
 
 

 

 

December 28, 2016 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General 

Fitchburg Gas  & Electric Light Company d/b/a 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 

 

Comments submitted via email: marfp83d@gmail.com 

 

RE: Massachusetts RFP - Issues for Stakeholder Comment 

 

To whom it may concern: 

Brookfield Renewable Partners (“Brookfield”) submits these comments in response to the December 16, 

2016 request by the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, the Massachusetts Office of the 

Attorney General, and the Electric Distribution Companies that operate in Massachusetts (collectively 

“the Parties”) on the development of a request for proposals (“RFP”) for the competitive solicitation of 

bids to enter into cost-effective long-term contracts for clean energy generation pursuant to 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 (“the Act”).  

Brookfield has a strong presence in New England, with over 1,200 MW of hydropower and storage, as 

well as almost 100 MW of wind assets, and a long track record of providing clean, renewable and 

reliable power.  Brookfield also has readily available clean energy that can be imported to New England 

from our hydropower portfolios in New York and Quebec, representing 710 MW and 291 MW, 

respectively.  In Massachusetts, our facilities include a 600 MW hydroelectric pumped storage facility 

(Bear Swamp) and a 10 MW hydroelectric facility (Fife Brook). Our North American System Control 

Center located in Marlborough and U.S. headquarters in Boston.   

Brookfield strongly supports the efforts being undertaken by Massachusetts under the Global Warming 

Solutions Act (“GWSA”) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the state’s electricity generation and 

to promote clean electricity sources.  Brookfield also applauds the manner in which Massachusetts has 

established a rigorous and comprehensive greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions inventory, and believes 

that this should assist the state in establishing a transparent valuation approach for the upcoming RFP to 

appropriately value carbon-free contributions. 

  



 
 

 

The approach taken to the RFP and evaluation of proposals will ultimately determine how cost-effective 

the outcomes are for Massachusetts ratepayers.  To achieve its GWSA carbon targets in the most cost 

effective manner, Brookfield recommends that the Parties adopt the following key principles when 

developing the final RFP: 

 

• Seek to take full advantage of all cost-effective non-emitting resources available to 

Massachusetts under the Act, whether they are from existing or new sources.  In either case 

consideration should be given to whether they are currently accounted for in the state’s GHG 

inventory;  

• Attribute a clear value to carbon and apply it equally to the valuation of all non-emitting 

resources.  This will ensure the most competitive outcomes for the RFP and help ;  

• Recognize and value all benefits (environmental, market and ancillary) associated with various 

projects; and 

• Ensure clear and transparent communication of all project evaluation metrics up front.  This will 

not only ensure that proponents can appropriately gear their proposals to state needs, it will 

also reduce overall costs by minimizing uncertainty.  

Combining the procurement of existing non-emitting resources that are not currently accounted for in 

its GHG inventory, as well as new non-emitting resources, will allow Massachusetts to reduce its power 

sector carbon emissions in the most cost effective way possible.  By contracting the verifiable “low 

hanging fruit” first, the state can make progress towards its short term carbon reduction targets while 

reducing total procurement costs; and it can optimize the contributions of existing non-emitting 

generation to the key load centers in southern New England.  This is especially true as new intermittent 

renewables frequently require significant transmission upgrades and/or new transmission to be 

deliverable to Massachusetts, which increases overall project costs and also makes them more reliant on 

existing sources of non-emitting generation for balancing.  Therefore, the most effective way to obtain 

the lowest cost decarbonized solution is to first procure existing non-emitting resources that are not 

currently accounted for in the state’s GHG inventory.  

To equitably compare all projects being contracted to reduce carbon emissions, it is essential to assign a 

clear carbon value to all non-emitting generation eligible under the Act.  Consideration of Renewable 

Energy Credits (RECs) alone is insufficient in this regard, since they ignore the carbon-free contribution 

of non-Class I resources, despite their contribution to the overall objectives of the GWSA.  One way of 

quantifying carbon value is by using the Social Cost of Carbon1, which has recently been utilized to 

attribute a value to non-emitting generation in serval carbon reducing policies put forth in other 

jurisdictions2.  

                                                           
1
 Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Carbon, United States Government, Technical Support Document:  

Technical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Analysis  Under Executive Order 12866, 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/scc-tsd-final-july-2015.pdf 
2
 New York Public Service Commission, Order Adopting a Clean Energy Standard, August 1, 2016  



 
 

 

Moreover, to be able to fairly assess all projects, Brookfield suggests that the Parties consider the full 

scope of benefits of each project  in order  to select the most beneficial projects for rate payers.   In 

addition to the carbon value discussed above, this could include, for example, value of a firmer delivery 

profile for flexible projects able to meet basic delivery commitments, reliability benefits, and reduction 

of unit transmission cost where applicable.   

