
1. Please provide the following information with your comments:

a. Name of Organization

GridAmerica Holdings, Inc.

b. Type of Organization (Public/Industry/Advocacy/Other)

Industry, Developer

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?

REP timelines vary widely depending on the complexity of the specific REP as well as the maturity of the
RFP process. RFPs generally produce better results for customers when respondents are provided with an
appropriate amount of time to develop bids. The appropriate amount of time is highly dependent on the
availability of information that respondents need to develop their bids. In this case, potential bidders are
generally aware of the goals of the REP but the specific evaluation criteria will only be provided in the REP
itself. This RFP will not be a mature REP because it will be the first RFP to meet the goals of Section 83D.
For these reasons, more time to develop proposals will result in more robust bids and ultimately more value
for Massachusetts.

We recommend 180 days. The Midcontinent ISO (“MISO”) just concluded a RFP fora competitive electric
transmission project. MISO’s process allows 180 days from the time of the solicitation to the due date for
proposals. MISO’s recent process resulted in 11 bids that were extremely detailed arid created significant
value for MISO’s customers. Equally important is the time the evaluators take to conclude the REP.
Knowing how long it will take to evaluate and select a winner allows bidders to solicit firm pricing. If
bidders don’t know how long the REP will remain open they may not be able to efficiently price certain
aspects of their projects.

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: (1) 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.

A primary goal of both the Global Warming Solutions Act (GWSA) and the Green Communities Act (GCA)
is C02/GHG avoidance, though the two laws view clean resources somewhat differently. The GCA
established RPS requirements for EDCs, employs the use of RECs as a means of compliance and of
measuring the carbon avoidance value, as well as limits resource eligibility and sets forth a penalty for non
compliance (the ACP). In contrast the GWSA takes a broader view on how carbon reduction may be
achieved, and no REC counterpart mechanism was established in the law. The monetary value of Class I
resources should be the avoided cost achieved by procuring it through a Long-term agreement; namely, the
lower of the projected ACP or die projected spot market cost of RECs over the term of the procurement.
Some options to measure the carbon avoidance value of non-Class I RPS eligible resource include the New
York Zero Emission Credit, US EPA Social Cost of Carbon, or the Massachusetts Clean Energy Standard.

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 response in 3a would treat Class I and non-Class I resources equitably by using previously
established mechanisms to reflect the value of carbon avoidance that each class offers. Such an
approach would not result in double counting as any given zero-carbon resource would receive either
a REC/ACP value or an alternative carbon avoidance value.

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.

No value in addition to the proposal in 3a should be created to reflect the avoided compliance
cost of meeting GWSA goal as it may double count the environmental benefit in the evaluation.

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, andlor
2019?

The GSWA is aggressively targeted at 25% below 1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below 1990 levels. Though
interim targets are important to ensuring the ultimate 2050 goal, it is important that Massachusetts not act in a
piecemeal fashion in hitting shorter term targets by unnecessarily incentivizing projects with sooner
availability as they may be less cost-effective than projects available after 2020.

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?

No comment at this time.

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 set-vices market)?

Please refer to the answer in 6b.

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?

The capacity value of projects competing in the RFP process should be part of the quantitative and
qualitative evaluation.

New interconnections bringing new capacity to ISO-NE offer significant value by increasing the
availability of capacity resources to New England enhancing the thel diversity of capacity resources
available, and providing greater reliability to the region at potentially lower cost.

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.

The evaluators should take the latter approach; that is, ascribe a capacity value to each resource based
on its technology. Furthermore, in the event that the evaluators include a capacity value in the
qualitative and quantitative assessment, the evaluation should ensure that the resource in question can
pass the relevant capacity deliverability tests through the bidding of a firm transmission right or other
means.

7. Project viability is an important consideration in the evaluation of a Section 83D bid. The ability ofa 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 1.3.9 process?

The two issues arising from interconnection that should be evaluated are viability and cost.
Completion of the ISO-NE 1.3.9 process is not necessary to adequately evaluate these two issues.



Viability with respect to schedule for pennitting and construction of interconnection facilities and
system upgrades can be assessed by examining the current status of interconnection and studying the
proposed interconnection. Cost of interconnection should be incorporated into the bid. Firm price
bids should receive more weight in the evaluation.

Per the ISO-NE tariff, interconnection flicilities and systems upgrades identified by the bidder’s
System Impact Study are deemed sufficient to remedy all significant adverse impacts on affected
Transmission Owners’ transmission facilities. It is not the policy of ISO-NE to permit special “re
dispatch agreements” (i.e. re-dispatch or curtailment outside the normal Security-Constrained
Economic Dispatch of the ISO-NE region) between Interconnection Customer and ISO-NE in lieu of
the construction of interconnection facilities and system upgrades to avoid anticipated significant
adverse impacts on the transmission system nor is re-disptach permitted to solve limiting constraints
on the sub-transmission system (see ISO-NE Planning Porcedure No5-6). Therefore no such bilateral
“re-dispatch agreements” curtailing operations of bid resources should be anticipated in the
evaluation process.

