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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Nicolas Baldenko is an Executive Consultant at Levitan & Associates, Inc. and testifies on behalf 

of the Rhode Island Division of Public Utilities and Carriers (“Division”). This testimony is 

written in response to the Reply Testimony filed by Rhode Island Energy (“RIE”) on November 

25, 2025. The Division, with the assistance of Mr. Baldenko, has reviewed RIE’s Reply Testimony 

and revised recommendations accordingly. Mr. Baldenko maintains his recommendation to revise 

interconnection requirements in the Revised RFP but appreciates RIE’s position to maintain the 

current requirements and supports RIE’s position. The inclusion of the interconnection request 

requirement and the removal of the interconnection request requirement both represent reasonable 

solutions to adapt the Revised RFP to the new ISO-NE interconnection process. Furthermore, Mr. 

Baldenko agrees with RIE’s concerns that refunding a subset of bid fees may compromise the 

fairness of the Revised RFP and therefore revises his recommendation to refund certain bid fees 

under certain conditions. Mr. Baldenko instead urges RIE to complete the Stage Two evaluation 

for all proposals that pass the Stage One evaluation, which does not require any modifications to 

the Revised RFP language.
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Q. What is the purpose of your reply testimony? 1 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the Reply Testimony of Rhode Island Energy. 2 

In compliance with the established procedural schedule, on November 25, 2025, Evan Armstrong, 3 

Energy Procurement Specialist at RIE submitted Reply Testimony in response to my pre-filed 4 

direct testimony.  5 

In my initial testimony, I made two recommendations for revisions to the Revised RFP. 6 

The first recommendation was to allow proposals that have not yet submitted interconnection 7 

requests but have a valid plan for submitting requests into future Cluster Request Windows. The 8 

second recommendation was to refund bid fees to non-conforming pricing alternatives that meet 9 

all eligibility requirements if such a proposal is rejected without being evaluated. Mr. Armstrong 10 

presented alternative considerations for why RIE does not agree with making these changes to the 11 

Revised RFP. 12 

Q. Do you agree with the information presented in Mr. Armstrong’s Reply Testimony? 13 

A. Yes. Mr. Armstrong presented factually correct information and a reasonable justification 14 

for RIE’s position. 15 

Q. How do you respond to Rhode Island Energy’s concerns with allowing proposals that 16 
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have not yet submitted interconnection requests but have a valid plan for submitting 1 

requests in a future Cluster Request Window? 2 

A. REI’s concerns are valid. RIE correctly points out that it will be more difficult to evaluate 3 

both interconnection costs and projected interconnection timeline for projects that do not have an 4 

interconnection request. 5 

Q. Do you revise your recommendation to allow proposals that have not yet submitted 6 

interconnection requests but have a valid plan for submitting requests in a future Cluster 7 

Request Window? 8 

A.   No. However, I will note that both my recommendation and RIE’s position represent 9 

reasonable RFP requirements that adapt to the revised ISO-NE interconnection process in 10 

different ways. My recommendation prioritizes the volume of eligible bidders to help maximize 11 

the potential for successful awards that may benefit ratepayers. It does not guarantee better 12 

outcomes. RIE’s proposal prioritizes the viability of projects and certainty of costs to help 13 

minimize risks to ratepayers. I do not believe that one solution or the other will guarantee better 14 

or worse outcomes for ratepayers. I agree that RIE’s position will be easier to administer and 15 

require less resources for the evaluation of bids. 16 

Q. Are you comfortable with RIE’s position to maintain the current Revised RFP 17 

interconnection requirements? 18 

A. Yes. 19 

Q. How do you respond to Rhode Island Energy’s concerns with refunding bid fees for 20 

non-conforming pricing alternatives that are rejected without being evaluated? 21 

A. RIE raises valid concerns about the fairness of refunding some subset of non-refundable 22 
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bid fees. 1 

Q. Do you revise your recommendation to refund bid fees for non-conforming pricing 2 

alternatives that are rejected without being evaluated? 3 

A. Yes. Based on RIE’s Reply Testimony, I no longer recommend refunding bid fees to non-4 

conforming pricing alternatives that are rejected without being evaluated. Instead, I urge RIE to 5 

consider completing the Stage Two evaluation of all eligible bids that pass the Stage One 6 

evaluation. This revised recommendation does not require any revisions to the Revised RFP 7 

language.  8 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions.   9 

A. I do not object to RIE’s position on my recommendations. I maintain that removing the 10 

interconnection request requirement will open the Revised RFP to a wider pool of bidders, and 11 

doing so may result in better outcomes. However, it will also increase the complexity of the 12 

evaluation process and increase the possibility of selecting less viable projects. I am fine with 13 

RIE’s preference to maintain the current interconnection requirements in the Revised RFP. 14 

 I no longer recommend RIE refund any bid fees due to concerns with fairness. Instead, I 15 

urge RIE to complete the Stage Two evaluation of all eligible bids that pass the Stage One 16 

evaluation. 17 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 18 

A. Yes. 19 


