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July 26, 2021


Via Electronic Service

Bureau of Energy and Technology Policy
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

RE:   	SCEF Bid Preference Written Comments

To the Bureau,

Connecticut Green Bank (“Green Bank”) thanks the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (“DEEP”) for its stakeholder engagement through the Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment and Public Meeting (“the Notice”) issued July 8, 2021, pertaining to the Statewide Shared Clean Energy Facility (“SCEF”) Program. The following written comments address the Notice’s prompts regarding bid preferences for the SCEF Year 3 Procurement. 


Discuss and provide support for any bid preferences that DEEP should consider for the Year 3 Procurement, and/or subsequent procurement years.

Bid preferences are helpful tools to encourage market participants to develop projects on sites with particular characteristics. This helps “push the envelope” beyond existing project deployment patterns, onto sites considered beneficial from a public policy perspective. 

The Green Bank would encourage that new hydroelectric facilities should be eligible for future bid preferences. Hydropower, at various scales, represents one of the earliest available zero-emissions technologies. Unlike those technologies now successfully in the process of scaling and lowering deployment costs (e.g., solar PV), hydropower projects likely require a specialty workforce whose availability has atrophied given that most projects were built many decades ago. Further, licensure processes are subject to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission approvals, adding commensurate time, expense and uncertainty for developers. There are also hundreds (if not thousands) of aging dams in Connecticut that could potentially be modernized to include hydropower.  For these reasons, DEEP should consider new hydroelectric facilities for SCEF Year 3 adders. 


Should a bid preference for projects located on brownfields or landfills continue to be applied for Year 3? If yes, explain why and at what weighting value.  If no, explain why not.

The existing preference for projects located on brownfields or landfills should continue to be applied for Year 3. A determining factor in the continued application of existing adders should be whether they affirmatively contributed to projects getting submitted and winning their bids. If no such projects were submitted, it might be inferred that the presence of adders at existing weightings did not induce developers to seek out brownfield or landfill sites for such development. Similarly, if no such bids were selected, then it might be evidence that these adders have been insufficiently weighted, and that sites with preferred characteristics could not outperform the lowest cost bids during selection. 

Additionally, continuing to include a bid preference for projects located on brownfields or landfills corresponds with the EDC's’ customer enrollment plans to provide a geographic proximity preference for projects sited on a landfill or brownfield. The bid preference is necessary so that a project is first developed in an area where customers would then be prioritized for SCEF credits. 

We defer to industry participants with regard to weighting values. 


How should DEEP acquire cost information for project development while maintaining the competitiveness of the procurement? For example, what is the price premium on land, development and other project costs for developing on a brownfield and/or landfill? Similarly, what is the price premium for other recommended qualitative preferences?

We defer to industry participants with regard to project costs across various site characteristics. 


For each bid preference identified in response to Question 1 and/or 2, what clear standards, terms, parameters, or metrics should be used to evaluate whether a project qualifies for the bid preference?

We defer to industry participants with regard to qualification metrics for existing adders. For the hydropower adder proposed in Question 1, if prima facie evidence of technology use is insufficient, one could establish it through standards that connect to third-party industry data sources (e.g., Hydropower Research Institute), or to existing definitions under federal codes or state statutes and regulations.  


Discuss and provide support for a bid preference for projects located in and benefitting distressed municipalities and/or environmental justice communities. What are those potential benefits and how should they be quantified? What are the potential drawbacks and/or concerns with siting projects in distressed municipalities and/or environmental justice communities?  What metrics should DEEP use to evaluate whether a project located in a distressed municipality and/or environmental justice community qualifies for a bid preference?  How should distressed municipalities and/or environmental justice communities be identified for qualification purposes under the Request for SCEF Proposals (RFP) for the Year 3 Procurement?

We agree with the premise of supporting projects sites in distressed municipalities and/or environmental justice communities, particularly when their primary benefits are shared locally as may uniquely be the case through SCEF subscribership, to the degree sections 6.1 and 6.2 of the Modified Program Requirements result in subscribership proximate to the facility. Assuming SCEF projects also provide local resiliency benefits (e.g., can be isolated into a microgrid), then such projects should also be encouraged given the onset of climate change, and its impacts on the reliability of the grid.


Relative to Question 5, how can DEEP and the Authority ensure such a community or municipality: (a) is willing to host a proposed project; and (b) has adequate opportunity to provide feedback about the proposed project?

To demonstrate community or municipal willingness to host a project, it could be required of the developer (e.g., in Appendix B of the Modified Program Requirements) to provide a letter of support from the executive or legislative body of that jurisdiction. 


Recognizing Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-20a does not apply to SCEF, is there anything in the statute that could be adapted to provide a bid preference in SCEF, such as a Community Environmental Benefit Agreement (CEBA)? If yes, what clear standards, terms, parameters, or metrics should be used to evaluate whether a project qualifies for such a bid preference?

We do not have comments at this time.  


How does a resiliency bid preference comport with the legislative intent of §16-244z of the General Statutes of Connecticut? How do such resilience projects comport with the Modified Program Requirements relative to SCEF subscriber credits?

The most direct linkage to a SCEF resiliency bid preference within the tariffs statute appears to be at Sec. 16-244z (c) (3), which is specific to tariff rate-setting and identifies at subsection (C) “energy policy benefits identified in the Comprehensive Energy Strategy” for examination on how to incorporate their energy system benefits into the rate. The Electric Sector chapter of the 2018 Comprehensive Energy Strategy calls in strategy #7 to “develop and deploy microgrids to support critical services and ensure public safety during electricity outage.” 


Should a bid preference for resilient projects, e.g., microgrids, mobile projects, be applied for Year 3? If yes, explain why and at what standard and weighting value. If no, explain why not.

Yes, a bid preference for resilient projects should be applied in Year 3. As observations of climate-induced extreme weather increase, and as these weather events pose overburden on existing infrastructure, it is important to “future-proof” Connecticut’s built environment. It is the right move to weight bid preferences toward activities helping to address this aim. Of particular benefit can be microgrids that can island their power, and fuel cells that can run in combined-heat-and-power mode to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and confer thermal benefits. 

We defer to industry participants to evidence the degree of need for such bid preferences, including what weightings would be required to achieve evaluative parity with projects without preferences. 


What other information not provided in response to any of the above questions would be useful in establishing bid preferences for the Program or increasing the benefits of the Program to environmental justice communities?

We encourage direct stakeholder feedback from representatives of environmental justice communities to address this question. 



The Green Bank appreciates DEEP’s consideration of these comments. 


Respectfully submitted,

/s/
Matt Macunas
Legislative Liaison, Associate Director of Regulatory Policy and Legislative Affairs
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