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Summary

On December 1, 2003, ISO New England Inc. (ISO-NE) issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) soliciting up to 300 MW of temporary supply and demand resources for Southwest Connecticut (SWCT) for the period 2004 to 2008.  The purpose for acquiring these resources was to improve the electric system reliability in SWCT through the summer of 2007, when the 345 kV transmission loop is planned for completion. 

In response to this RFP ISO-NE received 34 proposal packages from 25 different f companies.  The proposals totaled 1,081MW encompassing demand response, conservation and load management (C&LM), and peaking generation resources.  Forty projects were actually evaluated because two proposals did not meet RFP submittal requirements while several packages were found to contain more than one distinct project.  

ISO-NE has contracted with seven companies for ten projects.  Most of the projects involve multiple resources at various locations.  Some of the resources selected will be in-service June 1, 2004 and others later, ramping up to 260 MW by the summer of 2007.  This report discusses the RFP evaluation process that led to the selection of the winning resources. 

Five types of resources were eligible to respond to the RFP: quick-start generation, either new or incremental from existing generation, demand reduction, emergency generation and C&LM projects.  Demand reduction and emergency generation resources are administered through the ISO-NE Load Response Program (LRP). The RFP did not state a preference for any one of these resource types.  The criteria for evaluation in the RFP stated that the objective was minimizing the expected cost of achieving the reliability objective.  The RFP listed other evaluation factors such as location, permitting, and proposed in-service date.

The evaluation of the 40 projects focused on three primary considerations: viability, cost, and the reliability benefit for SWCT.  Viability encompasses the non-price factors that indicate the likelihood of project success by the proposed in-service date. The cost rankings were performed using both the sum of the projected costs over the four-year contract period (June 1, 2004 through May 31, 2008), and the Net Present Value (NPV) of these same costs.   These costs were normalized on a dollars per kW-year basis where the kW is the sum over the four years of the average kW for each summer period.  The reliability criterion was primarily a function of the location of the proposed resources.  During the evaluation, ISO-NE sought clarifications from the bidders to ensure their bids were consistent with the ISO-NE required contract period and other RFP requirements.

The non-price factors for the viability evaluation of the demand response projects considered the quality of the plan for customer acquisition, certainty of demand reduction, acceptability of the plan for reporting results, and the likelihood of the persistence of demand reduction over the period.   For the generation projects the non-price factors for the viability evaluation included stage of site acquisition and approval, permitting status, interconnection status, technology risk and experience of the bidder.  Projects were graded from A to D and F.  Although projects graded A or B clearly had the highest chance of success, only projects graded lower than C were eliminated from further consideration.  Thirteen projects graded D or F were eliminated.  

The final criterion was determining the relative benefits the projects provided for improving reliability in SWCT, the primary goal of the RFP.  Reliability benefits were determined by modeling the New England generation and transmission system in a Security Constrained Economic Dispatch model (SCED).   This model was run for different cases to test the SWCT system’s performance under different contingencies.  The RFP resources were available as potential incremental resources to relieve thermal problems after the existing generation was used.

The resources selected by ISO-NE based on these criteria are given in Table S1

Table S1: Resources Selected in ISO-NE SWCT RFP for 2004‑2007
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Technology

4 Year Contract 

Value

2004 

Summer MW

2005 

Summer MW

2006 

Summer MW

2007 

Summer MW

C&LM $2,838,266 0.74 4.33 5.00 5.30

Demand Response Emergency Generation $82,743,112 93.91 153.08 153.70 153.70

Load Reduction $33,689,185 21.57 53.01 73.63 74.10

Resources to be Designated $8,773,035 3.00 11.69 21.69 26.69

Grand Total $128,043,598 119.22 222.10 254.02 259.79

Summary of SWCT RFP Project Awards (6/1/04)


ISO-NE selected the total resource MW to meet an updated need calculated based on the 2004 NEPOOL Load Forecast.  The final choice of resources ranges from 119 MW in 2004 and ramps up to 260 MW by 2007.  The expected total four-year cost is $128 million.

