
 

                                                                   

1 
 

 

December 20, 2022 
 
ConnectedSolutions Program Administrators 
Paul Wassink, National Grid 
Brad Hunter, Unitil 
Dan Schell, Cape Light Compact 
Bill O’Connor, Eversource 
 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (“EEAC”) 
 
 
Dear ConnectedSolutions Program Administrators and EEAC Members, 
 
CPower, EnelX, and Convergent Energy and Power are sending this letter as a 
follow-up to the stakeholder meeting held on December 5, 2022 to discuss 
proposed changes to the ConnectedSolutions Active Demand Response Program.  
All three companies (“the Group”) are experienced distributed energy resource 
(“DER”) service providers who currently participate in ConnectedSolutions or similar 
programs.  
 
The Group appreciates the Program Administrators sharing their proposed changes 
to the ConnectedSolutions Program and seeking feedback on these changes.  
ConnectedSolutions has been effective in spurring the adoption of battery storage 
and demand response measures in the state and we look forward to working 
together to ensure its continued success.  Our comments below include feedback 
on the changes proposed by Program Administrators (“PAs”) as well as a proposed 
change to the program that we suggest PAs consider. 
 
 
 
 
 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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Capping Payment of Performance Incentive at 150% of Customer’s Annual Peak 
Load 
 

1. Capping Payment of the Performance Incentive at 150% of the customer’s 
annual peak load will discourage development in storage 
 

PAs are proposing to cap the basis for performance incentive payments at 150% of 
the customer’s annual peak load.  The impetus for this proposed change was the 
receipt of applications for battery projects sized more than 100 times the 
associated site’s annual peak load.  The Group understands why such applications 
are problematic, however, the proposal to limit battery size to 150% of annual peak 
load is also problematic and would hamper achievement of program goals. 
 
The economics of storage are tenuous and while battery prices are expected to 
decline in the long term, the current trend in the market is toward increasingly 
higher battery prices.  These cost increases are the result of supply chain issues 
caused by the Pandemic and more recently, geopolitical events.  For many 
customers, the challenging economics of batteries can be overcome only by 
“oversizing” the battery.  Larger batteries are less expensive to develop on a $/kWh 
basis and they provide meaningful resilience benefits.  Therefore, preserving the 
ability to oversize is critically important to the success of the ConnectedSolutions 
Program.  That said, the Group is not suggesting that a multiple of 100 on peak load, 
or anything close to 100, is necessary or appropriate.  The Group believes that a cap 
that allows the customer to achieve 18 hours of resilience is appropriate.  Batteries 
sized this way are far more likely to be economic than a 1.5x battery which provides 
a few hours of resilience at best.  For most customers, 18 hours of resilience would 
translate to a multiplier on peak load of around 7x – 10x. 
 
To illustrate the mechanics around this, consider a customer with a 300 kW average 
load (350 kW peak load) that invests in a 2 hour “1.5x battery” (525 kW, 1,050 kWh).  
At peak loads, that customer gets 3 hours of resilience, assuming the battery is fully 
charged.  A battery that’s sized to provide 18 hours of resilience would have a total 
capacity of 5,400 kWh (300 kW x 18 hours); assuming a two hour battery, this 
would equate to a 2.7 MW/5.4 MWh battery or a 7.7x multiplier on peak load – a far 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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cry from 100x, but considerably more beneficial to the customer than the proposed 
1.5x multiplier and therefore more likely to be a viable project.  Not only is such a 
battery more beneficial to the customer because it provides them with meaningful 
resilience, it is more valuable from an environmental perspective as well because it 
will supplant the use of a carbon intensive behind the meter fossil generator for 
resiliency purposes. 
 
The Group understand that the PAs are not proposing to cap the size of batteries 
that participate in ConnectedSolutions, rather they are proposing to cap the kW 
entitled to earn the Performance Incentive.  This distinction, however, is irrelevant 
due to the challenging economics of batteries.  The economic case for a battery is 
heavily dependent on ConnectedSolutions revenues; as such, most customers will 
be unable to justify a battery that is sized larger than the “Performance Incentive 
Cap”.  
 
The Group recommends that the PAs adopt a Performance Incentive Cap based 
on the formula below: 
 
Cap on kW eligible for Performance Incentive = Customer Average Load x 18 
hours ÷ Battery Duration (hours) 
 

2. If PAs choose instead to implement a cap based on the customer’s annual 
peak load, they must base this on the customer’s gross peak load and 
should consider a multiplier greater than 1.5  

 
The Group does not recommend that PAs move forward with a cap based on a 
multiple of the customer’s peak load, but if they do, they must base this on the 
customer’s total load irrespective of whether that load is served by the grid or 
behind the meter generation (“gross load”).  For example, a customer whose retail 
meter shows that it is consuming 1 MW in the hour deemed as its annual peak, while 
onsite generation (storage and/or solar) shows an output of 2 MW, would have a 
gross load of 3 MW.  Not accounting for the behind the meter generation in this 
calculation would result in under-sizing of the storage.  The customer in this 
example could be paid a ConnectedSolutions Performance Incentive for up to 1.5 
MW assuming the PAs’ proposal is adopted and gross load is not used in the 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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calculation of the cap.  Storage sized at 1.5 MW would provide the 3 MW customer 
in this example with very limited resilience. 
 
