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TO: Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, Massachusetts Office of the 

Attorney General, Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Company d/b/a Unitil 

(“Unitil”), Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Electric Company 

d/b/a National Grid NSTAR Electric Company and Western Massachusetts 

Electric Company d/b/a Eversource 

 

FROM: H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc. 

 

DATE: December 27, 2016 

 

RE: Comments on 83D Stakeholder Questions 

              

 

H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc. (“HQUS”) is pleased to comment on the questions for 

stakeholder comment issued on December 16, 2016. 

 

QUESTION 1 

Please provide the following information with your comments: 

 

a. Name of Organization: 

 

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

 

RESPONSE 1 

H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc. (“HQUS”) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Hydro-Québec.  

The Province of Québec is the sole shareholder of Hydro-Québec. Hydro-Québec is engaged in 

the generation of power predominantly from hydroelectric sources and the transmission, 

distribution and sale of such power to wholesale and retail customers within Québec. Hydro-

Québec, acting through its division Hydro-Québec Production, generates electricity to supply the 

Hydro-Québec market and sells its excess output on wholesale markets. Hydro-Québec 

Production is functionally separate from and independent of any other division within Hydro-

Québec, including Hydro-Québec TransÉnergie and Hydro-Québec Distribution, the 

transmission and distribution divisions of Hydro-Québec, respectively. HQUS is an energy 

marketer engaged in the business of buying and selling electricity for its own account and 

brokering electricity for others, transmission services and related activities. HQUS is authorized 

by the FERC to sell electricity at wholesale in interstate commerce at market-based rates 

pursuant to its FERC Rate Schedule No. 1. 
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QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 2 

A timeframe of 60-90 days from the issuance of the RFP to the bid deadline is adequate, 

particularly if a draft of the RFP is available prior to issuance through the regulatory process and 

that draft is in near final form.  

 

QUESTION 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.  

 

RESPONSE 3 

The methodology for evaluating the environmental benefits of Class I RPS eligible resources and 

non-Class I RPS eligible resources should be the same – the environmental benefits should be 

based solely on the carbon avoidance value of the resources contained in a bid.  Assigning an 

additional value to resources based on their RPS eligibility, such as the avoided ACP payment, 

would result in an unfair evaluation.  Specifically, non-Class I eligible resources would be 

penalized and the evaluation will result in double counting of the environmental benefit of 

Class I eligible resources. 

 

The RPS framework, including eligibility standards and incentive levels, was based on a policy 

decision to support economic development of specific types of emerging technologies.  Although 

it is a market based incentive policy, the pricing of RECs or ACPs under RPS is not designed to 

approximate market valuations of environmental benefits, but rather is only a function of how 

much Class I supply is available in relation to the statutory targeted minimum percentages of 

annual electrical energy sales.  225 C.M.R. § 14.07. 
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This solicitation differs in many aspects from the previous solicitations under Sections 83 and 

83A of the Green Communities Act.  Those solicitations were designed to procure long term 

contracts with Class I RPS eligible resources for the purpose of reducing the cost of RPS 

compliance by making more RECs available in the market under Sections 83 and 83A.  In 

contrast, a primary goal of this solicitation is to achieve greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reductions that 

are attributable to the Commonwealth’s policies under the Global Warming Solutions Act,   See 

Section 83D(j). Section 83D also provides additional language requiring that resources procured 

for this purpose must meet a new cost-effectiveness test.  The DPU is required to evaluate 

whether the proposed contracts “are cost effective to electric ratepayers in the commonwealth 

over the term of the contract taking into consideration potential economic and environmental 

benefits to the ratepayers.” Section 83D(d)(5)(iii) (emphasis added).   

