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       September 22, 2015 

 

Mrs. Susan Hudson, Clerk 

Vermont Public Service Board 

112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2701 

 

Re: Docket No. 7250 – Deerfield Wind Project 

Dear Mrs. Hudson: 

 Deerfield Wind has responded to the Comments submitted by the Wind Action Group 

(“Windaction”) with two basic lines of argument.1  First, it disputes the right of Windaction, or any 

Petitioner, to challenge the details of how Deerfield Wind intends to meet its obligations under the CPG.  

Second, it presents factual arguments in opposition to the factual arguments presented by Windaction.  

The latter tactic exposes the flaw in the former tactic.  If there were no factual issues in dispute then there 

would be no reason for further hearings by the Public Service Board (“PSB”).  But, because Deerfield 

Wind presented the mere outline of exactly how it intended to comply with its CPG obligations at the 

time of its initial application and because it has already made changes to the details of the plan it 
submitted and on which the CPG proceeding relied, the need for further hearings is essential.   

 The tactic, used here by Deerfield Wind, of presenting vague and glowing outlines for 

large industrial projects as the basis for obtaining initial CPG approval, hiding the details that will 

actually determine whether the project is acceptable until after CPG approval and then opposing any 

effort to hold additional hearings once the details are revealed, is contrary to the public interest.  If the 

PSB enables this practice of allowing the use of an outline of a project to obtain a CPG, the only way to 

protect the public interest and assure Vermont citizens that large industrial projects are receiving the 

thorough review necessary to protect the public interest, is to allow hearings on the implications of the 

details once they are disclosed and once substantial issues are raised regarding the implications of those 
details for the environment and the public interest. 

 In our comments, Windaction identifies a number of serious issues that could not have 

been presented during the CPG hearings because they are based on details of how Deerfield Wind intends 

to carry out its CPG obligations, details not previously disclosed.  For example, Deerfield Wind now 

proposes to replace the Gamesa Model G80 and G87 turbines with seven (7) Gamesa G87 turbines along 

the eastern ridge and eight (8) Gamesa G97 turbines on the western ridge. The change in blade length is 

dismissed by Deerfield Wind as minor with no increased impact on the environment, including noise, 

nonetheless it is an obligation of the PSB to fully assess these changes and not merely accept assertions 

by the applicant. For example, the power purchase agreement negotiated between Deerfield Wind and 

Green Mountain Power is substantially more expensive than similarly priced agreements for wind power 

in the region. Attached to this letter are separate memos from two experts familiar with the New England 

                                                           
 
1  Deerfield Wind’s hypertechnical complaint that Windaction’s comments were not timely filed deserves little 

response.  Since Deerfield Wind received the comments on the day they were due it has suffered no prejudice.  Yet it 

seeks as a consequence of the failure to have used the regular mail and/or hand-delivered method to have the comments 

received on the due date that the Board should disregard Windaction’s substantive comments.  That form of elevating 

form over substance is inappropriate and totally unwarranted.  “No harm, no foul” is the sensible response.    
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energy market addressing this point. Deerfield wants to hold back as much of the details as it can get 

away with in order to deprive the public and this Board the opportunity to review the plans before they 

are implemented and before the damage is done.   

FACTUAL ISSUES IN DISPUTE 

A. Power Purchase Agreement 

The Board’s conditions for approving the power purchase agreement (“PPA”) are clear. Any 

contract entered into for a substantial portion of the Project’s power output must “contain appropriate 

terms and conditions, including price stability and prices favorable to market purchases, to promote the 

general good of the State of Vermont.” The aggregate contract price of $88/MWh is at least 10% above 

market price contract prices for similar wind energy facilities in New England and 10-years longer than 

most. Supporting commentary attached to this letter prepared by Mr. Robert Amelang, a former engineer 

for GMP (retired) and Mr. William P. Short III, an independent energy consultant, examine how the 

contract terms and aggregate contract price negotiated between GMP and Deerfield fail to consider 
current and anticipated competitive pricing for wind energy. 

Mr. Raubvogel complains in his responsive comments that the post-CPG section 248 process is 

the wrong venue for addressing the terms of the contract arguing instead that a prudency review is the 

right venue. He struggles in his letter to find wording in the Board’s 2009 Final Order to support a claim 

that the Board has no interest in the contract’s provisions. He points to the recent approval of GMP’s 

Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) and concludes that since the PPA “represents GMP’s execution of the 

decision-making processes and plan” the Board’s approval of the IRP (Docket 8397) should somehow 

serve as a proxy for scrutinizing the specifics of this contract. Any notion that the $88/MWh price is not 

favorable to market purchases is dismissed using the same flawed logic. According to Mr. Raubvogel, the 

contract price relied on the IRP and the Board approved the IRP, ergo the Board approved the contract 

price. Mr. Raubvogel obviously misunderstands why an IRP is prepared, how an IRP is used for strategic 
planning and the fact that utilities review PPAs separate from an IRP. 