Further, if the PAs decide to move forward with a “multiplier cap”, the Group 
strongly recommends that they consider a larger multiplier.  As noted above, a 
multiplier of 1.5x on peak load will provide limited resilience to customers.  In 
addition, it is likely to have a disproportionately negative impact on smaller 
customers’ ability to justify battery investments since these customers won’t be 
able to achieve the same economies of scale as larger customers.   
 
If the PAs move forward with a “Multiplier Cap”, the Group recommends that PAs 
adopt a multiplier of 8 to ensure that customers can obtain meaningful resilience 
benefits and economies of scale from their battery investments. 
 
Further the Group recommends that any Multiplier Cap be applied to a 
customer’s Gross Peak Load. 
 

3. Any new cap on Performance Incentives should be applied to new batteries 
only 

 
Investments in batteries currently in ConnectedSolutions or in progress with plans 
to enter ConnectedSolutions shortly were made with the expectation that the basis 
for payment would remain unchanged for the life of the investment.  Moreover, PAs 
implemented a five-year rate lock for batteries in ConnectedSolutions in order to 
give these resources the certainty on their revenue stream needed to obtain 
financing.  Changing the fundamentals of the program midstream for these 
resources would upset their economics and set a very poor precedent that would 
chill interest in the program.  The message it sends to prospective battery 
developers is that program rules are subject to change at any point in the program 
cycle without any real due process; in short, it creates regulatory uncertainty.  
Creating regulatory uncertainty will dampen interest in investing in batteries and 
slow the adoption of this important technology in Massachusetts.  As such, the 
group urges PAs to implement a change of this magnitude on a prospective basis 
only. 
 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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The Group recommends that any batteries associated with interval-metered 
customers that submit an interconnection application on or before May 31, 2023 
be grandfathered under the current ConnectedSolutions rules (i.e. their 
performance incentive payment would not be capped based on any new rules 
adopted for the 2023 Program period) 

 
Modified Baseline for Batteries 
 
The PAs are proposing to implement a baseline to measure battery performance in 
the ConnectedSolutions Program.  Under current Program rules, battery 
performance is measured based on the output of the battery. 
 

1. PAs should undertake a holistic examination of the program before 
implementing a baseline for batteries in isolation 

 
Moving forward with a major change to the program that has the potential to halt 
progress toward storage adoption in the state and eliminate associated ratepayer 
benefits is ill advised.  If such a change is desired, it should be made only after 
reviewing the program in its entirety.  
 
Implementing a baseline for batteries in the current Connected Solutions program 
will almost certainly dampen, if not completely extinguish, interest in installing 
batteries. If a baseline is a necessary requirement going forward, then the right 
program should be designed to ensure value to the ratepayer, while growing behind-
the-meter storage in MA.  Further, if a decision is made to adopt a baseline, different 
baseline methodologies should be reviewed to determine what makes sense for the 
program.  
 
A variety of program designs can produce cost-effective results. For example, 
Connecticut does not use a baseline in their Connected Solutions program, however 
their program passed a more stringent Cost Effectiveness Test.  Massachusetts can 
have a cost-effective program without a baseline; or they can choose a program 
design that is cost-effective with a baseline.  However, the Group does not 
understand why the choice would be made to add a baseline without examining the 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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impact this will have on achieving program goals, specifically on spurring storage 
adoption in the region.  
 

2. If PAs move forward with the plan to implement a baseline for batteries in 
the near term, the change should not apply to existing or “in progress” 
batteries until expiration of their five-year rate lock.   
 

As noted in the section above, customers with existing batteries in the program or 
batteries that are poised to enroll shortly made investments in those batteries with 
the expectation that they would receive locked-in rates for five years.  The rationale 
for providing this rate lock was to give customers the certainty they needed to 
justify their investment and obtain financing.  Changing the way performance is 
calculated within that five-year rate lock period is tantamount to changing the rate 
and may result in customers being unable to recoup the full cost of their 
investments in batteries.  As such, Program Administrators should allow existing 
battery customers in the program to calculate performance based on their battery 
output for the remainder of their “lock-in term”.  Similarly, batteries that are 
currently in progress should also be grandfathered in under the current rules for 
determining performance.  Failing to provide existing and “in progress” customers 
with a transition period will set a precedent that will chill interest in the 
ConnectedSolutions program.  Similar to the Group’s comments related to the 
proposed cap on the performance incentive, such an action sends the message to 
prospective battery customers that the rules for the program can change at any 
time (essentially nullifying a five-year rate lock) and therefore there is no guarantee 
that their investment in a battery will be recouped.  This will discourage customers 
from making such investments. 
 
The Group recommends that batteries associated with interval-metered 
customers that submit an interconnection application on or before May 31, 2023 
be grandfathered under the current ConnectedSolutions rules (i.e. their 
performance would be measured based on battery output for the entirety of their 
five year lock-in period). 
 
