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(617)951-1400

May 21, 2026

Peter A. Ray, Secretary
Department of Public Utilities
One South Station, 3" Floor
Boston, MA 02110

Re: Long-Term Contracts for Energy Storage Pursuant to Section 83E of Chapter 239 of the
Acts of 2024 (Round 2) — D.P.U. 26-75

Dear Mr. Ray:

On May 8, 2026, the Department of Energy Resources (“DOER”), pursuant to its
obligations set out in St. 2024, c. 239, §98 of An Act Promoting a Clean Energy Grid, Advancing
Equity and Protecting Ratepayers (“Section 83E”), filed with the Department of Public Utilities
(the “Department”) a request for proposals (“RFP”) to solicit and enter into cost-effective Long-
Term Contracts for Energy Storage Systems and associated Environmental Attributes (“Round 2
Solicitation”).! Subject matter experts from Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company d/b/a
Unitil (“Unitil”), Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Electric Company, each d/b/a
National Grid (“National Grid”) and NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy
(“Eversource”), (collectively, the “Distribution Companies” or “EDCs”) worked collaboratively
with the DOER for many months to develop the RFP in accordance with Section 83E. Over the
course of numerous weekly meetings, observed by the Office of the Attorney General and the
Independent Evaluator, the EDCs and the DOER discussed and developed the provisions of the
RFP filed on May 8.

With the exception of the issue of procuring Energy Services?, discussed in greater detail
below, the EDCs support the RFP as drafted and will participate fully in the Department’s review
of its terms. For the most part, the RFP is structured to provide benefits to the EDCs’ customers
as an Environmental Attributes only solicitation. However, the EDCs disagree with the DOER’s
preference to procure Energy Services through the use of an Indexed Storage Credit (“ISC”)

! This is the second solicitation being conducted pursuant to Section 83E. The EDCs and the DOER submitted
the first solicitation RFP for the Department’s review and approval in D.P.U. 25-59. The Department issued its
approval of the first RFP on July 30, 2035. The first RFP was issued on July 31, 2025. The EDCs are in the final
stages of contract negotiations with the bidders selected following bid review and evaluation.

2 Energy Services are defined as the “operation of infrastructure that increases the deliverability or reliability

of clean energy generation or reduces the cost of clean energy generation. Such infrastructure shall include, but not
be limited to, transmission, energy storage systems, as defined in section 1 of chapter 164 of the General Laws, and
demand response technologies.” Section 83B.
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contract framework in the Round 2 Solicitation. Based on their review, the EDCs have determined
that: (1) given the lack of clear statutory language authorizing a procurement of storage using an
ISC, it is premature to solicit for Energy Services in the Round 2 Solicitation; and (2) if and when
clear statutory authority is granted, a comprehensive investigation of an ISC mechanism is critical
prior to its inclusion in this or any future solicitations under Section 83E. While a solicitation for
energy storage using an ISC framework could be appropriate in future solicitation rounds,
significant analysis must be undertaken in advance to address the questions and concerns currently
identified with the ISC and to properly vet the impacts of such a mechanism. It is only through
such an effort that the EDCs can ensure that their customers’ interests and contractual risks to the
EDCs are fully protected and the expected benefits under any future Section 83E contracts are
realized.

Given their focus on affordability and recognizing that their customers’ funds are being
used to finance the Commonwealth’s energy transition, the EDCs have determined that the
DOER’s proposal to solicit bids for Energy Services using an ISC as part of the Round 2 is
inappropriate, as currently proposed, because it introduces unacceptable risks to customers and to
the EDCs . The long-term contracts to be entered into pursuant to this solicitation will be multiples
of decades in duration. Before undertaking such long-term obligations through this or any future
solicitation, legislative changes are necessary, along with further study and analysis of the ISC
mechanism, to ensure that customers benefit under any Section 83E contracts and that the contracts
are immune to challenges they are not compliant with relevant statutes. To protect customer and
EDC interests, the EDCs respectfully request that the Department, following its review of the
EDCs’ concerns, determine that the EDCs and the DOER should not solicit proposals for Energy
Services as part of the Round 2 Solicitation.

