Meeting Summary
DATE: APRIL 6 2025
RFP No. 3PPO-0314-20-TPG – Temporary Power Generation
Meeting Type: Technical / Executive Review – Evaluation Results & Next Steps
Facilitated by: Third Party Procurement Office (3PPO)
Participants: Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority (PREPA), RECOMS (procurement, legal, engineering, finance), external legal advisors
Source: Official meeting transcript

1. Purpose of the Meeting
The meeting was convened to:
· Review PREPA’s Request for Information (RFI) issued over the weekend.
· Present and explain the evaluation results of RFP No. 3PPO-0314-20-TPG.
· Discuss methodology, scoring, disqualifications, and recommendations.
· Identify risks related to contract redlines, pricing structures, fuel, permitting, and environmental compliance.
· Define next steps for presentation to PREPA’s Governing Board prior to any negotiations.

2. Procurement Context and Constraints
· The RFP was executed under emergency conditions, with:
· Extremely compressed timelines (approximately one month total).
· Multiple mandatory site visits.
· Limited time for Best and Final Offer (BAFO) clarifications.
· The RFP did not include contract-risk evaluation as a scoring criterion.
· Contract redlines were intentionally deferred to the negotiation phase.
· Objective was to avoid a single-proponent outcome and preserve competition.

3. Proposal Overview and Market Response
· A total of seven (7) proposals were received.
· Outcomes:
· Four (4) proposals were disqualified for non-compliance (scope, documentation, or schedule).
· Two (2) proponents qualified and were recommended.
· One proponent met minimum requirements but was not recommended due to risk findings.
· Proposals varied significantly in:
· Technology (barge vs. land-based)
· Fuel structure
· Pricing models
· Interconnection and permitting assumptions

4. Disqualifications and Risk Findings
· Disqualifications were based on:
· Failure to meet mandatory RFP requirements.
· Inability to align with required deployment timeline (e.g., delivery not available until 2026).
· One technically strong proposal was not advanced due to:
· Missing authorizations to operate in the U.S.
· Schedule misalignment with emergency needs.
· One proponent was not recommended due to OFAC-related affiliation concerns, identified during rapid due-diligence checks.

5. Contract Redlines and Risk Concerns
· PREPA raised significant concerns regarding extensive contract redlines submitted by one recommended proponent:
· Redlines materially shifted risk and responsibility to the Government.
· Proposed terms were described as worse than prior UMA-type contracts.
· Key concern:
· If redlines are rejected during negotiation, the proponent may attempt to increase pricing, arguing risk reallocation.
· 3PPO confirmed:
· No award letters have been issued.
· No negotiations have started.
· Government is not obligated to accept any redlined terms.
· Presence of multiple qualified proponents was emphasized as leverage during negotiations.

6. Technical and Commercial Evaluation
· Evaluation considered:
· Technical completeness
· Capacity and deployment feasibility
· Fuel type and flexibility (dual-fuel capability)
· Environmental considerations
· Schedule realism
· Pricing observations:
· Proposals included fixed $/kWh pricing, but with varied assumptions:
· Some included fuel, others excluded fuel.
· Some included fixed monthly fees, rentals, or mobilization charges.
· Interconnection, mobilization, and demobilization costs were separately itemized to preserve potential FEMA eligibility.
· Operation assumptions varied:
· Some proponents priced based on hours of utilization (e.g., 4,000 vs. 8,000 hours/year).
· Others proposed fixed-fee or capacity-style charges.

7. Environmental, Fuel, and Permitting Issues
· Fuel types proposed included diesel, LNG, and dual-fuel systems.
· Concerns discussed:
· Raw water availability for NOx control systems.
· Cooling water discharge and environmental permits.
· Emissions compliance in non-attainment zones (south coast).
· Clarified responsibilities:
· Permitting responsibility rests with the proponent.
· Government entities (PREPA / LUMA / Genera) will facilitate, but not assume, permitting obligations.
· Interconnection and switching yard work remains under LUMA’s control.
· Early coordination with federal and local agencies had already occurred to identify permitting pathways.

8. Evaluation Committee and Scoring Methodology
· Evaluation Committee composition included:
· Engineering
· Legal
· Finance
· Scoring framework:
· Weighted criteria (experience, technical capacity, schedule, price).
· Scores normalized through percentage-of-percentage weighting.
· PREPA requested:
· Clear explanation of how individual category scores translate into total scores.
· Simplified presentation for Governing Board review.
· 3PPO agreed to refine and clarify scoring presentation.

9. Governing Board Briefing Requirements	Comment by Mariela Quinones: this letter is art of the RFP process not negotiations with proponent
PREPA requested a formal presentation package for the Governing Board, including:
· Project background and emergency justification.
· Capacity allocation (Aguirre / Costa Sur).
· Interconnection voltages and constraints.
· Schedule summary.
· Key contract terms and risk allocation.
· Environmental and permitting responsibilities.
· Funding sources (energy payments vs. interconnection costs).
· Comparative tables (using aliases, not proponent names).
· Summarized evaluation scorecard and compliance matrices.