The purpose of an IRP is to demonstrate that utilities are evaluating generation options on equal 

footing with other options such as conservation, and to consider environmental damages when evaluating 

generation options.  Mr. Amelang’s memo details how, from his experience at CVPS, proposed PPA 

options were analyzed separate from an IRP.  While the utility would consider forecasts done for the last 

IRP, they would also consider updating forecasts if sufficient time elapsed.  Prior to the CVPS-GMP 

merger, Mr. Amelang prepared a new power cost forecast every quarter. With regard to Mr. Raubvogel’s 

insistence that a prudency review would better address questions concerning the contact, Mr. Amelang’s 

memo explains the issues surrounding the HQ VJO PPA and how a technical hearing in advance of the 

contract being signed would better serve Vermont residents. The similarities in this case with the HQ VJO 
PPA are evident. 

The Deerfield PPA price is too high and the terms allow a significant risk shift from Deerfield 

Wind to GMP.  The New England power market has changed since Deerfield was granted a CPG. 
Convening a technical hearing at this stage is in the public interest.  

B. Turbine Change 

The turbine configuration and plan layout for the project has undergone substantial changes since 

the CPG was issued in 2009. The approved turbines would have stood just 389 feet (G80s; five on the 

eastern ridge) and 401 feet (G87s; two on the eastern ridge and eight on the western ridge). The new 

configuration calls for all G97 turbines on the western ridge (415 feet) and G87 turbines on the eastern 
ridge. 

Deerfield responded to concerns about increased noise emissions from the larger turbines by 
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submitting piecemeal materials to supplement its compliance filing. However, the record is still devoid of 

specific details about the G97 turbines and includes only summary information about the prediction 

models run by Mr. Ken Kaliski of RSG. The fact remains that the project, as originally proposed, was 

very close to the permitted limit. The Board is aware that Mr. Kaliski has already experienced a failure at 

the Kingdom Community Wind project (noise exceedances). By changing to the larger G97 turbines, we 

believe it is important that the information in the record be complete and comprehensive and that Mr. 

Kaliski be made available at a technical hearing so his conclusions regarding noise emissions at the newly 
configured project can be tested.  

We note for the record that despite Deerfield’s claim that replacing the G80 turbines was 

“dictated in part by Gamesa discontinuing the G80,” public information shows Gamesa is actively 

manufacturing, selling and installing the G80 model.2 3 It is within the Board’s jurisdiction to deny the 
change in turbine models. This is a key topic that should be examined at a technical hearing. 

C. Aesthetics  

Deerfield Wind’s July 31, 2015 letter responding to Windaction’s comments on aesthetics raises 

troubling concerns with Deerfield Wind’s second set of compliance filings. Mr. Raubvogel argues that 

there is no basis for Windaction’s statements that the Crosier Cemetery will be negatively impacted by 

the construction and insists the final plans show an overall reduction in impact. He included a memo by 

Jean Vissering defending the plan as safer for accessing the eastern ridge. 

 

What he omits from his claim is that the entire northern corner of Sleepy Hollow Road where it 

intersects Route 8 will be fully stripped of trees and the tree line moved to the eastern side of the new 

access road leaving the new road and bridge highly exposed. The alignment of the road in the final plan 

now appears to cut into the cemetery’s fenced-in area. The few trees along the cemetery’s northern fence 

line will remain but these trees provide no buffer as they are small and very sparsely distributed. Mr. 

Raubvogel touts the fact that a detention basin proposed to be located southeast of the cemetery has been 

removed, but he is silent about another significant basin that will be located immediately adjacent to the 

cemetery’s eastern fence line along the access road. Ms. Vissering argues that the cemetery is setback 

from the road and there is a pull-off for cars to take photographs. While the cemetery stones are situated 

back from Route 8, it is the cemetery fencing which defines the limits of the cemetery and the fencing 

goes to the edge of the road and possibly into the right-of-way of Route 8. The pull-off described by Ms. 

Vissering is not relevant to this discussion since it is located on the western side of Route 8 and does not 

encroach on the cemetery. The Crosier Cemetery, according to residents of Searsburg4, is the only open 

cemetery in the town. Last year there was at least one burial at the site. We see nothing in Mr. 

Raubvogel’s or Ms. Vissering’s memo to allay our concerns.  

 

Ms. Vissering also asserts in her memo that the ‘Y’ intersection is “not an unusual design for 

rural roads” and that the alignment “creates a much safer and more logical entrance onto Route 8 for left 

                                                           
2 April 2015: The Spanish manufacturer will install 110 of its G80 2MW turbines http://renews.biz/87386/gamesa-grabs-220mw-

in-egypt/ 

 
3 July 2015: Gamesa is to supply nine G80 2MW wind turbines to repower the Ovenden Moor wind farm  

http://renews.biz/92470/gamesa-repowers-ovenden-moor/  

 
4 Conversation with Thomas Shea. 

 

http://renews.biz/87386/gamesa-grabs-220mw-in-egypt/
http://renews.biz/87386/gamesa-grabs-220mw-in-egypt/
http://renews.biz/92470/gamesa-repowers-ovenden-moor/
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turning traffic.” Ms. Vissering has not been introduced into these proceedings as a traffic safety expert so 

her statements on safety should be given little, if any weight. Nonetheless we are compelled to respond.  