I.  Consideration of Energy Services under Section 83E

Section 83E currently requires the Distribution Companies, in coordination with the
DOER, to jointly and competitively solicit proposals for energy storage systems and, provided that
reasonable proposals have been received, enter into cost-effective long-term contracts equal to, in
the aggregate, approximately 5,000 megawatts of energy storage systems not later than July 31,
2030.% Section 83E states that the EDCs, in coordination with the DOER, may conduct one or
more competitive solicitations through a staggered procurement schedule developed by the DOER.
Section 83E(b). Any solicitation schedule developed by the DOER must ensure that the EDCs
enter into cost-effective long-term contracts for energy storage systems equal to approximately
5,000 megawatts not later than July 31, 2030, of which: (i) approximately 1,500 megawatts of mid-

3 G.L. c. 164, §1 defines an ‘energy storage system’ as a commercially available technology that is capable of

absorbing energy, storing it for a period of time and thereafter dispatching the energy and which may be owned by an
EDC; provided, however, that an energy storage system shall: (i) reduce the emission of greenhouse gases; (ii) reduce
demand for peak electrical generation; (iii) defer or substitute for an investment in generation, transmission or
distribution assets; or (iv) improve the reliable operation of the electrical transmission or distribution grid; and
provided further, that an energy storage system shall: (1) use mechanical, chemical or thermal processes to store
energy that was generated for use at a later time; (2) store thermal energy for direct heating or cooling use at a later
time in a manner that avoids the need to use electricity at that later time; (3) use mechanical, chemical or thermal
processes to store energy generated from renewable resources for use at a later time; or (4) use mechanical, chemical
or thermal processes to capture or harness waste electricity and to store the waste electricity generated from mechanical
processes for delivery at a later time.
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duration storage shall be procured by July 31, 2025, and shall be for environmental attributes only;
(i1) approximately 1,000 megawatts of mid-duration storage shall be procured by July 31, 2026;
(ii1) approximately 1,000 megawatts of mid-duration storage shall be procured by July 31, 2027;
and (iv) all remaining energy storage systems capacity shall be procured by July 31, 2030. Section
83E(Db).

“Each procurement shall consider inclusion of environmental attributes,* energy services
or a combination of both”. Section 83E(b).

The words “shall consider” included in Section 83E(b), as it is commonly used, requires
one or more parties, like the EDCs and DOER, to think carefully about an issue, usually before
making a decision or taking an action, such as whether to include Energy Services in the Round 2
Solicitation.” The Legislature is directing the EDCs and the DOER to examine and evaluate
whether to solicit Energy Services as part of the Round 2 Solicitation, as well as future
solicitations. It is not a mandate to solicit for Energy Services in the Round 2 Solicitation or any
other solicitation conducted pursuant to Section 83E. This is also confirmed by the inclusion of
the words “or a combination of both” within the statute. This phrasing means that each
procurement shall include A, or B, or both A and B. It connects a list of possibilities, and satisfying
any one (or more) of them is sufficient.

Section 83E(c) states that the DOER may give preference to proposals for environmental
attributes or Energy Services from energy storage systems “that provide additional benefits or
value to the electric power grid or communities” under stated criteria. As with the provisions of
Section 83E(b), this cannot be read as a mandate for the EDCs and the DOER to solicit for Energy
Services as part of the Round 2 Solicitation or other solicitations conducted in accordance with
Section 83E. The “preference” referenced in Section 83E(c) only arises when the EDCs and DOER
have: (1) jointly considered including the procurement of Energy Services in the solicitation; and
(2) decided jointly to include them. Similarly, the Section 83E(d) directive to the EDCs to consider
long-term contracts for energy services, for environmental attributes and for a combination of both
energy services and environmental attributes is only applicable in solicitations where, pursuant to
Section 83E(b), the EDCs and DOER have (1) jointly considered including the procurement of
Energy Services in the solicitation and (2) decided jointly to include them.