The selected resources in combination represent the lowest cost, most viable and best-located resources. They will provide SWCT with additional emergency resources to reduce the risk of load shedding, under high peak loads and high system outage conditions.  An ISO-NE Evaluation Team consisting of staff from Reliability Contracting, Demand Response, System Planning and Market Support Services, performed the RFP evaluation.  A designated Customer Service staff person maintained all communications with the bidders during the evaluation process.

1. Introduction

The electric system reliability problems of Southwestern Connecticut (SWCT) are well known and the SWCT 345kV transmission loop is the proposed permanent solution to these problems.  This loop is planned to be fully in service no earlier than 2007.  To improve reliability on a temporary basis, Request for Proposals (RFP) have been issued each year since 2002 to solicit temporary emergency capability resources.  In February 2002, ISO New England (ISO-NE) issued an RFP for 80 MW for the summer of 2002.  In 2003 The Connecticut Light &Power Company (CL&P) issued an RFP for 60 to 80 MW
 for the summer of 2003.

On December 1, 2003, ISO-NE issued an RFP
 for up to 300 MW of emergency resources in SWCT for the period 2004 to 2008.  The purpose of this RFP was to solicit resources over a longer period that would improve reliability for SWCT based on their location and for the lowest cost.  These resources would improve reliability in SWCT until the 345 kV Project is in service.

This report describes the process of evaluation and selection of the resources that bid into this RFP, and how the final resources were chosen.  The final choices will provide sufficient emergency resources during peak load conditions to reduce the risk of load shedding in SWCT for the period up through May 2008, when the ISO-NE contracts with these resources end.  An option exists for ISO-NE to extend some of these contracts, for an additional year, if necessary.

Before and during the RFP evaluation process, the Connecticut DPUC, Siting Council and DEP provided guidance, documents and information at meetings and conference calls.  Their involvement was quite valuable in assuring that the RFP process and resources selected would meet their requirements.

2. The RFP

This section provides an overview of the RFP process, the need for resources, types of resources eligible to bid, and timeline.

2.1. Need

The need of up to 300 MW of emergency capability resources sought in the RFP was documented in an ISO-NE presentation to the NEPOOL Reliability Committee
.  The need was based on the load forecast information and other system updates available at that time.  This need was reviewed and approved by the NEPOOL Reliability Committee on November 13, 2003 and revised in February 2004 as shown in Section 5.1 below.

2.2. Eligible Resources

Five types of resources were eligible to submit proposals in response to the RFP:

1. New quick-start peaking capacity at new or existing sites

2. Incremental quick-start capacity from existing resources

3. Demand response resources that qualify under ISO-NE’s current Load Response Program

4. Emergency generators that qualify under ISO-NE’s current Load Response Program

5. Conservation and Load Management (C&LM) resources.

2.3. RFP Timeline

Table 1 shows the RFP timeline.

Table 1: RFP Timeline

	Activity
	Milestone

	Issue RFP
	December 1, 2003

	Receive Proposals by
	January 21, 2004

	Bid Evaluation/Contract Negotiations
	February – April, 2004

	Contract Awards Announced
	April 16, 2004

	Emergency Resource Service Commences
	June 1, 2004


3. Bids Received

Thirty-four proposal packages were received from 25 entities and reviewed at the RFP bid opening on January 23, 2004.  Forty projects were actually evaluated because several packages were found to contain more than one distinct project.  Two proposals were not evaluated since they did not meet the bid submittal requirements.  .    The number of qualified bid projects and corresponding MW bid (by 2007) are summarized in Table 2.  

Table 2: Summary of RFP Projects Bid

	Type Project
	No. of Projects

	MW bid by 2007

	Demand Response
	19
	281

	C&LM
	5
	11

	Peaking Generation
	16
	789

	Total
	40
	1081


3.1. Demand Response (DR) Bids

Two types of demand response are administered through the ISO-NE Load Response Program: load reduction and emergency generators.  The load reduction proposals were comprised of direct load control (DLC) projects and peak load reduction (reduced usage).  The DLC projects were modeled by town based on their marketing plans, while the peak load reductions bid were generally commitments with customers at specific locations.  Emergency generation can reduce a customer load or inject power into the grid.   Most emergency generation that reduces load was proposed at specific customer locations and has what are referred to as emergency engine air permits.  Air permit issues are discussed in Section 4.3.