 

On a per megawatt-hour basis, the environmental benefits to Massachusetts ratepayers are the 

same for all clean energy generating technologies regardless of their eligibility for Class I RPS 

compliance.  That is to say, all such resources have the same ability to displace the marginal 

generation units, which are generally higher GHG emitting generation resources.1  The value of 

the environmental benefits associated with displacing GHG-emitting generation can be 

established by using an appropriate avoided cost of carbon methodology that takes into account 

all social costs of carbon.2 

 

For these reasons, it will be very important for Massachusetts to identify the appropriate carbon 

avoidance value to use in the evaluation process.  Given the timeline and the magnitude of the 

carbon emission reductions required by the Global Warming Solutions Act, the carbon avoidance 

value will be significant.  Massachusetts and other states and jurisdictions have been grappling 

with determining an appropriate carbon avoidance value in recent years.  Some options that 

might be considered include the methodologies for determining the New York Zero Emission 

Credit and the U.S. Interagency Working Group Social Cost of Carbon.3  Regardless of the 

methodology, given the Commonwealth’s aggressive GHG reduction targets, the value must be 

sufficient to support the cost effectiveness of projects necessary to meet those mandates. 

 

Generation associated with RECs that are purchased under a long term contract but which are 

later to be sold should not be counted towards GHG reductions attributable to the 

Commonwealth’s policies under the GWSA, because the RECs would then be available to be 

retired to meet compliance with another state’s RPS requirements.  While Section 83D permits 

EDCs to sell the purchased Class I RECs, only the generation associated with Class I RECs that 

                                                 
1 To the extent that GHGs are still attributable to clean energy generating resources, thee emissions of all resources 

should be calculated on a levelized basis over the full lifecycle of the capital investment, not simply the duration of 

the contract. 
2 Unlike the case before the Supreme Judicial Court in Massachusetts Electric Company v. DPU, 419 Mass. 239, 

245 - 247 (1994), in which the Department of Public Utilities (“DPU”) had no explicit statutory authority to consider 

environmental externalities, the Legislature has given the DPU explicit direction to take into consideration “potential 

economic and environmental benefits to the ratepayers,” as opposed to purely economic benefits, as well as other 

externalities such as “mitigat[ing] any environmental impacts” and “where feasible, creat[ing] and foster[ing] 

employment and economic development in the commonwealth.”  Section 83D(d)(5) (emphasis added). 
3 See, e.g. Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Implement a Large-Scale Renewable Program and a Clean 

Energy Standard, Order Adopting a Clean Energy Standard at 129–135,  N.Y. P.S.C. Case No. 15-E-0302 (August 

1, 2016). 
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the EDCs commit to retain should be counted as providing environmental benefits (again, 

assuming that their carbon avoidance value is not being double counted with an additional value 

attributed to the REC itself).  In contrast, the EDCs are required to “retain renewable energy 

certificates that are not attributed to Class I renewable portfolio standard eligible resources,” e.g. 

those environmental attributes generated by firm hydroelectric generation.  See Section 83D(h).  

Thus, there is no question that all hydroelectric generation procured would provide 

environmental benefits in the form of carbon avoidance under the GWSA. 

 

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. 

 

RESPONSE 3(a) 

The monetary value of RECs for Class I RPS eligible resources should not be included in the 

evaluation of bids, because it will result in double counting environmental benefits for these 

resources.  Further, RECs do not have any intrinsic net monetary value, because the avoidance of 

a REC obligation only avoids payment of an Alternative Compliance Payment (“ACP”).  The 

ACPs are used to fund other programs administered by the Department of Energy Resources.  

The avoidance of ACP payments would simply result in reductions in budgets expended on such 

programs.  However, if there is a credit value assigned to Class I RPS eligible resources 

contained in a bid, it should be based on carbon avoidance values, and that same value should be 

credited towards non-Class I RPS clean energy generation resources contained in a bid to ensure 

a level playing field.  

 

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. 