Finally, to ensure that the Parties receive the project bids most tailored to their needs in the most cost-

effective way possible, it is crucial that the evaluation methodology is clear, transparent and  

communicated to all bidders up front. 

Please refer to Attachment 1 for Brookfield’s responses to the Parties questions provided in the “Issues 

for Stakeholder Comment” document.  

Brookfield is pleased to discuss the comments provided herein and looks forward to future 

opportunities to comment on this important initiative.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,  

 

                                   

Maxime Lanctôt  

Vice President,  Commercial Development 

Phone: 514-248-3884 

Maxime.Lanctot@brookfieldrenewable.com 

 

 

 

 

 

Jon Norman 

Vice President, Government Affairs & Policy 

Phone: 647-283-6993 

Jonathan.Norman@brookfieldrenewable.com 

 

Attachments (1)  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
EPA Clean Power Plan, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-10-23/pdf/2015-22842.pdf 



 
 

 

 

Attachment 1 

1. Please provide the following information with your comments:  

Name of Organization: Brookfield Renewable Power 

Type of Organization: Industry (Renewable Power Generator) 

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? 

Timing will greatly depend on up-front clarity in the RFP regarding the evaluation approach.  

Bidders will be able to most effectively submit offers if the evaluation criteria against which the 

projects are evaluated are clear and well defined when the RFP is released, which can reduce 

the overall response time required.  

3. 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. 

For the Parties to select the best projects for Massachusetts ratepayers, the Parties need to 

ensure that all non-emitting resources eligible under the Act are treated on a level playing field. 

To do so, the parties should evaluate the carbon value of all projects equally.  

Brookfield supports Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection’s (“Mass DEP”) 

rigorous GHG inventory. We recommend that all non-emitting resources not included in the 

GHG inventory (and therefore not currently contributing toward GWSA targets) be eligible to 

participate in the upcoming RFP and that the carbon benefits of such projects be equivalently 

valued against GWSA power sector carbon targets.  

Mass DEP’s carbon accounting includes in-state generation, generation settled with 

Massachusetts Electric Distribution Companies (“EDCs”), and a pro-rated amount of all 

generation from ISO-NE net exporting states and interties. As a result, there are existing non-

emitting resources both within and outside of ISO-NE that are available for contracting in 

Massachusetts and can contribute toward the state’s GWSA targets.  Valuing these resources for 

their carbon-free contributions will not only ensure the lowest overall cost for the RFP, it will 

also ensure that these resources can be optimized for delivery to southern New England load 

centers and tailored to specific load needs.  It will also help to ensure that these existing flexible 

resources can be valued as a balancing resource for intermittent renewables and help to 

support the development of new transmission where cost-effective and appropriate .  



 
 

 

When forecasting emission reductions in the state’s power sector, Mass DEP assumes that the 

non-emitting generation displaces generation from a natural-gas fired power plant.  The carbon 

value of projects that have not previously been included in Massachusetts GHG inventory can be 

accounted for by using an analogous methodology.  

The benefit of non-emitting generation that has not previously been included in Massachusetts’ 

GHG inventory can be estimated by multiplying the generation of the non-emitting resource 

(MWh) by the emission intensity of a natural-gas fired power plant (tons/MWh) by the Social 

Cost of Carbon ($/ton)3. This provides a quantitative monetary value of the benefit to 

Massachusetts for having purchased non-emitting generation as opposed to natural-gas fired 

generation.  

To avoid double counting of carbon benefits and to ensure the most cost-effective and 

competitive results for the procurement, Brookfield recommends that the carbon value of 

Class I resources be netted from their REC value for the purposes of evaluation.  Given that 

these are long-term contracts, it is also important to consider future value of RECs and carbon in 

the calculation.  For example, if the Parties are assessing REC value, it should be recognized that 

RECs in the mid to long term will likely see a decreased value given the supply associated with 

the 1600 MW offshore wind procurement and a closing gap.  Class I REC balances and price 

forecasts should be established after accounting for the volumes procured under the 1600 MW 

offshore procurement. 

Final evaluation methodology for carbon and REC valuation should be clearly communicated to 

all bidders to ensure that the Parties receive bids tailored to their needs.  

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? 

Mass DEP’s carbon accounting includes in-state generation, generation settled with 

Massachusetts EDCs, and a pro-rated amount of all generation from ISO-NE net exporting states 

and interties. What is critical is the delivery of incremental non-emitting generation against the 

state’s GWSA  targets, not incremental energy to the region. 