 
 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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Factoring Negative Performance into Event Days 
 

1. Factoring negative event day performance into seasonal performance 
calculations may disincentivize performance  

The PAs are proposing to discontinue the current practice of “zeroing out” negative 
performance during events.  In other words, under the current practice, if a 
customer opts out of participating in an event, the worst score they will receive for 
that event is a zero.  Under the proposed change, a customer that opts out of an 
event could receive a negative score.  This negative score will be included in the 
calculation of their seasonal performance. 
 
Providing the right incentives is key to ensuring participants are shedding load 
during demand response events. The Group recognizes that there is some potential 
for participants who don’t respond to any events to still earn a small amount of 
incentive payment for “incidental performance”.  While this is not ideal, 
incorporating negative event days into seasonal performance calculations could 
actually diminish incentives to perform and would create more issues for the 
program then it solves.  For example, if a good performer is unable to participate on 
a given day and their seasonal performance average is decreased due to a large 
negative score on this day, this may disincentivize performance in future dispatches 
because they know the large negative performance has already wiped out a 
majority of their payments.  As such, the Group urges the PAs to reconsider its 
position on this issue. 
 
The Group recommends continuing with the current practice of zeroing out 
negative performance at the event level 
 
Winter ConnectedSolutions Program 
 
ISO-NE has expressed concern about winter reliability for several years; those 
concerns have become more pressing in recent months as geopolitical events and 
supply chain issues threaten the availability of liquified natural gas (LNG) and 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
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distillate fuel oil in New England and one of the two large LNG facilities in the region 
is set to shut down on June 1, 2024 unless it receives some type of subsidy.   
 
In the near term, ISO-NE predicts that it would have to resort to load shedding this 
coming winter if the weather is extreme; even a moderately severe winter would 
require multiple “OP-4” (Capacity Deficiency) actions1.  Without some type of 
intervention, customers will suffer the consequences of a severe winter in the form 
of increased energy and reserve costs, higher emissions, and impaired reliability.  
Given this, it is time to revisit the cost effectiveness of implementing a winter 
ConnectedSolutions program.  Such a program would improve winter reliability by 
reducing load, thus conserving limited oil inventories and displacing the use of gas-
fired generation.  This would reduce energy and reserve costs, decrease emissions, 
and improve reliability, allowing ISO-NE to avoid OP-4 and OP-7 actions, including 
load shed. 
 
Historically, the justification for ConnectedSolutions has been its ability to reduce 
peak loads and as a result, reduce capacity requirements/costs.  A winter 
ConnectedSolutions program cannot be evaluated using the same metric because 
winter loads do not drive capacity requirements (under the current rules in ISO-NE).  
Instead, such a program should be evaluated based on the savings it would produce 
in the energy and reserve markets, and the avoidance of lost productivity due to 
rolling blackouts.  Additionally, it would make sense to factor in the benefits of 
emissions reductions as well.  Program Administrators should take the lead on 
spearheading this effort.  With quick action, it may be possible to implement a 
Winter ConnectedSolutions program as early as next winter (Winter 2023/24). 
 
The Group recommends that the PAs contract with a consultant to evaluate the 
costs and benefits of implementing a separate Winter ConnectedSolutions 
Program.  Further, the PAs should undertake an effort to add emissions 
reductions as a benefit that is considered as part of the cost-benefit analysis 
 

 
1 See ISO-NE COO’s December 1, 2022 Report https://www.iso-ne.com/static-
assets/documents/2022/11/december-2022-coo-report.pdf, pg 27.  During a winter similar to that of 2013/14, 
significant usage of OP-4 (Action during a Capacity Deficiency) actions and OP-7 (Action in an Emergency) actions 
would be needed.  (OP-7 provides for load shedding in the event necessary to maintain reliability). 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
https://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2022/11/december-2022-coo-report.pdf
https://www.iso-ne.com/static-assets/documents/2022/11/december-2022-coo-report.pdf
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The Group very much appreciates this opportunity to provide input to Program 
Administrators and the EEAC and looks forward to continuing the discussion in the 
New Year.  
 

Respectfully, 

 
Nancy Chafetz 
Senior Director, Regulatory Affairs 
CPower Energy Management 
1001 Fleet St., Suite 400 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Nancy.Chafetz@CPowerEnergyManagement.com 
856.220.7466 

 

Emma Marshall-Torres 
Regulatory Affairs Manager 
Convergent Energy and Power 
7 Times Square I Suite 3504 I New York, NY 10036 
emarshall-torres@convergentep.com  
917.362.4618  
 
/s/ Sarah Griffiths 

Sarah Griffiths 
Head of Regulatory Affairs Northeast, Mid-west and Canada  
Enel North America 
sarah.griffiths@enel.com  
416.697.3744 
 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcpowerenergymanagement.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CNancy.Chafetz%40CPowerEnergyManagement.com%7C8da551af8e3b440e82be08dac80ba302%7C36d907c0d528449a85027ed7ff4b32dc%7C1%7C0%7C638042249564410117%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gwATuv1ph4iZw7nba4RZq75taXukGqjCxAPZ04kz3eI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Nancy.Chafetz@CPowerEnergyManagement.com
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