 

Ms. Vissering’s assertion that vehicles entering Route 8 from the access road would be turning 

‘left’ is not correct. They would be turning right.  Vehicles traveling south on Route 8 would turn left to 

get onto the access road. Ms. Vissering’s and Deerfield Wind’s claim of the road alignment being safer is 

also erroneous. One need only examine Sheet C-14 of the final plans to see that the location of the new 

access road at Route 8 could prove deadly for the traveling public. Station 0+00 of the access road is at an 

elevation of around 2474 feet (Sheet C-14) while Route 8 at the cemetery appears to be at an elevation of 

2496 feet, a difference of 22 +/- feet. Route 8 also curves when traveling north within 150-200 feet past 

the cemetery. If the alleged safer ‘Y’ configuration is intended for large transports to enter and exit the 

project site, there is a substantial risk that vehicles traveling north on Route 8 could crest the hill in front 

of the cemetery and rapidly come upon a turbine blade or other service vehicles entering onto Route 8 or 

crossing the north bound lane onto the access road. Placement of the new access road creates added visual 

and safety impacts.   

 

With regard to the visual simulations of the project, Windaction raised valid and demonstrable 

concerns that the photo-simulations included with Ms. Vissering’s 2012 memo appear to show the 

turbines against a light background giving the impression that the larger towers may be less visible than 

those shown in prior simulations. Deerfield Wind suggests the difference relates to black blades used in a 

prior simulation. Windaction was obviously aware that the first simulations from 2006 used black blades 

as mentioned in footnote 8 of our June 20, 2015 letter. Nothing in Mr. Raubvogel’s reply has assuaged 

our objections regarding the photo-simulations.  

 

We are also very troubled by Ms. Vissering’s statement (Vissering memo July 31, 2015) that she 

did not produce the photo-simulations herself nor is it evident that the photo-simulations were prepared 

under her direction and/or oversight. This raises significant concerns as to the credibility of the 

documents submitted. First, VERA, who Ms. Vissering states prepared the simulations, has not been 

recognized in this proceeding as an expert on visual impacts and aesthetics. Even if this were a new skill 

acquired by VERA since 2007-08 when the project was adjudicated, we would expect an opportunity to 

vet VERA on this topic. Further, it is John Zimmerman who signed and attested to the July 31, 2015 

memo responding to Windaction’s concerns wherein he stated he had “personal knowledge of, and am 

able to testify as to the validity of the information contained in my memorandum.” We note for the record 

that Mr. Zimmerman is a proponent of the Deerfield Wind project and according to his January 8, 2007 

prefiled testimony5, “VERA managed the northeast wind development efforts of enXco Development (the 

former owner of Deerfield Wind, LLC). In this role, I [Zimmerman] had the overall project management 

responsibilities for the development of the Deerfield Wind Project.” 

 

Mr. Zimmerman is both a proponent of Deerfield Wind and, apparently now serves as the 

project’s visual impact and aesthetic expert. We encourage the Board to examine this issue closely to 

ensure the integrity of the process. This is further reason for technical hearings to be scheduled. 

 

                                                           
5 
http://psb.vermont.gov/sites/psb/files/docket/7250Deerfield/Petition+SupportDocs/Zimmerman/Zimmerman_Final_Testimony_J

anuary_2007.pdf 

 

http://psb.vermont.gov/sites/psb/files/docket/7250Deerfield/Petition+SupportDocs/Zimmerman/Zimmerman_Final_Testimony_January_2007.pdf
http://psb.vermont.gov/sites/psb/files/docket/7250Deerfield/Petition+SupportDocs/Zimmerman/Zimmerman_Final_Testimony_January_2007.pdf
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Paragraph 34 of the Final Order issued by the Board requires Deerfield to submit a re-vegetation 

and landscape plan for disturbed areas created by the access road, substation and transmission line 

infrastructure. It is possible that the re-vegetation plan may address some of the issues Windaction has 

raised regarding aesthetics, including the impacts to Putnam Road, but not all of them. To the best of our 

knowledge, a re-vegetation plan has not been filed with the Board. 

 

Finally, Mr. Raubvogel accuses Windaction of issuing “ad hominem” attacks, a claim that we 

strongly reject. Windaction’s comments were never intended as such and there is no room in this 

proceeding for such allegations. Rather, Windaction only seeks to examine new issues before the Board 

which his client has introduced at this late date and we are using the one opportunity available to us to do 

so. There is obviously a factual dispute in this area. We also believe there could be a possible conflict of 

interest that may further taint the validity of Deerfield Wind’s compliance filing. 