The plain language of Section 83E set out above is at odds with the DOER’s interpretation,
first raised in April 2026 during the development of the Round 2 Solicitation RFP, that the
Legislature had mandated the procurement of and contracting for Energy Services as part of the
Round 2 Solicitation. Based on Section 83E Steering Committee® discussions and deliberations,

4 Environmental Attributes are defined as all present and future attributes under any and all international,

federal, regional, state, or other law or market, including but not limited to all credits or certificates that are associated,
either now or by future action, with clean energy generation, including but not limited to those attributes authorized
and created by programs developed under G.L. c. 21N, § 3(c), and G.L. c. 25A, §§ 11F and 17. St. 2024, c. 239, §95
(“Section 95”). Environmental Attributes include Clean Peak Energy Certificates (“CPECs”) issued under the
Massachusetts Clean Peak Standard (“CPS”).

3 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/consider

6 The Section 83E Steering Committee consists of representatives from the EDCs, the DOER, the AGO and
the Independent Evaluator (“IE”) retained by the DOER pursuant to Section 83E(g).
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the issue of whether to include Energy Services in the Round 2 Solicitation has been thoroughly
considered. Eversource developed a memorandum that included an operational analysis of the
ISC contract framework and their compliance with the provisions of Section 83E, including with
the definition of Energy Services, as well as other concerns with including Energy Services in the
Round 2 Solicitation and circulated it to the Steering Committee on March 17, 2026 (“Eversource
Memorandum™)’. The Eversource Memorandum has been included as Attachment A. The
Memorandum was also discussed at a number of Steering Committee meetings. These discussions,
as well as other conversations, laid out below, demonstrate that the Steering Committee adequately
considered the ISC as a potential Energy Service as part of its deliberations developing the RFP,
meeting the requirements of Section 83E.

II. The EDCs and Their Customers, Must Avoid the Risks Associated with the
Misalignment of the ISC Contracting Mechanism with the Definition of Energy
Services.

To describe the current problems with the ISC contracting mechanism, it is important to
understand how the mechanism, as currently configured, would work in conjunction with a
contract for Energy Services. Under an ISC contracting mechanism, storage developers would bid
the price (“Strike Price”) for a credit that they need for their project to be financially viable. The
EDCs would then pay the developer that bid price minus a calculation of what the developer could
have earned in the energy markets by pursuing arbitrage. The mechanism seeks to incentivize the
developer to maximize revenues from energy markets while providing an additional subsidy to the
developer to build their project. However, there would be no offsetting revenue received by the
EDCs, absent the avoided cost from any environmental attributes used for compliance. In other
words, EDC customers could make monthly payments to developers for the entire duration of the
contract and never receive any direct offsetting benefits that would translate into a cost savings in
our annual reconciliation filing under the proposed ISC contracting mechanism. The
environmental attributes received and counted towards the EDC compliance obligation would not
be an off-setting revenue, but rather an avoided cost.

Notably missing from the proposed ISC formula which was developed by the IE to adapt
processes being introduced in other states, are additional revenue sources and associated system
benefits that energy storage projects can feasibly pursue, such as those in the ISO-NE capacity?®,
ancillary services, and regulation markets. With the currently proposed ISC mechanism, it is
unclear how these revenue streams will be accounted for in a bidder’s Strike Price given that they
are excluded from the proposed ISC formula, or how future changes could result in benefits to
customers.

7 The memorandum was created at the request of the Attorney General’s Office to be able to evaluate both

Eversource and DOER’s positions. DOER also provided a memorandum at this time. National Grid and Unitil
expressed support for the issues raised in the Eversource memo in mid-April

8 The exclusion of capacity is particularly challenging given the substantial changes to capacity markets being

undertaken by ISO-NE. Moving forward with an ISC mechanism now likely means that EDC customers will
significantly overpay for these storage project since storage developers are likely to assume minimal revenues from
capacity in their bid, due to uncertainty, but will likely receive higher amounts once reforms are completed, leading
to potentially windfall profits to developers.