3.2. Conservation and Load Management (C&LM) Bids

Five C&LM bids were received.  These reflected implementing conservation proposals, with the provision that they could not also be funded by the Connecticut Utilities annual conservation funds approved by the CT DPUC.  The C&LM proposals were required to reduce energy consumption during peak load hours and were modeled by towns.

3.3. Peaking Generation Bids

For the purpose of evaluation and Table 2, Peaking Generation included both dispatchable and emergency generation units that inject power into the grid.  Some bidders proposed either dispatchable or emergency operation to be determined at a later point in time based on ability to obtain the needed air permits.  The dispatchable generation projects that bid in the RFP ranged in size from 10 to 153 MW
.  Emergency generation projects ranged from 1 to almost 70 MW.  Most Peaking Generation was proposed for specific sites, and in some cases involved an upgrade to an existing generating unit.  

4. The Evaluation Process

An ISO-NE Evaluation Team consisting of staff from Reliability Contracting, Demand Response, System Planning and Market Support Services performed the RFP evaluation.  A designated Customer Service staff person maintained all communications with the bidders during the evaluation process.

The evaluation of the 40 projects focused on three primary considerations: viability, cost, and the reliability benefit for SWCT.  The evaluation of the projects consisted of three criterion: project costs, viability, and reliability benefit for SWCT.

4.1. Project Costs

The RFP projects were ranked based on both their actual annual costs and the Net Present Value (NPV) of those costs.  The ranking of the projects by cost was consistent under the two ranking methods.

The actual costs were the sum of the monthly payments requested over the contract years (a maximum of 48 monthly payments from June 1, 2004 to May 31, 2008).  These costs were normalized by dividing by the sum of the average summer MW available during each of the contract years for the project.

Similarly, the NPV of the proposal costs was based on the monthly payments and an annual discount rate of 10%, with the same normalization.  The projects were then ranked from lowest to highest cost based on both their normalized actual and NPV costs.

4.2. Viability

Viability encompasses the non-price factors that indicate the likelihood of project success. 

4.2.1. Demand Response Projects

Viability for the demand response projects meant the likelihood of a project being able to deliver its MW bid by June 1, 2004 (or their proposed in-service date) and sustain it over the contract period.  The non-price criteria used for the DR and C&LM projects are the following:

· Customer Acquisition – Extent to which specific customers are signed up and the quality of the marketing plan for any additional acquisition

· Demand reduction per Customer – Support for and certainty of reduction

· Plan for Reporting Results – Acceptability of metering and, as appropriate, the Monitoring and Verification (M&V) Plan

Persistence of Savings – O&M and other efforts planned to maintain level of demand response for the term

A description of these attributes is provided in Exhibit 1 in the Appendix.  Each of the proposed projects was rated by the Demand Response Department staff and given an overall grade A, B, C, D, or F for these attributes.  Although projects graded A or B clearly had the highest chance of success, only projects graded lower than C were eliminated from further consideration.  Of the demand response and C&LM projects proposed, six were rated a D or F and therefore not evaluated further.  

4.2.2. Generation Projects

The likelihood of success of each generation project was evaluated using the following non-price factors:

· Siting – Degree to which a site is specified and acquired

· Permitting – Extent to which permits (principally air) are obtained

· Interconnection – Plan or details of how the unit(s) would be interconnected

· Technology – Commercial maturity (risk) and efficiency of the proposed technology

Experience – Experience of bidder with similar project development

The generation projects were ranked from A to D based on these five attributes.  Exhibit 2 lists the specific criteria for each grade level for each attribute.  Of the 16 generation projects, six were graded D and were not evaluated further.

4.3. Air Permits

ISO-NE required that each bidder be responsible for obtaining all the necessary environmental permits.  Nevertheless, because changes are being made in the relevant air permit regulations, the ISO-NE Evaluation Team reviewed both the generation projects and the emergency generators with respect to obtaining the proper air permit.