D. Decommissioning 

Deerfield Wind has mischaracterized Windaction’s comments relative to decommissioning. As in 

other responses by Mr. Raubvogel, he lashed out at our objections without understanding our meaning. 
The Final Order issued on this docket requires that decommissioning consist of the following:  

(1) all turbines, including blades, nacelles and towers, would be disassembled and transported 

off-site for reclamation and sale; 

(2) all of the transformers would also be transported off-site for reuse or reclamation; 

(3) the overhead power collection conductors and the power poles would be removed from the 

site; 

(4) all underground infrastructure at depths less than two feet below grade would be removed 

from the site;  

(5) all underground infrastructure at depths greater that two feet below finished grade would be 

abandoned in place; and 

(6) areas where subsurface components are removed would be filled, graded to match adjacent 

contours and re-seeded, stabilized with an appropriate seed mix and allowed to re-vegetate 

naturally. 

Windaction’s comments merely point out that Westwood’s estimates do not adequately address the 

specific tasks associated with each of the above steps. Absent more detail there is no way to evaluate 

whether the estimated funding will cover the level of work expected. The residents of Vermont should not 

incur any of the costs for dismantling the project. Windaction fully supports the Department of Public 
Service’s (“Department”) efforts to secure factual information from a third party expert on this topic.  

E. Blasting Plan  

Windaction’s comments pertaining to Deerfield Wind’s blasting plan (CPG condition 26) detailed 

several critical failings of the plan, including (a) the plan was not prepared by a licensed professional 

engineer as required by the FEIS (FEIS at 79); (b) the plan was largely silent regarding deployment of 

blasting mats; (c) the plan does not comply with CPG condition 25 requiring blasting be “performed in 

accordance with any and all applicable laws and regulations”; and (d) the plan is not specific on whether 

all blasting will be carried out by licensed and certified blasting technicians (CPG condition 25). 

In its June 15, 2015 response, Deerfield dismisses Windaction’s concerns as insufficient to 

warrant further inquiry and insists its plan is essential the same as others previously accepted by the 

Board. In contrast, Deerfield found similar objections raised by the Department to be material and 

responded by filing an amended plan with Board. Windaction reasserts its concerns with the blasting plan.  
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In closing, it may be a well-accepted adage that “it is better to ask for forgiveness than to ask for 

permission” but that adage has no place where a large scale industrial operation is involved.  Since the 

initial CPG was granted with serious reservations of the PSB regarding the existence of benefits sufficient 

to offset the considerable costs of the project - see e.g. 2009 Vt. PUC LEXIS 196 at *4-11 and *202-208 

(dissent by John D. Burke) - any additional impacts revealed by details now being provided by Deerfield 

Wind may very well tip the balance against the project.  As is frequently observed “the devil is in the 

details.”  Thus, Windaction urges the Board to hold a hearing on the environmental costs that will be 

created by Deerfield Wind’s now more detailed plans for addressing several problems that the proposed 

construction and/or operation of the Deerfield Wind Project will create.             

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard on this important matter. If you have any questions 

regarding the letter or the attached memoranda, please contact me at (603) 838-6588 or by email at 
llinowes@windaction.org 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Lisa Linowes 

 

 

cc: Service List for Docket No. 7250 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:llinowes@windaction.org
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I worked since 1987 for CVPS, and after its merger with GMP, continued working in the same capacity 

for GMP until retirement in 2013.  At CVPS/GMP I worked extensively with generation and transmission 

issues.  My work included generation and integrated resource planning, PPA analysis and management, 

state and federal regulatory proceedings, transmission tariff support,  electric market price forecasting, 

and financial analysis.  I have extensive experience with non-utility generation under Vermont and federal 

rules and with the purchase and transmission of power from Hydro Quebec.  I have 40 years of 

experience in the electric power industry, working for two electric utilities and several utility consultants. 

 

1. Section 248 or Prudency Review  

Deerfield Wind’s claims that: “This post-CPG compliance filing is not a prudency review.”  It is 

instructive to consider the precedent set by the PSB prudency review of the Hydro Quebec Vermont Joint 

Owners (“HQ VJO”) PPA.  I had direct experience with various aspects of the HQ VJO PPA, from 

analysis done during and after negotiation, further analysis and support of PSB approval, and the 

prudency process.  From my experience, it would have been much more efficient and beneficial to utility 

customers for the PSB to have additional hearings to review a PPA receiving PSB approval, if there are 

delays and changes from the time of original PSB approval.   

The Deerfield Wind PPA could turn out to be similar to that of the HQ VJO.  For both the HQ VJO and 

Deerfield Wind, considerable time elapsed between the time of PSB approval and commencement of 

energy deliveries.  During that time, the electric power market changed such that there was a need for a 

new PSB process to evaluate the PPA in light of the new market condition.  Although I do not know if 

there was a legal case for a new PSB review of the HQ VJO PPA, I do know that in hindsight that it 

would have been more efficient and probably better for GMP’s customers to have the PSB perform a new 

review as an extension of the 248 process than to do a prudency review.  A brief description of the HQ 

VJO prudency will explain this point. 

