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April 12, 2019   

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020 
Boston, MA 02114 
(Submitted via email to doer.cps@mass.gov) 
 
Re: Clean Peak Standard Stakeholder Straw Proposal 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Calpine Corporation (“Calpine”) submits the following in response to Massachusetts Department of 
Energy Resources (DOER) stakeholder questions regarding a Clean Peak Standard (CPS). Pursuant 
to An Act to Advance Clean Energy, DOER is required to develop a program requiring retail electricity 
providers to meet a baseline minimum percentage of sales with qualified clean peak resources that 
dispatch or discharge electricity to the electric distribution system during seasonal peak periods, or, 
alternatively, reduce load.  Calpine submitted the attached comments on DOER’s initial stakeholder 
questions, and we offer responses to these questions in light of this statutory requirement. 

Calpine operates the largest fleet of natural gas combined cycle (NGCC) and combined heat and 
power facilities in the U.S. Calpine is also the nation’s largest producer of electricity from renewable, 
base-load geothermal resources. Overall, Calpine is capable of delivering approximately 26,000 
megawatts (MW) of clean, reliable electricity to customers and communities in 17 U.S. states and 
Canada, with 79 power plants in operation or under construction. In Massachusetts, Calpine 
operates the Fore River Energy Center, a natural gas combined cycle plant (NGCC) with baseload 
capacity of 750 megawatts (MW). In addition, through its subsidiary, Calpine Energy Solutions, 
Calpine serves as a licensed retail energy provider in every deregulated state in the U.S. This includes 
providing electricity in seventeen states, including Massachusetts (approximately 1,670,000 
megawatt-hours (MWh)) and several others in ISO-New England (ISO-NE), as well as Washington, 
D.C. 

General Comments 

To the extent that the CPS can function similar to the REC markets, we offer these three overall 
principles to be considered as the regulatory framework is developed: 

1. The CPS program should not favor or create incentives for one clean peak resource over 
another.  Thus, clean peak certificates should be fungible regardless of the resource that 
created the certificate. 

2. Massachusetts has one of the most complex RPS program designs of any state in the U.S., 
comprised of seven different classes of renewable requirements—each with its own separate 
set of regulations and guidelines. This complexity makes annual compliance burdensome for 
retail electric suppliers and creates administrative costs that are ultimately borne by 



2 
 

consumers. From our perspective as a retail electric supplier, DOER should propose 
regulations for comments with the following objectives:   

a. The CPS should not result in electric distribution companies imposing a non-
bypassable charge, and retail electric suppliers and customers should manage the 
programs. 

b. The CPS regulations should have clear long-term targets to provide the regulatory 
certainty needed for retail load customers. 

c. The CPS regulation should have a reasonable alternative compliance payment (ACP) 
and provide retail suppliers certainty with respect to value of the ACP.   

3. In order for the CPS program to be successful in achieving the goals of the Act, verification 
of any clean peak certification is critical, and appropriate metering must be required to verify 
generation or load reduction during peak periods. 

The following provides comments on additional detail outlined in DOER’s straw proposal.  Calpine 
would welcome the opportunity to discuss with you any of these points, concerns, and 
recommendations. 

Multipliers 

While Calpine understands DOER’s objectives to consider multipliers, we are concerned that the 
distinction between a resilience multiplier and a distribution circuit multiplier may not create 
additional value and lead to regulatory uncertainty.  We are concerned that the attributes that such 
multipliers would consider may overlap.  Thus, as suggested in the straw proposal, we urge DOER 
to first propose for stakeholder feedback and comment proposed language that clearly defines the 
resilience multiplier, the benefits of resilience, how that benefit would be measured, and the 
proposed value for such a resilience multiplier.  Assuming DOER finalizes a resilience multiplier, 
DOER could then consider whether to engage stakeholders on whether an additional distribution 
circuit multiplier is even necessary.  Additionally, it would be important to consider and seek 
stakeholder feedback on how a distribution company would determine the locational value.   
 
With respect to the proposed minimum load multiplier, Calpine would urge DOER to only consider 
proposing such a multiplier when net load (defined as: ISO New England less solar, wind, and 
nuclear generation) is negative. Otherwise additional demand increases carbon emissions. 
 
Additionally, Calpine recommends that the proposed rule makes clear how the option provided in 
the statute for electric distribution companies to enter into long-term contracts for clean peak 
resources would integrate with any multipliers.  For example, if a company procures resilience 
attributes from clean peak resources, neither the resilience nor a distribution circuit multipliers 
would be necessary.   
 
Valuing Clean Peak Certificates 
 
Calpine encourages DOER to ensure that the proposed rule makes clear how Clean Peak 
Certificates will be valued.  As noted above, given that the statue allows electric distribution 
companies to procure Clean Peak Certificates by long-term contract, it will be important for DOER 
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to provide guidance on how the value of a Clean Peak Certificate should reflect any multiplier that is 
finalized.   

Additionally, DOER should provide stakeholders information for review and comment on its 
assessment of how all potential program costs (i.e., any proposed multipliers and the expected clean 
peak certificate costs) will remain below DOER’s goal of ensuring ratepayer costs do not exceed 
$0.005/kWh.  Further, if DOER considers adding any additional multipliers after the final rule is 
effective, it would similarly be important to provide analysis for stakeholder feedback on the cost 
implications of any program revisions.   

Administration of the Program 

In order to ensure that the final program is implemented effectively, Calpine recommends that 
DOER have one entity administer the program through a transparent process.  While various 
subcontractors may be needed, DOER should avoid having multiple contractors responsible for 
different parts of the program, which would lead to program inefficiencies, miscommunication, and 
increased costs.  

Clean Peak Certificate Procurement 

DOER’s straw proposal and the statutory requirements are likely to provide sufficient flexibility in 
what qualifies as eligible resources.  Thus, assuming DOER starts with a reasonable obligation for 
electric distribution companies, DOER should allow entities to comply with the program for a 
reasonable period of time and then DOER should assess whether any procurement process is 
necessary.   

Conclusion 

Calpine looks forward to continuing to provide feedback to DOER as the regulations are developed, 
and please do not hesitate to contact me at Steven.Schleimer@calpine.com if you need any additional 
information.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Steven S. Schleimer 
Senior Vice President, Government and Regulatory Affairs 
 