Massachusetts Electric Distribution Companies’
Comments on Section 83E Round 2 Solicitation
D.P.U. 26-75

May 21,2026

Page 5 of 6

As the EDCs have noted, assuming proper development following a thorough investigation
to identify and address unintended consequences for customers and implementation, there are
potential benefits associated with the use of an ISC contracting mechanism. It incentivizes the
developer to operate based on pricing signals, which is beneficial to the overall ISO-NE market.
Additionally, it would allow projects outside of Massachusetts to participate in the Section 83E
solicitations, something which they are restricted from doing in an environmental attribute-only
RFP due to requirements in the Clean Peak Standard (CPS).’ Further, an ISC mechanism would
make it easier for storage systems with discharge capability beyond four hours to participate in the
procurement because it does not limit compensation for storage systems to the four-hour discharge
windows defined by the CPS.

In order to realize these potential benefits, the EDCs have determined that certain statutory
changes are necessary to ensure that an ISC contract aligns with the definition of Energy Services.
As discussed below, the current misalignment between a potential ISC contract and the definition
of Energy Services represents an unacceptable risk for the EDCs and our customers. Without first
securing the necessary statutory changes discussed below or preferably changes to the Clean Peak
Standard, the EDCs would be exposed to a level of liability that would prevent the execution of
such long-term contracts consistent with the provisions of Section 83E(d).

Energy Services are defined as the “operation of infrastructure that increases the
deliverability or reliability of clean energy generation or reduces the cost of clean energy
generation.” The definition of Energy Services relates to the operation of infrastructure, not just
the existence of that infrastructure, and requires that infrastructure’s operation to: (1) increase the
deliverability or reliability of clean energy or (2) reduce the cost of clean energy (emphasis added).
An ISC contracting framework that is designed to incentivize storage project developers to
maximize energy arbitrage revenues without being specifically tied to clean energy generation
does not meet those requirements.

Unlike renewable energy generation, energy storage systems are not inherently “clean.” In
most cases, energy storage systems charge from the system energy mix, which in New England is
primarily natural gas. Further, these systems are not one hundred percent efficient, meaning that
they use more energy to charge than they discharge. In New England, natural gas serves as the
marginal resource in almost every hour of the year, meaning that incremental demand caused by
building energy storage will be served by natural gas. Absent a significant market shift that
increases renewable generation, most energy storage systems will be primarily charged by fossil
fuel and may increase rather than decrease emissions. In reaching this conclusion, the EDCs relied,

Currently, the CPS is the only renewable portfolio standard that energy storage facilities qualify for.
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in part, on studies that highlight cases where energy storage does more harm than good for
greenhouse gas emissions. '

ISC contracts executed under current statutory provisions are subject to a finding in the
future that the contracts did not align with the definition of Energy Services, placing the EDCs and
our customers at risk of not receiving the benefits identified during the evaluation of the winning
bid. The EDCs serve as the counter parties for these long-term contracts, and it is the EDCs’
responsibility to ensure that every customer dollar paid out for a product or service under one of
these contracts meets the relevant statutory and/or regulatory requirements. For instance, under the
current proposal EDC customers could end up paying for infrastructure that increases greenhouse
gas emissions, contrary to the expected Global Warming Solutions Act (GWSA) compliance
benefits that the evaluation is likely to calculate. Further, the EDCs run the risk of not being able
to recover the costs associated with an ISC contract in future cost recovery proceedings. For
example, because the specific DOER proposed ISC includes an hourly matching requirement for
charging and discharging during Clean Peak Energy Certificate (CPEC) hours, the EDCs are
exposed to risk if the storage facility does not operate during the CPEC window hours, as there is
no mechanism in the formula to fully address non-performance. It’s also possible that, as storage
capacity increases in the Commonwealth to a considerable percentage of load, any remaining
storage systems that were unable to discharge during the CPEC windows to meet demand would
be encouraged to discharge outside the CPEC windows overnight, thereby increasing the risk of
non-performance and sub-maximal benefits to the proposed ISC payment structure.