CVPS, GMP and almost all of the other Vermont utilities executed the HQ VJO PPA in 1987.  Shortly 

thereafter, each utility (VPPSA represented the small utilities) filed for 248 approval of the PPA.  The 

PSB approved the PPA.  Since the HQ VJO PPA was from a Quebec utility, there was a separate 

Canadian regulatory approval process.  Both the Vermont and Canadian approval processes were lengthy, 

and the Canadian process took longer.  Due to a unique aspect of the Canadian process, a circumstance 

occurred such that the Vermont utilities could have cancelled the HQ VJO PPA without penalty, after 

receipt of PSB approval. 

The Vermont utilities chose not to cancel the HQ VJO PPA.  This was referred to as “locking-in” the 

PPA.  After the HQ VJO PPA commenced significant deliveries of power and energy, there were 

To: Lisa Linowes, The Windaction Group 

From: Robert J. Amelang 

Date: 9/22/2015 

Re: Vermont PSB Docket 7250 – Deerfield Wind PPA 
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noticeable rate impacts.  The DPS filed a prudency proceeding at the PSB, alleging CVPS and GMP 

failed to consider lower cost PPA options that became available between the time of PSB approval and 

the time at which the Vermont utilities could have cancelled the contract—i.e., not locked in.  Indeed, 

there was a considerable amount of time in that period, during which a number of New England utilities 

such as Northeast Utilities were offering surplus capacity from their fossil fuel generation stations.   Also 

there were proposed non-utility natural gas fired generation projects as options. 

The PSB ruled that CVPS and GMP were imprudent, and assessed significant penalties.   

In retrospect, it would be better if the PSB had not done a prudency proceeding, but instead requested a 

technical hearing as part of the HQ VJO PPA process.  There would have been time for such a hearing at 

which CVPS and GMP could provide a new analysis that the HQ VJO continued to be preferable to the 

new PPA alternatives that were recently available.  It would be better for the customers, who would have 

had lower rates from lower cost energy and better for CVPS and GMP investors, who had lower 

dividends due to the annual prudency based penalties.  A third benefit would have been much less legal 

and staff time spent arguing the prudency issues for all parties concerned. 

In the case of Deerfield Wind, the PSB has required in the CPG that Deerfield Wind enter into a long-

term power contract with a Vermont utility (condition #4) and that the Board will review any such 

contracts to determine if they “contain appropriate terms and conditions, including price stability and 

prices favorable to market purchases” (condition #5). 

There is clearly an opportunity to require a technical hearing.   

Notwithstanding the prudency issue, it would be unfair to GMP’s customers to approve the Deerfield 

PPA with only a two page letter from GMP in support of the PPA.  The July 22, 2015 comments 

submitted by the Windaction Group raise substantial issues that require a technical hearing.  Below I 

provide support for some of Windaction’s comments, concentrating on the most significant negative 

aspects of the Deerfield Wind PPA. 

2. Contract Shifts Risk To GMP Customers 

The Deerfield PPA price is too high and the terms allow a significant risk shift from Deerfield Wind to 

GMP.   

The New England power market has changed since Deerfield was granted a CPG. In the case of the HQ 

VJO PPA prudency, during the time interval between the time of PSB approval and a possible technical 

hearing prior to the lock in, the power market changed due to unexpected changes in capacity and fossil 

fuel prices.  In the case of this docket, the time interval is much longer.  Also, in addition to the recent 

changes in capacity and fossil fuel prices, there have been changes in state RPS laws and rules, the REC 

supply and demand balance and in the ISO-NE market rules. 

Since the approval of the Deerfield project in April of 2009, there has been high volatility of REC prices 

and changes in ISO-NE market rules that can lower the value of wind generation projects.  Further 

volatility in REC prices is likely, as are continued changes in state RPS and ISO-NE market rules.  The 

value of the Deerfield project to GMP customers is based to a large extent on REC prices and ISO-NE 

market rules, which have changed and are expected to continue changing. Also, since 2009 natural gas 

commodity prices, which largely determine the New England energy price, continue to decrease.  These 

changes have not been examined in relation to the Deerfield PPA.  
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GMP states that during the first several years of project operation, the value of the project’s output is 

“essentially the same as the PPA price” but in the longer term the market value will increase to roughly 

$95/MWh, based on base case assumptions of its 2014 IRP. (Douglas C. Smith Letter, July 2, 2015) I 

cannot fully evaluate this claim, since GMP did not provide any detail as to how this number was 

calculated, however, public information shows that recent contracts for wind in New England have been 

signed at lower aggregate prices and for shorter terms.  

I conducted an analysis of the value of the Deerfield project.  This analysis is based on a recent DPS 

capacity price forecast and an energy price forecast based on recent natural gas commodity prices in the 

forward market. I also considered two factors stated in the memo by Bill Short that address the REC 

market.  These factors are that a large influx of New York wind energy will lead to an oversupply of 

RECs and that New England RPS policies will begin to sunset (and plateau) by 2019. The analysis 

indicates that the project’s 25-year levelized value is about $83/MWh.   