Bids should provide the status of any interconnection studies already underway with ISO-NE. If an
interconnection agreement has not been executed, the bid should provide the steps that need to be
completed before an interconnection can be executed with its associated timeline. Any completed
ISO-NE studies or study model data at the time of submitting the proposal should be provided and
further submitted as soon as it becomes available.

Not allowing evaluation of offers from resources that have not completed the ISO-NE 1.3.9
process would unnecessarily limit the field of bidders competing for selection in the REP to the
detriment of customers. Prohibiting the evaluation of resource options that are highly cost
effective and executable on the basis of its interconnection request status is not in the public
interest and may in fact leave customers with a handful of projects that are relatively costly and
face intense community opposition but remain in the procurement process merely due to its
interconnection status.

b. For bids that have not completed the ISO-NE 1.3.9 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?

It would be appropriate for evaluators to require bidders to provide final technical reports or system
impacts studies performed on behalf of the bidder outside of the ISO-NE interconnection process that
closely approximates studies undertaken in such process.

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
sLandpoint?

All resources are “viable” with regard to their ability to seek and receive Interconnection Service —

that is, the right to interconnect to the ISO-NE PTF. The interconnection process determines the
interconnection facilities and system upgrades required to achieve such Service in a manner that
avoids significant adverse impact on the affected Transmission Owners’ transmission system. While
such system upgrades may or may not entail substantial cost, under a fixed or capped price
arrangement such costs would not be at risk to customers. As discussed above, viability with respect



to schedule for permitting and construction of interconnection facilities and system upgrades may be
assessed through a review of the interconnection request status and the nature of such facilities.

The issue of resource viability with respect to its value to customers is not best assessed in the
interconnection process but through studies measuring the energy and capacity deliverability of the
bid resource. As Interconnection Service does not guarantee energy and capacity deliverability, it is
important that the evaluation process assesses the ability of bid resources to economically compete
with local resources and be dispatched in a constrained network under a range of load scenarios. A
finn physical right over a defined path is one manner in which to secure deliverability and ensure that
Massachusetts’ policy goals are met cost-effectively and with reduced risk to customers.
Deliverability may ifirther be incentivized through assessment of substantial financial penalties for
non-delivery of energy and environmental attributes over the term of the procurement contract.

Deliverability should also consider energy market basis risk to Massachusetts customers (likely at
NEMA or Mass Hub) associated with the delivery point of the bid resource. Bidders should provide
to evaluators any final studies they have undertaken measuring such basis risk over the term of
procurement. Evaluators should reflect basis risk in the relative monetary and risk comparison across
all bid resources.

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?

The requirement that bidders provide documentation supporting estimates for interconnection and
deliverability costs should be limited to cost-based bids to the extent such bids are allowed. Fixed
price bids are not at risk to customers and therefore documentation supporting the “reasonableness”
of such bids or any component of them is incompatible with the fixed price bidding framework.
Fixed price bids that contain components subject to a cap should be evaluated at the capped value.

8. The Section 83D bid evaluation process will require a careffil 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?

More weight should be given to bids that contain firm pricing, including the transmission cost
component. Evaluation should give appropriate weight to experience of the bidder relating to large
and complex projects, especially with respect to electric transmission interconnection. The bidder’s
plan to project manage, procure, and construct large transmission projects relative to the locations
proposed should be an important evaluation criteria.

Route evaluation, regulatory permitting, right-of-way acquisition, engineering plans and design,
material procurement, and construction analysis should be described in detail, and explanation for
bidder’s confidence in the transmission costs with those analysis should help the evaluators
understand the reasonableness of the cost.

The level and intensity of local and state opposition to the construction and operation of bid resources
seeking permits should be assessed and assigned considerable weight in the evaluation process. Such



assessment may be undertaken through a review of media reports and opposition testimony within the
relevant permitting dockets. The evaluation process should reflect the risk associated with projects
subject to large-scale local community opposition. Such projects maybe greatly delayed or
abandoned. undermining the achievement of state policy goals should they be selected.

b. Please describe in detail how transmission cost risks should be analyzed in the quantitative
portion of the bid evaluation.