 

RESPONSE 3(b) 

In the example in 3(a) above, Class I RPS eligible resources and non-Class-I RPS eligible clean 

energy generation resources are treated equitably in the evaluation, because the two types of 

resources are treated exactly the same with respect to credit for environmental benefits.  That is 

to say, there is either no credit applied to resources for their REC value or environmental 

attributes, or all 83D eligible resources receive the same credit for their carbon avoidance value 

in the evaluation.  As discussed above, the preferred approach is for Massachusetts to determine 

a carbon avoidance value that can be applied to all 83D eligible resources, and this value would 

be the only credit provided for environmental benefit in the quantitative evaluation of bids.  This 

approach has the clear benefit of avoiding double counting environmental benefits in the 

evaluation and avoiding an arbitrary value as a proxy for the environmental benefit. 

 



 5 

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. 

 

RESPONSE 3(c) 

HQUS is not proposing that the avoided compliance cost associated with the GWSA be 

incorporated into the methodology for quantifying the environmental benefit of the resources to 

be procured under 83D.  However, if this is the approach that is used, HQUS urges that an 

avoided compliance cost (or ACP-like penalty) of meeting GWSA milestones should be 

determined and applied to all resources in the evaluation process.  To best address GWSA 

avoided compliance costs, HQUS proposes that quantification of the environmental benefit of 

resources in the bid evaluation process be accomplished by identifying a single carbon avoidance 

value that is applied to all resources contained within a bid.  An additional credit need not be 

applied based on the avoided compliance cost of meeting GWSA goals, because it may double 

count the environmental benefit in the evaluation.   

 

QUESTION 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. 

 

RESPONSE 4  

HQUS proposes that the procurement could be structured to allow for delivery of the supply 

portion of a bid in the event that it is, or could be, available ahead of the transmission portion of 

the bid.  This could be accomplished as a temporary measure if the supply portion of the bid has 

other options for meeting the physical delivery requirements of the RFP.  Allowing this type of 

arrangement as an option within the RFP and awarding additional points in the qualitative 

analysis for bids that include this arrangement would create an incentive and value mechanism 

within the procurement.  

 

QUESTION 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? 
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RESPONSE 5 

The tracking approach proposed within each bid will need to ensure that the contribution of 

delivered clean energy can be verifiably measured and counted towards the Massachusetts 

environmental goals, primarily the Global Warming Solutions Act.  This will require that each 

approach adequately demonstrates the ability for the bidder to meet a number of critical criteria, 

including: 

 

 Confirmation of physical delivery of energy and the corresponding attributes to the 

ISO-NE control area 

 Ability of the bidder to certify and track the contribution of qualifying resources on a unit 

specific basis 

 Environmental attribute transfers linked to the hourly production profile from qualifying 

resources  

 Interoperability of the tracking approach with the NEPOOL GIS rules and procedures 

 

Bidders should be evaluated on the basis of their commitment to a comprehensive tracking 

approach, that satisfies all of the criteria above, at the time of delivery and should not be 

disadvantaged in the procurement process if the tracking process is not yet fully developed or 

operational.  

 

QUESTION 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)? 

 

RESPONSE 6(a) 

Yes, it is appropriate for the RFP to consider the indirect economic benefits to customers by 

modeling the effects on ISO-NE markets, and the evaluation should, if possible, ascribe market 

values to clean energy generation resource based on that modeling as a means of comparing bids, 

as in Section 2.3.1.1 of the three-state Clean Energy RFP.  See Section 2.3.1.1 QUALIFIED 

CLEAN ENERGY AND/OR RECS VIA PPA WITH A TRANSMISSION PROJECT UNDER 

FERC TARIFF (available at:  https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-

energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf). 

 

 

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? 

 

 

https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf
https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf
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RESPONSE 6(b) 

Yes, the evaluation process should include the capacity benefit of bids proposed in the RFP. 

Future capacity is a major challenge facing the region.  One of the major objectives of Section 

83D is to achieve significant volumes of clean energy to offset Massachusetts GHG emissions 

from the power sector.  Along with the commitment of large volumes of energy, the types of 

resources enabled by Section 83D also have the ability to offer significant capacity support to the 

region. 