There are two reasons why my forecast of the Deerfield project is lower than the $88/MWh PPA price.  

First, I assume a realistic REC price forecast. Second, my energy price forecast is lower because natural 

gas prices have decreased dramatically since 2014, the year in which GMP completed its IRP.  New 

England generation is heavily dependent on natural gas, and the New England electric market price is 

highly correlated with that of natural gas.  According to NYMEX6  web posted data, the natural gas 

futures prices for the 2018 to 2026 period (first nine years of the PPA) decreased by 25 % from July 2014 

to early September 2015.   Adjusting for other factors such as pipeline delivery costs, I calculate that this 

reduction in natural gas prices would have lowered the GMP base case energy price forecast by 20%, if 

that forecast were updated earlier this month.7  

3. PPA and GMP’S IRP 

Deerfield insists that the recent approval of GMP’s IRP is reason enough to find the PPA terms 

appropriate. This claim obviously misunderstands why an IRP is prepared and how an IRP is used for 

strategic planning. 

The purpose8 of an IRP is to demonstrate that utilities are evaluating generation options on equal footing 

with other options such as conservation, and to consider environmental damages when evaluating 

generation options.  From my experience at CVPS, proposed PPA options were analyzed separate from 

our IRP.  We would consider forecasts done for the last IRP, but we would also consider updating 

forecasts if sufficient time elapsed.  Before the merger with GMP, I provided a new power cost forecast 

every quarter. 

4. Comparing BED Contract  

In my review of the PPA, I also looked at public information pertaining to the PPA signed by Burlington 

Electric Department (BED) to acquire 13.5 MW of First Wind’s Hancock Wind facility sited in Maine. 

                                                           
6 New York Mercantile Exchange. Natural gas at Henry Hub futures prices available for the next 13 years.  Average of 

monthly settled prices for 2018-2026, trade dates of 7/28/2014 compared to 9/4/2015.  

ftp://ftp.cmegroup.com/pub/settle/nymex_future.csv -- Product Symbol “NG” 

 
7 My energy price forecast also assumes a very conservative heat rate.  

 
8 The DPS defines the integrate resource planning process as “A public planning process and framework within which 

costs and benefits of both demand and supply side resources are evaluated to develop the least-total-cost mix of utility resource 

options. In many states, such as Vermont, IRP includes a means of considering environmental damages caused by electricity 

supply/transmission and identifying cost effective energy efficiency and renewable energy alternatives.”    

ftp://ftp.cmegroup.com/pub/settle/nymex_future.csv
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The BED PPA has less risk than the Deerfield PPA for several reasons.  First, it has a 10 year initial term, 

which can be extended for an additional 15 years at BED’s option by September 30, 2015.  The Deerfield 

PPA has a fixed 25 year term.  The BED PPA was submitted for City Council approval in April 2013, so 

BED had a period of about two years to evaluate the need for extension.  Since a longer term PPA can 

increase risks to utility customers from unforeseen changes affecting wind output value, BED has less 

risk than that of the Deerfield project.  There are other provisions in the BED PPA that shift risk to the 

wind project owner, in contrast to that of the Deerfield PPA. 

5. Other Concerns 

There are at least three other aspects of the Deerfield PPA that provide unnecessary risk to GMP’s 

customers.   

Deerfield states the PPA will “provide GMP access to revenue from the markets for Forward Capacity 

and RECs, to the benefit of its ratepayers.”  (July 2, 2015 Compliance filing at 2) Bill Short addresses 

REC revenue in his memo. Revenue related to capacity value, from the Forward Capacity Market is 

contingent on GMP and/or Deerfield meeting all deadlines for various submittals required by the ISO-NE 

market rules.  Since the Deerfield project has been under development and regulatory review for many 

years, there is uncertainty regarding the amount of capacity and time at which it will become available.   

Also, while the project may have an anticipated 7 MW of Forward Capacity Market capacity value based 

on expected summer rating (Douglas C. Smith Letter, July 2, 2015), there is no certainty the project will 

maintain this level over the term of the PPA. To put this into perspective, the 64.6 MW Kingdom 

Community Wind has a summer claimed capability (“SCC”) of 9.8 MW; Sheffield (Vermont) Wind has a 

nameplate of 39.2 MW, and a summer SCC of 2.85 MW in the Forward Capacity Market 12 month 

period ending May 2019. 

Secondly, there are two provisions providing risk to GMP from treatment of the Deerfield project under 

the ISO-NE market rules.  The Deerfield PPA contains a provision whereby GMP is “…responsible for or 

entitled to any and all availability penalties and availability credits imposed by ISO-NE and related to the 

delivered Capacity Attributes.”  Another provision states: “Buyer is responsible only for Imbalance 

Energy Charges and Credits related to the Project, and any charges and credits resulting from the Forward 

Capacity Market (“FCM”)…” 

Thirdly, as Windaction states in its July 22, 2015 letter, section 4.2(b) of the PPA shifts significant risk to 

GMP customers during periods when energy prices fall below the contract price and move into the 

negative range. In these circumstances, the market value of the energy could reach as low as minus 

$150/MWh resulting in GMP customers paying up to $238/MWh for the energy, the difference between 

the market price and the contract price. Congestion costs could push the market price much lower. If 

energy prices are headed into negative territory, GMP can issue a “Buyer-Instructed Action” to limit its 

risk, however, if that action results in the project being dispatched down, GMP must still compensate 

Deerfield for the aggregate contract price plus the PTC (assuming the project is PTC eligible) for the 

energy it would have produced. 