The generator projects would use principally a General Permit for Distributed Generation (GPDG).  This permit restricts operation of a generator to emergency conditions, i.e. only when the ISO-NE OP-4 Action 12 is invoked.  This permit imposes low annual emission caps for the major pollutants to limit the air impact, and very low sulfur fuel requirements.  The size of a generator is not an explicit restriction.  This permit expired at the end of 2003; however, the CT DEP reestablished it in January 2004.  Some generators were seeking a New Source Review permit which would provide more flexibility for operation and with it they would not be restricted to OP-4 Action 12 to operate.

New air permit regulations have been proposed for DG called “Section 42” to replace the GPDG.  These new regulations would impose tighter emission rates for existing DG units and limit operation based on emission caps.  New DG units, i.e. installed after January 1, 2005, would have stricter emission rates than for existing DG units.  The DEP expects to implement Section 42 by January 2005.

A large segment of the resources offered in the RFP were existing emergency generators typically located at commercial and critical public facilities for providing critical on-site power when grid power goes out.  Most of these emergency generators have a General Permit for Emergency Engines (GPEE) and have a maximum of 500 hours of operation a year.  This permit does not allow any operation of a unit before the power goes out, i.e. at OP-4, Action 12.  

Part of Section 42 proposes a change to add the ability of these emergency generators to operate under OP-4 Action 12 by including this situation as part of an “emergency”.  Under this definition, the total annual hours of operation are limited to 300 per year.

In 2004, only emergency generators that have individual permits (i.e. not a GPEE) or seek a new GPDG will be available to operate under the ISO RFP.  Most emergency engines under the RFP will operate when Section 42 is implemented expanding the definition of “emergency”.  No change will be required in their GPEE to do this.  The increased amounts of emergency generators available after 2004 can be seen in Table S-1.

4.4. Benefit to Reliability: Location and Use

The key motive for the RFP was to obtain resources that could effectively improve reliability in SWCT over the 2004 to 2008 period.  Therefore, the third part of the evaluation of the bids was determining the contribution of the resources to improving the SWCT reliability.

4.4.1. Preferred Towns

Prior system planning studies identified the concept of “16 Preferred Towns” as useful to distinguish where resources are needed in SWCT. These 16 towns were listed in Appendix B of the RFP.  They encompass the area generally from Stratford going southwest to Greenwich and north up to Redding and Ridgefield.  Given the weak 115 kV transmission system serving those towns, resources added at strategic sites in that area would help avoid further overloads on the 115 kV system.  This concept was useful in the evaluation to emphasize where resources are generally needed.

4.4.2. SCED Model

The Evaluation Team used a transmission system Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) model to evaluate, in an integrated manner, the relative reliability benefits of the generation and DR resources proposed in the RFP.

4.4.2.1. What is SCED?

SCED is a planning model similar to what is used in ISO-NE Real-Time Operations.  The model represents in detail the generation and load busses, and transmission lines and transformers within New England, with some representation of the system external to New England.  The model represents only thermal constraints in the power system. By selecting cases to represent generation outages on the system under peak conditions, the model simulated the operating criteria used by ISO NE Operations for day-ahead planning.

SCED employs a simplified power flow calculation to speed up computation so it can explicitly test all single generation and transmission contingencies for a given base case condition of generation and/or line outages.  After modeling each contingency, SCED redispatches the generation at the lowest cost achievable to eliminate (or try to eliminate) thermal overloads that would occur following a given contingency.  Generators are modeled with a dispatch cost so the model can economically select the most appropriate lowest cost combinations of units to reduce or minimize overloads after a contingency.

New generators can be put into SCED with a cost, so the model can test if they would be useful to reduce overloads especially as the load grows.  This capability was used to model the viable resources with their bid costs in the SWCT RFP.  In the cases modeled, the resources that were dispatched the most by SCED, indicated which resources are most valuable for improving reliability in SWCT, for the lowest cost.

4.4.2.2. Resource Modeling

Viable generators, demand response and C&LM resources were modeled together in SCED so that all these resources could compete equally for improving the reliability in SWCT.

The generators were modeled at the busses where they proposed to be interconnected into the transmission system.

