
accuracy of their proposed transmission costs by providing a detailed breakdown of all 
material, labor and overhead costs by transmission facility component.  In addition, as 
support for the reasonableness of the proposed transmission costs by component, the 
RFP also should request that bidders provide, to the extent available, (i) comparable 
references to recent completed transmission projects, including actual costs by 
transmission component, (ii) a demonstration of the bidders’ knowledge of critical cost 
drivers in the geographic area where the project is proposed, particularly those related 
to labor and environmental mitigation (e.g., environmental matting), and (iii) a 
demonstration of the bidders’ understanding of all necessary regulatory and 
environmental approvals and the impact of such approvals on project pricing. 

 
b.  Please describe in detail how transmission cost risks should be analyzed in the 

quantitative portion of the bid evaluation. 
 
CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the soliciting parties include the firmness of 
each bidder’s transmission cost proposal in the quantitative evaluation of each bid, with 
a clear scoring preference for those bids that provide greater price certainty.  This 
quantitative evaluation should include an assessment of the probability and impact of 
the risks accepted, shared, or excluded by the bidder in their cost proposal.  The RFP 
should clearly state how transmission cost risk will be used in the quantitative 
evaluation and how much weight this factor will be given in the evaluation. 

  
c.  What type of cost containment features might a bidder use to ensure that 

transmission cost overruns, if any, are not borne by ratepayers as required by the 
statute?  
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CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the RFP specify clearly the soliciting parties’ 
expectations with respect to transmission cost containment and require that bidders 
clearly describe the firmness of their price proposal and state the risks that they are 
willing, and not willing, to accept or share, as well as the mechanism to protect the EDCs 
(and their customers) in the event of cost overruns. 
 

9.  Should the bid evaluation process allow repricing, and if so, how would you structure 
bidder repricing to ensure that the initial and final bid is a lowest priced bid?  

 
 CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the solicitation not include a specific process for 

refreshing prices, as such a process may delay the overall evaluation process.  At the same 
time, the soliciting parties should recognize expressly in the solicitation that the 
negotiations of the definitive agreements after award may have impacts on the price and 
other material terms and conditions of the winning bid. 

 
10. Section 83D requires that the clean energy resources to be used by a developer under the 

proposal to guarantee energy delivery in winter months. How would bidders demonstrate 
that proposed long-term contracts can meet this requirement? How should the evaluation 
process consider bids that cannot demonstrate an ability to meet this requirement?  

 
 CMP and Emera Maine understand that a principle objective of Section 83D is to ensure 

that the clean energy purchased under the statute is actually delivered during periods of 
critical system need, particularly as it pertains to offsetting needs during periods of high 
electricity prices.  To address this objective, CMP and Emera Maine recommend that the 
soliciting parties identify in the RFP the periods when energy deliveries are critical (such as 
the winter months), the amounts of energy to be included in the guarantee, and the form(s) 
of guarantees to be considered (i.e., is the guarantee one of physical clean energy 
generation or one of some form of financial guarantee?). 

 
11. Section 83D requires the DOER to give preference to clean energy generation bids that 

“combine new Class I renewable portfolio eligible resources and firm hydroelectric 
generation and demonstrate a benefit to low-income ratepayers in the Commonwealth 
without adding cost to the project.” Please describe how the procurement should be 
designed to give preference to such bids, and the minimum requirements a bidder should 
demonstrate to meet this standard.  

 
 CMP and Emera Maine do not have specific recommendations on how the soliciting parties 

should give preference to bids that provide benefits to low-income ratepayers in the 
Commonwealth, but encourage the soliciting parties to be explicit and transparent in the 
RFP regarding their expectations in this regard.  With clear guidance as to these minimum 
requirements, bidders should be able to structure their proposals to provide benefit to low-
income ratepayers, while at the same time meeting the Commonwealth’s clean energy 
needs. 
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12. Section 83D requires the solicitation and consideration of proposals for long-term 
contracts for a period of 15 to 20 years for clean energy generation. Does 83D allow for 
the solicitation and consideration of proposals, as one form of bid, in the form of a 
delivery commitment model approach as contained in the New England Clean Energy RFP 
(available at: https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-energy-
rfp-final-111215.pdf). If so, should such proposals be allowed in response to this Section 
83D procurement, and do you think the ability to submit such proposals would potentially 
be utilized by bidders? Would your firm potentially submit such a proposal if allowed as 
an option?  