Since the April 2009 Order in the Docket 7250, there have been changes in ISO-NE market rules 

affecting wind generation capacity and energy value.  More market rule changes are expected in the near 

future.  Also, new wind generation projects were installed in New England after the Docket 7250 Order 

and even more such generation capacity is expected.  The higher penetration of wind generation and new 

market rules will result in a higher probability of reduced value of the Deerfield project in the New 

England power system.  Unfortunately, when the Deerfield value is reduced in such instances, the above 
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PPA provisions leave GMP customers holding the bag.  This is yet another reason to have a Technical 

Hearing. 

Citing the aggregate contract price is only a piece of the larger issues covered in this PPA. Deerfield must 

explain how GMP customers receive value and avoid penalties under the PPA, the expected frequency of 

low and negative market prices and the resulting overall value of the PPA to GMP customers. 

My forecast of the Deerfield project value is based on the Deerfield energy being valued at the “Mass 

Hub” New England pricing point.  The actual value of the Deerfield project will be based on the node at 

which the project is assigned (the PPA uses the term “P-Node”, which is not defined).  It is possible that 

the average value at the Deerfield assigned node is lower than that of the Mass Hub.  Thus, the above 

PPA provisions could result in a value of the Deerfield project significantly below the $83/MWh 

indicated in my forecast.  Unexpected treatment of the project in the FCM could result in capacity value 

lower than forecasted and have similar impact. 

Finally, in the July 2, 2015 compliance filing, both Deerfield and GMP boast the opportunity for GMP to 

acquire the project after ten years at a pre-set price of $50 million. In reading Deerfield’s response to 

Windaction’s letter, I consider that the acquisition option is not relevant to this proceeding. 
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MEMORANDUM  

TO: LISA LINOWES, THE WINDACTION GROUP 

FROM: WILLIAM P. SHORT III 

SUBJECT: DEERFIELD WIND COMMENTS  

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2015 

  

The memorandum responds to comments prepared by the Windaction Group regarding the long 
term power purchase agreement (“PPA”) negotiated between Deerfield Wind (“Deerfield”) and Green 
Mountain Power (“GMP”).  

Since 2008, I have worked as an independent energy consultant within the New England power and 
REC markets where I qualify, manage and sell for the majority of my clients all of their REC production. I 
also represent load serving entities in Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maine, New Hampshire and Rhode Island 
and regularly manage and purchase for the vast majority of these clients all of their REC requirements. I track 
New England REC supplies closely and the factors influencing price. While each New England state has its 
own policies governing renewable energy goals, these policies, particularly in Massachusetts, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island and New Hampshire, are sufficiently similar that Class I (or RI New) RECs can flow between 
the states to meet demand.  

The PPA states that GMP will purchase the project’s energy output, RECs and capacity at a fixed 
aggregate contract price of $88/MWh with no escalators for a period of 25 years. The 30 MW project is 
expected to be placed into service by the end of 2017 and, according to GMP’s Douglas Smith, the facility is 
projected to produce 100,000 MWhs per year (approx. 38% capacity factor). It is my understanding that 
GMP will have the option to sell the RECs as a means of lowering its net power supply costs and retail rates. 
It is my opinion that overtime this strategy will be very costly to Vermont ratepayers in two ways. First the 
term of the contract is well beyond the terms of other similar contracts. Second, the combined price for the 
REC, energy and capacity is at least 10% more than prices for similar 10-year contracts and more like 25% 
more for the balance of the contract term (years 11 through 25). 

Class I renewable resources enjoy a premium in the New England energy market, but the $88/MWh 
is at least 10% above recent contract prices for wind elsewhere in the region. As the Windaction Group 
correctly cited in its July 22, 2015 comments, the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities ("MDPU") 
approved fixed contracts for in-region wind energy at less than $80/MWh in 2014. In 2015, the State of 
Connecticut finalized contracts to purchase 250 MW from the proposed Number Nine project as well as 
another 20 MW of a solar project, again for a price of less than $80/MWh. These lower priced contacts were 
competitively bid at a time when REC prices were higher than they are today and New England was coming 
off a difficult winter where power prices soared well above forecasted levels.    

You asked me to assess the REC market relative to Deerfield’s contracted price.  

In recent years, the market price for Class I RECs has ranged from as low as $10/MWh to a high of 
just less than $63/MWh. Since the value of a renewable energy credit can represent a significant portion of 
the contracted price depending on available supply, accurate forecasting of REC values is important in 
determining a contract price that will promote the general good of the State of Vermont. 