The demand response resources were modeled according to specific substations when the location was known.  When the locations were not known, resources were allocated based on marketing plans or population.  Where several bidders proposed resources in a town, the total proposed MW of all the bidders for that town was modeled as a generator at the principal substation serving that town’s load.  Under the ISO-NE LRP, the demand response resources would be called to operate at their full (bid) MW output under OP-4 Action 9 or 12.  This operation at full output of all the DR resources was not modeled in SCED since the goal of using SCED was to have it select which resources (i.e. towns) would be useful based on location and price.

4.4.2.3. Relative prices

The relative bid prices for the resources were modeled in SCED so that it could dispatch, based on cost, the resources that would be the most helpful to improving the SWCT area’s reliability.  Within a town where multiple load reduction proposals were aggregated, the MW weighted prices for those towns’ proposals were modeled in SCED.  The prices of all the RFP resources were biased higher than existing generating units by a fixed amount because existing resources were available without additional payments.  In this manner, existing resources would be dispatched to relieve overloads before the RFP resources.  

4.4.2.4. Criteria and Cases

For the reliability evaluation, the Evaluation Team selected loads and generation and transmission line outage cases that would represent a reasonable level of stress on the transmission system under peak conditions.  These cases would test the need for new resources in SWCT under typical worst case operating conditions i.e. units and lines out of service under peak load conditions.  These cases represented ISO-NE Operating Criteria.  By modeling the demand reduction and the generators together, SCED could select the most cost-effective resources to remove overloads, (i.e. it would eliminate or reduce any overloads for the least cost with its choice of resources).

4.4.2.5. Operating Criteria

The operating criteria represented in the SCED cases, reflected ISO-NE Operations Day-Ahead Unit Commitment Process.  This representation consisted of

· Representing known outages (for this evaluation these were assumed)

· Taking all single transmission line, transformer and generator outages within SWCT (SCED does this automatically)

· Taking NPCC/Operating Criteria outages: breaker failure and double circuit tower outages for 345kV transmission lines.

· Taking a unit outage to provide spinning reserve for the potential loss of the largest unit in the area, typically Bridgeport Energy

Loss of a second transmission element was not considered in evaluating RFP resources.

4.4.2.6. Peak Load and Outage Cases

SCED cases were simulated that reflected four peak load levels over the four-year period of the RFP, and four generation outage cases.  The outage cases were run for each of the four load levels resulting in 16 cases.  The load levels simulated were

· 2004 Normal Peak Load and High Peak Load Forecasts

· 2006 High Peak Load Forecast

2007 High Peak Load Forecast

These loads represent over the four-year period a range of minimum need (2004 Normal Peak) to a maximum need (2007 High Peak).  The NEPOOL and SWCT loads modeled for these years are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: NEPOOL, CT and SWCT Peak Load Forecasts modeled in SCED

	Peak Load
	2004 Normal
	2004 High
	2006 High
	2007 High

	NEPOOL
	25,735
	27,305
	28,220
	28,485

	CT
	6,915
	7,360
	7,570
	7,615

	SWCT
	3,495
	3,720
	3,830
	3,855


Table 4 shows the unit combinations used to represent the capacity outages.  Generally, cases 3, 4 and 5 showed the greatest need for resources based on the SCED dispatch.  The Milford units were assumed in service, Devon 7 deactivated in 2004 and Devon 8 deactivated in 2005.

Table 4: Generation Outages for SCED Cases

	Case
	Operating Reserve Outage
	Forced Outage
	Total Outage MW

	1
	Norwalk Harbor 1 and Milford 1
	None
	400

	2
	Milford 1 and 2
	None
	468

	3
	Bridgeport Energy
	Norwalk Harbor 1
	610

	4
	Bridgeport Energy
	Milford 1
	682

	5*
	Bridgeport Energy
	Bridgeport Harbor 3
	820


* Used only for the 2004 Normal Peak Load case

4.4.2.7. Results

The results from the SCED cases consisted of the RFP resources (MW) dispatched for each of the four outage cases (Table 4), and the four peak load cases.