 

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 

 

RESPONSE 6(c) 

The RFP should not make qualification and participation in the capacity market a condition of 

selecting a bid; nor should the RFP tether any bid price based on market prices available in those 

markets.  To do so would increase the regulatory risk that the procurement may be viewed as 

being “aimed directly” at regulating wholesale rates, rather than merely having an effect on those 

rates as a result of procuring energy with environmental benefits.  See Hughes v. Talen Energy 

Marketing, LLC, 136 S.Ct. 1288 (2016).  However, the approach of determining a technology 

specific capacity value to include in the evaluation and assuming that bidders have an incentive 

to pursue the additional revenue associated with obtaining a Capacity Supply Obligation is also a 

promising approach.  This could be coupled with a requirement for bidders to describe how they 

intend to qualify their capacity, if the capacity is deliverable by ISO New England, and the 

amount and timeframe in which they are intend to commit to the FCM.   

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 7(a) 

The RFP should request that the bidder supply any relevant information concerning the status of 

the I.3.9 process and the results of a feasibility study if requested by the bidder as part of the 

interconnection study. Bidders may have access to a completed feasibility study done by the ISO 

if requested as part of the System Impact Study.   
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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? 

 

RESPONSE 7(b) 

Bidders may have had done a variety of studies conducted by outside vendors or internally that 

will inform the evaluators on the ability of a project to interconnect and be deliverable including 

production cost simulations and Overlapping Impact Test simulations. ISO-NE sponsored studies 

should be considered more reliable than any Bidders’ sponsored study. 

 

 

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? 

 

RESPONSE 7(c) 

See answer above to 7(b).   

 

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? 

 

RESPONSE 7(d) 

The question is best addressed by transmission developers.   

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

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

quantitative portion of the bid 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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RESPONSE 8 

HQUS does not have specific comments on the detailed evaluation and analysis of transmission 

costs.  However, we are aware of the need for careful evaluation of the transmission costs and for 

transparency with respect to transmission cost risks.  We believe this is best accomplished by 

allowing a structure in which the clean energy generation and transmission are contracted for 

separately within a bid.  Under this structure, the transmission project is priced separately within 

the proposal with recovery of the transmission costs recovered through a FERC approved tariff.  

In this way it is the transmission developer that is the contracting party with the EDCs (or their 

transmission affiliates) for the transmission service portion of the bid.  This has the benefit of 

ensuring that there is enhanced transparency and understanding of the risks within the project 

and direct information exchange between buyer and supplier of transmission service throughout 

the full course of the evaluation and selection process.  The November 2015 New England Clean 

Energy RFP provided specifically for this type of bid category. See Section 1.2.2.2 QUALIFIED 

CLEAN ENERGY AND/OR RECS VIA PPA WITH A TRANSMISSION PROJECT UNDER 

FERC TARIFF (available at:  https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-

energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf). 

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 9 
HQUS urges against a procurement process that allows repricing of bids because it would add 

additional complexity into the process that may be difficult to manage.  Instead, the RFP could 

allow bidders to offer several prices within the bid to reflect the potential for changed 

circumstances.    

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 10  

Bidders should be contractually obligated to guarantee specific, hourly deliveries of energy in 

winter months.  In doing so, detailed data should be provided to demonstrate their ability to 

fulfill their contractual obligations during different periods of the year. The ability of a bidder to 

commit to specific hourly deliveries, as opposed to monthly, seasonal, or yearly deliveries, 

should be awarded a higher score.  

 

QUESTION 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. 

https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf
https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-energy-rfp-final-111215.pdf
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RESPONSE 11 

In past procurements, the EDCs established a separate, qualitative analysis stage, in which they 

assigned points to various factors that could not be quantified.  The procurement can comply 

with this statutory requirement by assigning additional point(s) to bids that combine new Class I 

RPS eligible bids with firm hydroelectric generation in the qualitative analysis stage.  The points 

assigned should be appropriate to support this preference, but should not result in demonstrably 

less cost-effective bids being selected.  With respect to a demonstration of benefits for low-

income ratepayers, a similar preference could be provided through the qualitative analysis stage, 

but the form of benefit to low income rate customers should not be mandated in the RFP, so that 

bidders can develop offers that provide benefits without increasing costs. 