GMP’s Integrated Resource Plan recently approved (Docket No. 8397; Order of July 29, 2015) 
correctly shows Premium (MA Class I) REC prices as falling from 2015 through to 2020 and remaining flat 
with the base price around $25/MWh  
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Since December 2014, New England Class I RECs have been valued at or slightly under $50. By 
January, 2015, we saw Class I prices drop to as low as $48 following the Connecticut PURA’s draft decision 
that found Vermont SPEED resources did not trigger a claim under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-1(a)(20). This 
ruling freed Vermont RECs to be sold without risk of a title challenge. My current analysis shows New 
England has roughly a 1-million surplus of Mass Class I and RI New RECs for 2015-16 which is depressing 
Class I REC prices. We can expect to see REC prices further erode as 2015 comes to an end and the Class I 
REC market fully settles. By April of 2016, I am anticipating a repeat of 2009-10 with Class I RECs falling to 
a range of $15 to 30 per MWh for 2015 Class I REC prices. This is principally due to the Massachusetts' solar 
carve-out which is reducing the Commonwealth's Class I percentage.  

Prices will recover as the region’s mandates incrementally grow in 2016 and later, but other factors 
will keep REC prices in the mid-to-high $40 range and substantially lower in the 2020s. 

The Windaction Group correctly noted in its comments that beginning in 2016 wind projects in New 
York State will start to come off their contracts with NYSERDA. New England REC values, even at prices 
well below the ACP, are still significantly above NYSERDA’s contract price and we can expect an inflow of 
wind energy and RECs into New England. By 2019 as many as 3 million RECs9 could find their way into the 
New England market from New York which will further depress Class I REC values. Nearly all of the New 
York wind projects are already qualified as Class I resources in Massachusetts and other New England states.  

GMP’s IRP suggests that as REC prices reduce in value, we may see an uptick in energy and capacity 
prices. This is not necessarily the case. A large influx of New York wind energy is likely to lead to an 
oversupply of RECs relative to demand. Since imports also require the energy to be scheduled in, New York 
wind will be imported as system power which will contribute to the suppression of energy prices in the ISO-
NE’s Day-Ahead Market. 

Future REC prices will also be impacted by the sunset of New England’s RPS policies. As GMP 
shows in its 2014 IRP10 (Table 6.2.1 at 6), Rhode Island’s New RPS will plateau at 12.5% by 2019, 
Connecticut’s Class I RPS will reach 20% by 2020 and New Hampshire Class I will reach 15% (including 
Class I thermal) in 2025.11 Unless drastic changes to the existing New England RPS policies are adopted in 
the next few years, which is something I do not anticipate, incremental growth in Class I REC demand will 
shrink by the end of this decade. Much of the new growth will be satisfied with new wind resources now 
under development in Maine as well as wind RECs and energy imported from New York or elsewhere. 
Further, as Massachusetts continues to encourage distributed solar up to 1,600 MW, we can also expect to see 
incremental demand for Massachusetts Class I RECs to be satisfied with substantial amounts of in-state solar. 

The Deerfield Wind project is expected to begin producing RECs at a time when a majority of New 
England’s RPS policies will be coming to an end. Locking in the contract at an above-market price that will 
be in effect beyond the life of most of the region’s renewable energy policies is not in the best interest of 
Vermont ratepayers, especially given the pricing that other utilities have been able to secure for in-region 
wind energy. It is not evident from the filings I reviewed that GMP undertook a competitive bidding process 
before settling on the contract price. Such a process likely would have produced a lower negotiated price. 
Finally, given the current REC market and activity we anticipate in the next 3-5 years, the $88/MWh does not 
appear favorable relative to current and future market purchases.  

 

                                                           
9 An amount representing a substantial portion of the entire growth in MA Class I requirements for 2016-
2020. 
10http://www.greenmountainpower.com/upload/photos/4776._Regional_Context_for_the_Resource_Plan.
pdf 
11 While the Maine Class I RPS requirement is not considered here, it will plateau in 2017. 
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Brief BIO William P. Short III 

Since 2008, William P. Short III has worked as an independent energy consultant within the New England 

power and REC markets. He represents the owners or developers of wind, biomass, solar anaerobic digester, 

co-generation and hydro-electric projects.  In that capacity, he qualifies, manages and sells for the vast 

majority of these clients all of their REC production.  He also represent load serving entities in Connecticut, 

Massachusetts, Maine, New Hampshire and Rhode Island where he regularly manages and purchases for the 

vast majority of these clients all of their REC requirements.  Mr. Short maintains a proprietary data base on 

the supply and demand for the various New England RPS programs and publishes a quarterly newsletter 

reporting on the current state in the New England REC market. He also forecasts supply and demand along 

with anticipated changes in REC prices.  Mr. Short also serves as an Independent Third Party Meter Reader, 

qualifying behind-the-generation for the various New England RPS programs and then reading and verifying 

their production.   

 
 