During their annual cost recovery proceedings associated with Section 83 contracts, the
EDC:s are required to provide the requisite documentation to demonstrate that the costs sought for
recovery were properly incurred. Failure to meet this burden puts cost recovery at risk or could
result in legal challenges. That burden extends to every unit of product or service that the EDCs
pay for under each clean energy contract. To ensure that they are able to provide the necessary
documentation, every long-term clean energy contract that the EDCs have entered into to date
includes evidence via metered data, environmental attributes, or a combination of the two to
demonstrate that each unit that the EDCs pay for, the costs of which are recovered from customers,
meets the requirements of the governing statute or regulations for that RFP.

10 A sampling of the relevant studies includes:

1) Michael T Craig et al., Carbon dioxide emissions effects of grid-scale electricity storage in a
decarbonizing power system (IOP Publishing, January 2018)
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy180sti/68982.pdf

2) Jesse Buchsbaum et al., Spillovers from ancillary services to wholesale energy markets (The Rand
Journal of Economics, February 2024) https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/1756-
2171.12459 - Utility Dive article summarizing the study: https:/www.utilitydive.com/news/energy-
storage-grid-reliability-increase-carbon-emissions-coal-gas-michigan-study/714022/

3) Geoff Hancock and David Younan-Montgomery, Measuring the Carbon Impact of Battery Energy
Storage Systems (WattTime, November 2025)https://watttime.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/11/WattTime-Analysis-
MeasuringTheCarbonlmpactOfBatteryEnergyStorageSystems-202511-vFinal.pdf
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Energy storage contracts under Section 83E are no different. Every ISC payment that the
EDCs would issue must be backed by evidence that the operation of the project met all relevant
statutory and regulatory requirements. It is here that the misalignment between the ISC and the
definition of Energy Services will create problems because the EDCs will not be able to produce
the necessary documentation to demonstrate that the ISC payments was appropriate and consistent
with the requirements of Section 83E. Given the risk associated with ISC contracts, the EDCs
have determined that statutory changes are required.

The DOER, during discussions on ISC contracts, opined that a procurement evaluation
model that reflects increased renewable penetration and reduced greenhouse gas emissions due to
selected storage projects would be sufficient to demonstrate that ISC contracts meet the statutory
requirements related to Energy Services. The EDCs disagree with this interpretation.

Procurement evaluation models are useful tools for evaluating bids at a moment in time,
for comparing projects to one another, and for estimating the aggregate benefits associated with a
project in order to make an investment or contracting decision. They do not represent static
conditions expected to play out operationally every day and are heavily dependent on assumptions
and the structure of the regional wholesale market in place at the time of the evaluation, including
assumptions about the possible growth rate and caps of different renewable technologies and
demand projections. Given the risks associated with cost recovery disallowances over the course
of the contracts, the EDCs cannot rely on evaluation models to demonstrate ongoing future
compliance with the Section 83E and Section 95 statutory requirements in question, especially
over potential 30-year contract terms.

In examining how it could meet its evidentiary burden in cost recovery proceedings,
Eversource determined that environmental attributes are not the only way to show that Energy
Services procured under an ISC contract are increasing the deliverability of clean energy consistent
with the requirements of Section 95. Storage projects that are co-located with a clean energy
generator or which have a contractual relationship with a clean energy plant could also demonstrate
that they meet the requirements of all relevant statutes. However, absent this co-location or
contractual relationship, the circumstances surrounding storage projects discussed above, i.e., that
these projects are not inherently clean, will likely demonstrate that an ISC contract is not consistent
with the provisions of Section 95, increasing the risks faced by the EDCs and their customers.

Under a Section 83E contract for Environmental Attributes, the lack of a tie to clean energy
generation does not present the same risks. The CPS, which is administered by the DOER, has
specific charging periods during the highest periods of wind or solar generation. Even during those
charging periods, fossil fuel generation in New England often exceeds generation from wind and
solar sources. Storage facilities receiving CPECs that charge using system mix are charged largely
by fossil fuels. DOER has made the decision in the CPS that, despite the significant amount of
fossil fuels in the system energy mix at those times, it is appropriate to award CPECs to storage
facilities that charge during those hours and discharge during peak hours.