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 12 

No. HQUS does not believe that Section 83D allows for bids to be in the form of a delivery 

commitment model (“DCM”).  The primary reason is that the legislation requires the purchase of 

“clean energy generation.”  This is in contrast to the DCM approach which specifically aims to 

avoid the purchase of clean energy generation.  Instead, the DCM is a contract to fund the cost of 

the transmission in the U.S. in exchange for a commitment to flow energy into the wholesale 

market at certain times and to accept the prevailing market price.  Furthermore, throughout the 

development of Section 83D, the Legislature specifically considered, and rejected, language that 

would make it clear that the delivery commitment model was allowable.  HQUS believes the 

DCM will continue to suffer regulatory uncertainty as it relates to state and federal jurisdictional 

issues and is highly likely to be faced with legal challenges that will delay project progress.  

Moreover, although this option was included in the three state Clean Energy RFP, no such bids 

were selected.  For these reasons, HQUS would not intend to submit a delivery commitment 

model bid into the Massachusetts RFP process.   

 

QUESTION 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. 

 

 

https://cleanenergyrfpdotcom.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/clean-
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RESPONSE 13 

Firm service hydropower resources have significant value for the power system, not only as a 

baseload resource, but also as a resource that can firm up other intermittent resources. In this 

regard, it is likely the single most important resource to the region as it moves forward on an 

aggressive path to a clean energy future.  For this reason, it is essential that the value is fully 

understood and incorporated into the evaluation of bids.  Below we offer quantitative and 

qualitative approaches that should be considered in determining the valuation framework.   

 

In considering the indirect effects of interconnecting new Class I RPS eligible resources to the 

New England Transmission System, an appropriate production cost model should capture the 

costs associated with potential uplift costs, ancillary services, or capacity costs associated with 

supporting such variable resources and should be attributed to them.  In contrast, clean energy 

firming resources that can be dispatched would avoid such production costs and should be 

credited for the avoided costs in evaluating those bids.  These costs can be assigned for the 

purposes of evaluating the bids in the quantitative bid evaluation stage, although no bid price 

need be adjusted based on the indirect market effects.  In the event that the value of firmness is 

not fully captured in the modeling, or if the Commonwealth finds firm resources to have 

additional value, this can be reflected by assigning additional points through qualitative 

evaluation criteria. 

 

QUESTION 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? 

 

RESPONSE 14 

Section 83D offers a unique opportunity for Massachusetts to develop a major new 

interconnection into the region.  The benefits of a new interconnection are numerous from an 

operational, market and public policy perspective.  A hydropower-supplied new interconnection 

enhances these benefits, because it is a highly flexible resource that can respond to changing 

system needs related to contingencies, intermittent supply and evolving load patterns.  New 

England’s system needs are pronounced given expected generation retirements, the magnitude of 

clean energy goals, and the deployment of distributed resources.  Because of this, the 

implications associated with these changing needs are expected to be significant.  The 

procurement and evaluation process should consider the value and evaluation process for 

considering resource flexibility of bids.  Below we offer quantitative and qualitative approaches 

that should be considered in determining the valuation framework.   

 

Similarly to resources that can “firm up” variable resources, flexible clean energy resources that 

can be dispatched to respond to system events or load and generation intermittency would reduce 

production costs that would otherwise be incurred.  This avoided cost can be captured in an 
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appropriate production cost model and assigned to such flexible resources for the purposes of 

evaluating the bids in the quantitative bid evaluation stage, although no bid price need be 

adjusted based on the indirect market effects, just as in the modeling of the effect of firming 

resources.  In the event that the value of dispatchability is not fully captured in the modeling, or 

if the Commonwealth considers dispatchable resources to have additional value, this can be 

reflected by assigning additional points through qualitative evaluation criteria. 