As a result, there are existing non-emitting resources both within and outside of ISO-NE that are 

available for contracting in Massachusetts but that are not accounted for in MA DEP’s most 

recent GHG inventory (2013), and can demonstrably contribute to the GWSA targets as 

                                                           
3
 Several recent policies aiming to reduce carbon emission and maintain non-emitting generation have used EPA’s 

Social Cost of Carbon, see introductory comments for references. 



 
 

 

described in Question 3. By allowing such resources to participate in the procurement and 

properly valuing their contribution to carbon targets, these resources would be available to 

Massachusetts as early as 2017. This would enable the state to make quick progress against its 

GWSA 2020 targets while reducing total costs and tailoring existing clean generation to 

Massachusetts load requirements defined in the RFP, thereby maximizing overall environmental 

benefits to Massachusetts. 

As mentioned in the response to Question 3, the benefit of non-emitting generation not 

currently included in Massachusetts’ GHG inventory can be estimated by multiplying the 

generation of the non-emitting resource (MWh) by the emission intensity of a natural-gas fired 

power plant (tons/MWh) by  the Social Cost of Carbon ($/ton). This would provide a quantitative 

monetary value of the benefit to Massachusetts for having purchased non-emitting generation, 

and enable a more competitive evaluation of benefits across all non-emitting generation 

sources. 

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? 

Massachusetts should request the bidders utilize an independent, objective, and recognized 

registry to ensure that the state reaches its carbon targets such as NEPOOL-GIS and NYGATS. 

This is true for both in-region and imported clean energy, which also needs to be tracked to the 

unit of origin for within its jurisdiction of origin. Furthermore, any hydro that is provided from 

systems with reservoirs must ensure that it tracks the energy used to fill those reservoirs. 

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. 

• 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)? 

• 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? 



 
 

 

• 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. 

To enable Massachusetts to select the best project we encourage the state to include an 

assessment of all potential benefits that could be provided by a proposed resource, including 

but not limited to price impacts of incremental capacity and energy, and ancillary services. This 

will enable the state to evaluate and quantify a complete picture of the benefits that the 

projects bring to the ratepayers. 

Bids should be required to demonstrate and commit to their ability to provide benefits.  For 

example it should be required from Sellers to use commercial reasonable efforts to qualify their 

resources, clear future Forward Capacity Market auctions, operate in accordance with the 

prevailing market rules, and realize Capacity Supply Obligation related revenues throughout the 

term of the Power Purchase Agreements.   The same approach should apply for ancillary 

services the resource is able to provide to ISO-NE. 

For bidders to better position their bids, it is of utmost importance to clearly communicate in 

the RFP precisely how projects will be evaluated and what benefits will be included in the 

analysis.  

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. 

The Parties should enforce strict criteria to ensure all products purchased are deliverable to 

Massachusetts and benefit its ratepayers within the timeframe committed to. 

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: 

• What documentation and information should bidders provide in order to demonstrate 

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

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

quantitative portion of the bid evaluation. 



 
 

 

• 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? 

No comment. 

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? 

No comment.  

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? 

In order for Massachusetts to ensure that it is receiving winter deliverability benefits from this 

procurement, it should be sensitive about projects with pre-existing winter commitments 

(including commitments to serve native loads during winter months). There should be a clear 

preference for projects that do not have any pre-existing winter commitments.  

Bidders should provide historical or simulated data demonstrating expected delivery profiles to 

reasonably establish expected generation.  

Contractual terms should reflect a reasonable commitment to deliver in the period based on 

expected production from the generating units being contracted with.  This nature of this 

commitment should be clarified up front and should tie to physical production expectations.   

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. 

Evaluation criteria should consider the expected generation profile and production during 

critical periods for all qualified proposals.  Preference can be provided by including additional 

points in the overall evaluation score for projects that provide a more firm generation profile, 

but that also include Class I resources.  All costs being equal, a project that combines both Class I 

resources and hydro resources would provide more benefits than a Class I project alone as it 

would provide carbon benefits, Class I benefits (with carbon netted out of the Class I benefits), a 

firmer profile, and a higher utilization factor of transmission (if applicable).  



 
 

 

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/cleanenergy-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? 

See response to Question 10. 

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. 

See response to Question 11. 

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? 

The evaluation committee should recognize the value to the system that a flexible vs 

intermittent resource could provide.  A predictable and firmer generating profile would indeed 

facilitate planning the supply/demand balance and attenuate the market volatility by reacting to 

price signals, especially during the winter period.  These advantages should be quantified by 

modeling the potential financial positive impact on ISO-NE administered markets based on the 

specific operational features of each resource or by awarding an objective preferential value to 

such resource in the bid review. 