Under contracts for Environmental Attributes, the EDCs bear the contracting risk while the
DOER, as the administrator of the CPS program, fulfills the role of documenting compliance with
the CPS regulations. Asking the EDCs to move forward with an ISC contract where the operation
of a storage facility does not result in Environmental Attributes being certified by DOER
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inappropriately shifts compliance risk to the EDCs and will ultimately require them to defend
payments that are not aligned with the definition of Energy Services. This is a risk that the EDCs
cannot accept.

The DOER’s proposed ISC mechanism attempts to alleviate this risk to the EDCs, but only
specifically for four-hour duration storage facilities that qualify for the CPS. It envisages a contract
mandate for the first four hours of charge and discharge to follow the CPS Energy Storage
Charging Windows and Seasonal Peak Periods — the idea being that EDC compliance with the
definition of Energy Services for these specific megawatt-hours would be more readily
demonstrated by having corresponding CPECs. While this may partially address some of the EDCs
compliance concerns during that specific four-hour window, it is unclear how the EDCs would be
able to enforce compliance or what impact such a contract would have on energy markets.
Additionally, this approach does not alleviate the unacceptable risk to the EDCs for durations
longer than four hours and non-CPS eligible projects, which are the primary motivations of
exploring an ISC mechanism. Again, the CPS could be modified to include longer discharge
duration storage capability under a framework where DOER oversees certification of
Environmental Attributes.

I1I. The Steering Committee Adequately Considered the ISC as a Potential Energy
Service as Part of its Deliberations Developing the RFP, Meeting the Requirements
of Section 83E.

To avoid the risk addressed above, the EDCs recommend contracting only for
Environmental Attributes (and not Energy Services) in the Round 2 Solicitation, while working
with the DOER to secure necessary statutory changes to Section 83E or to amend the Clean Peak
Standard. Namely, if Section 83E were amended to simply require the EDCs to contract for
storage, as opposed to the current requirement to contract for Energy Services (which specifically
requires an increase in the deliverability or reliability of clean energy) for storage, an ISC
contracting framework could be considered in future Section 83E procurements following a
thorough evaluation of the framework and implementation of any necessary adjustments to the
framework to ensure that it is in customers’ best interests to pursue an ISC contract. This position
was developed through substantive discussions with the Steering Committee and IE, as noted
below.

On March 31, 2026, the IE circulated a presentation outlining the provisions and
calculations associated with an ISC contract framework, which was discussed by the Steering
Committee at several meetings. At the direction of the DOER, the IE, on April 3, 2026, provided
the Steering Committee with an ISC model that could be used in the Round 2 Solicitation, which
was discussed at several Steering Committee meetings. The EDCs noted that, if an ISC framework
is to be used in future Section 83E solicitations, it would need to be properly evaluated and
developed for use in Massachusetts in order to maximize competition, ensure maximum potential
value for customers resulting from the contracts and to keep costs as low as possible for customers.
The EDCs have been clear throughout the various discussions on the ISC mechanism the IE
presented that, with the appropriate statutory and/or regulatory changes (which are discussed
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above) and any other modifications identified as necessary following a thorough evaluation, the
mechanism could be included in future Section 83E solicitations. To that end, the EDCs engaged
with the DOER and IE on the ISC model and raised issues, asked questions, and made suggestions
as to how that model could be adapted for Massachusetts for use in those future solicitations. To
further that engagement, Eversource suggested that the Steering Committee create a subgroup to
specifically work on developing an ISC mechanism for Massachusetts.

In mid-April 2026, the DOER and Power Advisory presented an ISC mechanism for
Massachusetts for inclusion in the Round 2 Solicitation. Despite the Section 83E directive that the
EDCs and DOER jointly consider inclusion of Energy Services in the solicitation, this ISC
mechanism was developed without EDC input or consideration of the concerns raised by the EDCs
throughout the RFP development process about the ripeness of such a mechanism and the lack of
analysis behind its creation. Instead, the DOER informed the EDCs that the mechanism would be
included in the RFP filed with the Department for its review.