Some resources were not dispatched due to location and price, or a lower level of need, i.e. 2004 Normal Peak.  Other resources were partially dispatched, or fully dispatched only for one or two cases.  From the amount and frequency that the RFP resources were dispatched in these cases, these results show a relative preference for specific locations in SWCT, based on reliability need and price.

Generally, SCED showed that the Preferred towns were the best locations for generation, but this was not true for all locations of generation proposals because the SCED results also depend on the relative costs of the resources.  One low-cost project outside of the preferred towns operated at up to 50% of the time.  Those with higher costs were less useful or not useful at all.  Some were useful only for a specific case.  Of the 11 largest peaking generation projects, only five had any dispatch in SCED and only two had usage greater than 50% across the cases for 2006 and 2007.The reliability benefits of the demand response resources were confirmed more indirectly by SCED. A demand response project was usually implemented over many towns, and only the aggregate MW of all bidders in a specific town was modeled in SCED as a generator.  Generally, the viable DR resources modeled in a town were dispatched mostly at 50% or more by 2006, and even more in 2007.  This is most likely because of the general lower cost of demand response compared to peaking generation projects.

5. Final Selection of Proposals

The final selection of the winning proposals was based on meeting the need in SWCT, and integrating the results of the three criteria: cost, viability and reliability.

5.1. Update of Need

An update of the resource need was developed to reflect the latest New England 2004 Load Forecast and some changes in system generator ratings.  The need in the RFP and its updated value are shown in Table 5.  The total resource MW awarded from contract negotiations is also shown and tracks well the updated need.

Table 5: Need for Resources in SWCT based on High Load Forecast

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	12/1/03 RFP
	220
	240
	270
	300

	Updated for 2004 Forecast
	132
	212
	242
	267

	Total RFP Award
	125
	218
	250
	256


5.2. Selection of Projects Integrating Cost, Viability and Reliability

Table 6 provides a summary of the RFP resources selected, categorized by type of project and technology.  These projects meet the RFP updated need integrating cost, viability and reliability.  The average cost for all selected projects on a NPV basis is $123.3/kW-yr, or $10.30/kW-mo.  Alternatively, the projects not selected have an average NPV of $189.32/kW-yr, or $15.80/kW-mo.  Some projects not selected had lower costs than the highest cost project selected, but they were not viable, or did not provide reliability benefits because of their location. 

Table 6: Resources Selected in ISO-NE SWCT RFP for 2004-2007
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4 Year Contract 

Value

2004 

Summer MW

2005 

Summer MW
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Summer MW

2007 

Summer MW

C&LM $2,838,266 0.74 4.33 5.00 5.30

Demand Response Emergency Generation $82,743,112 93.91 153.08 153.70 153.70

Load Reduction $33,689,185 21.57 53.01 73.63 74.10

Resources to be Designated $8,773,035 3.00 11.69 21.69 26.69

Grand Total $128,043,598 119.22 222.10 254.02 259.79

Summary of SWCT RFP Project Awards (6/1/04)


6. Conclusions

The ISO-NE has conducted an evaluation of 40 projects submitted for improving reliability in SWCT for the period June 1, 2004 to May 31, 2008.  Twelve projects were selected from seven companies for a total cost over the period of $128 million.  The projects add 119 MW in 2004 and ramp up to 260 MW by 2007.  The latter is comprised of about 5 MW of C&LM, 74 MW of load reductions, 27 MW of resources still to be designated, and 150 MW of emergency generation.  One large peaking generation project, 69 MW and located in Stamford, is included in the latter category because it is registered in the Load Response Program.

The choice of these projects will improve the reliability significantly in SWCT under emergencies during high peak loads and higher than average forced outages.  These additional resources will reduce the probability of load shedding that might occur without these resources.

7. Appendix

Exhibit 1 Demand Response Project Non-Price Factors
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Customer Acquisition Savings per Customer Reporting Results Persistence of Savings

A

Customer list provided, 

Prior relationship with 

customer and prior 

experience with ISO-NE 

programs

Provided on a customer-by-

customer basis.  Based on 

customer performance 

and/or prior commitment

Using certified IBCS 

provider and approved ISO-

NE M&V plan

O&M and Customer Care 

plan provider and/or 

customers have prior 

experience with ISO-NE 

program.  There are 

minimal regulatory or 

permitting issues that may 

limit this resource

B

Detailed marketing plan 

provided. Bidder has 

established customer base 

in SWCT or prior 

experience participating in 

ISO-NE or similar DR or 

LDC CLM programs in 

similar market 

demographics.