No monetary risks should be assigned to transmission projects priced within fixed cost bids. As
described above, a proven track record developing large-scale transmission projects, as well as the
scale of opposition to the construction of a resource, are vital considerations in assessing execution
risk associated with a given bid. Proposals thin do not provide a fixed price for the transmission cost
component should receive relatively less weight. The primary risk elements to the transmission cost
component should be analyzed using scenario analysis to determine the overall risk. Specifically, the
evaluation should assess permitting, land acquisition, constructability, materials pricing, and project
management.

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?

See responses above regarding fixed price and cost-based bids.

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

As discussed above, if the timing of award is less certain and relatively long, re-pricing can be important and
useful. As a project advances through development, it is often “de-risked” through the course of study work,
field activities and the regulatory process. It would be in the public interest to allow bidders lo flow the
benefits of a lower risk profile to customers through lower re-priced bids. Re-pricing should only permit
lower bids.

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

No comment at this time.

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.

The combination of deliverable wind and hydro over a defined firm transmission path offers a tremendous
opportunity for Massachusetts policvmakers to achieve state climate-change goals in a reliable, cost-effective
manner. Firming intermittent resources with firm hydroelectric generation will act to reduce system costs
associated with intermittent resources alone. Such benefits include reduced reserve costs and lower “uplift”
payments for out-of-merit resources. The direct benefits of lower bids due to combining deliverable wind
and hydroelectric generation, as well as lower system and market costs, should be reflected in the evaluation



process. The closer the bid resource can reach a combined 100% capacity factor, the greater the benefit
should be reflected in the evaluation process.

The benefits of projects that partner with companies focused on using project proceeds to aid low-income
energy customers should be reflected in the evaluation process. Such benefits act to gamer broad support for
needed linear infrastructure projects to the benefit of all customers who gain access to cost-effective clean
power.

For these reasons, the evaluation of a project’s proposed benefits to low-income ratepayers should occur
during the procurement process at two separate stages. First, since specific language was included in the Act
(Section 83D of Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2008, as amended by Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2016, An Act to
Promote Energy Diversity) for preference to be given to proposals that show a direct benefit to low-income
ratepayers, this should be incorporated in the minimum threshold requirements for a proposal to qualil’ for
evaluation. Since these minimum standards are typically designed to ensure all proposed projects comply
with the requirements of the RFP, and satis’ any relevant statutory criteria under the procurement statues
(i.e. Section 83D), any proposal that does not demonstrate a benefit to low-income ratepayers should be
disqualified from further review and evaluation.

Second, proposals that are able to demonstrate a benefit to low-income ratepayers should be evaluated as part
of the qualitative analysis. During tlus analysis, the low-income benefit standard should be given equal
waiting to other qualitative evaluation factors likely to be assessed, such as: project viability, feasibility,
development status, reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, etc. A qualitative score should be assigned to
each bid based on the specific attributes of the proposed benefit to low-income ratepayers (for example, on a
scale of 1-10).

When evaluating and assigning a qualitative score to each proposal on the low-income benefit, strong
preference should be given to projects that (i) utilize creative project structures that ensure additional costs
are not simply ‘baked into’ the project, and (ii) create partnerships with non-profit companies with a
demonstrated track record of participating in large-scale clean energy projects, and delivering meaningful
assistance to low-income households through those projects. One example of a creative project structure the
RFP process should reward is the inclusion of a meaningful ownership interest for a non-profit company,
whose mission is to use profits earned from successful ventures to assist the poor. This structure would be in
contrast to a project proposal that simply proposes to set aside a certain amount of hinds each year to benefit
low-income ratepayers. Such a structure would violate the Act’s provision that costs p be added to the
project to benefit low income ratepayers, since any hinds diverted in this fashion would simply be made up in
the overall price of the project. Conversely, actual ownership by a non-profit company, funded with its own
capital, whose corporate mission is to assist the poor (vs. provide a return to shareholders), would not add any
costs to the overall project. Similarly, given the size of the energy procurement in the Act, proposals that
incorporate partnerships with companies that have a documented track record of successfully developing
projects of this scale and using profits to assist the poor, should be scored higher in this category. Given the
burden the poor will continue to face, it’s important that low-income commitments made in the proposal
stage are actually delivered once a project reaches commercial operation.

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://cleanenergyrdotcom.files.wordpress.comI20l5/l 1/clean-
energy-r-final-1 1 1215.pd. 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?

Solicitation and consideration of bids under the delivery commitment model should be pentifled.

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 qualiI’ 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 fimmess is adequately
captured.

No thrther comment at this time.

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 intermiflency 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 impaci 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?

The ability to ramp up and down quickly and over a wide range of output in response to contingencies is a
important attribute for the reasons set forth in the question. I IVDC VSC technology has the ability to ramp
almost instantaneous over the entire range of its capacity. This benefit to system reliability should be
reflected in the evaluation process through system studies that measure potential reductions in quick-start
reserve costs and other costs.