On April 17, 2026, the EDCs sent an email to the DOER and IE reiterating their
determination that further analysis on an ISC mechanism had to be undertaken prior to its inclusion
in any Section 83E solicitation, noting that this approach is consistent with Massachusetts’ success
in prior clean energy solicitations under Section 83 through 83E. In those solicitations, each new
mechanism had been thoroughly evaluated, tested, debated, and put out for public comment from
stakeholders before being introduced into an RFP.!! An ISC mechanism should be no different.

In order to fully advocate for the interests of their customers, including maintaining a
continued focus on affordability, the EDCs requested in their April 17 email to meet with DOER
and the IE on the ISC mechanism outside of the weekly Steering Committee calls specifically to
work together to create a mechanism that works for Massachusetts and is in the best interests of
customers. The EDCs provided a list of topics that required further discussion, including but not
limited to errors in the ISC model provided by the IE, the need to review additional ISC models to
ensure a fulsome vetting of the mechanism, and whether and how the changing energy market will
impact this mechanism over the term of a Section 83E contract for Energy Services.

That meeting occurred on April 23", during which the EDCs identified the errors they had
found in the ISC model that was provided by the IE, laid out in greater detail the additional
modeling work that would be required to adequately analyze the mechanism, and reiterated their
desire to put any ISC mechanism that is being considered for inclusion in an RFP under Section
83E out for stakeholder comment. During the discussion, the drafting team identified three other
states that are incorporating an ISC mechanism in a storage procurement: New York, Maine, and
Ilinois. All three of those states made their proposed mechanism available for stakeholder

' A recent example of a new mechanism being carefully tested, developed, and put out for public comment is the
Index Adjustment Mechanism that was included in the most recent offshore wind procurement under Section 83C
(Round 4). The idea for such a mechanism was proposed by DOER’s consultant, Levitan, developed collaboratively
between Levitan, DOER, the EDCs, and the Evaluation Team quantitative consultant, with input from the IE, and put
out for public comment. Seven stakeholders provided robust and detailed feedback on the mechanism which allowed
the 83C Evaluation drafting team to further refine the formula prior to filing the mechanism at the Department.
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feedback prior to their inclusion in RFPs. If an ISC mechanism is included in 83E Round 2,
Massachusetts would be the only state to propose contracting under an ISC mechanism without
first having sought robust stakeholder feedback. During the meeting, the EDCs also reiterated that
the process of analyzing, creating and ultimately the adoption of an ISC mechanism must be a joint
RFP Drafting Team effort by all parties.

IV. Conclusion

Given the importance of continued, successful clean energy solicitations that benefit
customers and the Commonwealth, the EDCs appreciate the opportunity to provide the Department
with their concerns and proposed solutions for those concerns, namely that the Department direct
the EDCs and DOER to solicit for Environmental Attributes only in the Round 2 Solicitation. The
EDC:s look forward to engaging with the Department on this important, customer-focused issue.

Sincerely,

NSTAR ELECTRIC COMPANY d/b/a
EVERSOURCE ENERGY
By its attorneys,
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D,
Danielle C. Winter, Esq.

Jessica Buno Ralston, Esq.
Keegan Werlin LLP

1 Cranberry Hill, Ste. 304
Lexington, Massachusetts 02421

MASSACHUSETTS ELECTRIC
COMPANY and NANTUCKET
ELECTRIC COMPANY d/b/a
NATIONAL GRID

By its attorneys,
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John K. Habib, Esq.

Ashley S. Marton, Esq.

Keegan Werlin LLP

1 Cranberry Hill, Ste. 304
Lexington, Massachusetts 02421
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cc: Susan Geiser, Hearing Officer
Service List, D.P.U. 26-75

Laura Bickel, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
170 Data Drive

Waltham, MA 02451

FITCHBURG GAS AND ELECTRIC
LIGHT COMPANY d/b/a UNITIL
By its attorney,
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William D. Hewitt, Esq.
Hewitt & Hewitt

PO Box 797

Yarmouth, ME 04096