Based on documented 

customer or program 

performance and/or prior 

customer commitment

Acceptable M&V plan 

submitted. Bidder has 

demonstrated ability to 

comply with IBCS 

requirements and 

experience interfacing with 

ISO-NE or a similar third-

party.

O&M and Customer Care 

plan provider and/or 

customers have prior 

experience with ISO-NE 

program.  There are 

minimal regulatory or 

permitting issues that may 

limit this resource

C

General marketing plan 

provided. Bidder has either 

prior experience in ISO-NE 

DR or LDC CLM program 

and has an established 

customer based in SWCT.

Proposed technology is 

proven, however Bidder 

has not provided details on 

its application with SWCT 

customers.

Reasonably M&V plan 

submitted, high probability 

of an acceptable plan 

being developed. Bidder 

prepared to comply with 

IBCS requirements 

however has no 

experience interfacing with 

ISO-NE or any similar third-

party.

Proven technology, 

however Bidder has not 

provided a specific O&M 

or Customer Care plan.  

There are minimal 

regulatory or permitting 

issues that may limit this 

resource.

D

Limited marketing plan 

provided. Bidder has prior 

experience in DR or CLM. 

Limited experience with 

performance based DR or 

CLM programs. No prior 

experience with ISO-NE 

DR programs.

Proposed technology is 

relatively new (less than 5 

years old) and Bidder has 

not provided sufficient 

documentation to support 

savings claims. 

No M&V plan provided. No 

discussion of conforming 

with IBCS requirements

No O&M and Customer 

Care plan provided.  There 

are several regulatory or 

permitting issues that may 

limit this resource.

F

No marketing plan 

provided.  No prior 

experience in ISO-NE DR 

or SWCT based LDC 

C&LM program. 

Unacceptable contract 

terms (I.e., length, pricing, 

etc)

No or vague description of 

proposed technology

No M&V plan provided. No 

discussion of conforming 

with IBCS requirements

No O&M and Customer 

Care plan provided.  There 

are several regulatory or 

permitting issues that may 

limit this resource.

Demand Response and C&LM Project Viability Criteria


Exhibit 2 Peaking Generation Project Non-Price Factors

	RFP Generation Proposal Viability Evaluation

	Five categories are used to rank the viability of generation proposals

	Siting
	A
	Has site approved

	 
	B
	Site acquired but not approved

	 
	C
	Site indicated by not acquired

	 
	D
	No sites indicated

	Permitting
	A
	Has CSC approval and DEP permit

	 
	B
	Applied for CSC approval and DEP permit

	 
	C
	Has not applied but approval looks favorable

	 
	D
	Approval not likely or not clear

	Interconnection
	A
	Already interconnected

	 
	B
	Clear plan to interconnect, need to add transformer

	 
	C
	Clear where generation will interconnect but no details

	 
	D
	Not clear how generation will interconnect

	Technology
	A
	Proven and widely used, efficient

	 
	B
	Proven and widely used, less efficient

	 
	C
	Proven

	 
	D
	Needs more commercial installations

	Experience
	A
	Done similar projects in CT or has plants in CT

	 
	B
	Done similar projects in New England or has plants in NE

	 
	C
	Done similar projects in US or has plants in US

	 
	D
	First Time 
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� An increase of the SWCT transmission import limit by 100 MW also improved the reliability of SWCT in 2003. 


� “Request for Proposals for Southwest Connecticut Emergency Capability”, ISO-NE New England, Inc. December 1, 2003.


� Presentation to Reliability Committee “CT & SWCT Need for Resources for RFP 2004 – 2008”, ISO System Planning Dept., November 13, 2003.


� One Demand Response Project was three large generators..


� Summer Capacity Ratings


�Reflects certain suppliers final amounts as of June 1, 2004. 
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