 
 CMP and Emera Maine do not express an opinion as to whether Section 83D permits the 

use of the delivery commitment model as contained in the Tri-State Clean Energy RFP 
issued in November 2015, but recommends that the soliciting parties not include such 
model in the present RFP.  The delivery commitment model raises several complex issues 
and likely makes the evaluation of bids on a like-kind basis difficult.  CMP and Emera Maine 
do not expect to submit a proposal using this model.  

 
13. Section 83D permits firm service hydroelectric generation from hydroelectric generation, 

new Class I RPS eligible resources that are firmed up with firm service hydroelectric 
generation or new Class I renewable portfolio standard eligible resources to qualify for a 
long-term contract. Please discuss any quantitative bid evaluation methods not yet 
discussed in your comments that would be beneficial to incorporate into the quantitative 
portion of the Section 83D bid analysis to ensure that the value of firmness is adequately 
captured. 

 
CMP and Emera recommend that the RFP clearly define the soliciting parties’ understanding 
of “firm service” for the purposes of Section 83D and this solicitation.   In reading the 
question’s reference to resources being “firmed up” with firm service hydroelectric 
generation or new Class 1 RPS eligible resources, CMP and Emera Maine assume that the 
term refers to the ability for energy resources to be scheduled/ dispatched in advance.  
Since the RFP is not procuring capacity, CMP and Emera Maine suggest that that any 
additional quantitative benefit of “firming” be accompanied by a robust modelling of the 
volume of “firming” energy expected to be delivered from the proposed generation, and 
the difference in costs between the firming resource offered at the bid price, versus the 
replacement energy which would be avoided by the firming resource (energy which would 
otherwise be available in the market).  
 
In addition to the recommendations above, CMP and Emera Maine also recommend that 
the RFP offer clear explanations of how the soliciting parties intend to value and score each 
of the eight criteria listed in Section 83D(d) (of which firmness is only one), including in 
particular, the following: 
 

• Providing enhanced reliability; 
• Reducing winter price spikes; and 
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• Energy storage system pairing. 
 

To the extent that the soliciting parties intend to include these criteria in the quantitative 
evaluation of bids, the RFP should explain in detail how these criteria will be used and 
weighted in the evaluation. 

 
14. Resource flexibility— the ability to ramp up and down in response to contingencies— is a 

potential consideration in the evaluation of Section 83D bids. With increasing 
intermittency in both load and generation, resources with the ability to respond to system 
contingencies, extreme events, and load/generation intermittency can help avoid 
reliability issues and mitigate the impact of price spikes to customers. How should the 
evaluation team quantify the impact of resource flexibility? How should the evaluation be 
designed to give preference to resources that provide such flexibility?  

 
CMP and Emera Maine generally support the notion that resource flexibility should be 
considered as part of the evaluation process, but caution the soliciting parties not to place 
undue weight on short-term resource flexibility in evaluating bids.  As explained above, the 
focus of Section 83D is the EDC’s procurement of clean energy and related environmental 
attributes, with a stated preference for firm service, in order to support the 
Commonwealth’s environmental objectives including the reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions.  On its face, the statute does not seek ancillary services or reserve market 
products and does not place an emphasis on the ability of a clean energy resource’s ability 
to respond to system contingencies, extreme events and load/generation intermittency.   
Placing significant value on the ability of a clean energy resource to respond to such events 
in the evaluation process may impact the bid prices and undermine the viability of 
intermittent resources, which are able to provide large quantities of clean energy and RECs 
to meet the Commonwealth’s needs. 
 
CMP and Emera Maine also recommend that should the soliciting parties include resource 
flexibility in the evaluation process, the consideration of such flexibility not be limited to 
short-term benefits, but also include the longer-term flexibility that a proposed project may 
provide.  For example, the transmission upgrades necessary to interconnect resources 
participating in the current solicitation may well provide head-room for the future 
interconnection of additional clean energy resources, which will be important for the 
Commonwealth to achieve its future clean energy objectives, including the increasingly 
stringent GWSA targets.  This longer-term “flexibility” should be considered and ascribed 
value as part of any consideration of resource flexibility in the evaluation process.   

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide the above feedback on the upcoming RFP.   Our 
companies look forward to participating in this solicitiation.  
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Sincerely, 

_____________________________ ______________________________ 
Thorn C. Dickinson Alan Richardson 
Vice President – Business Development President & Chief Operating Officer 
AVANGRID Networks Emera Maine 


