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Appalachian Mountain Club 
and 

The Nature Conservancy - Massachusetts 
 
 
December 28, 2016 
 
The Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
The Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General 
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Company d/b/a Unitil 
Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Electric Company d/b/a National Grid 
NSTAR Electric Company and Western Massachusetts Electric Company d/b/a Eversource 
Transmitted via email to: marfp83d@gmail.com 

 
Re:  Energy Generation RFP Pursuant to Section 83D of Massachusetts Chapter 169 

of 2008, as amended by the 2016 “Act to Promote Energy Diversity” 
 
Dear Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, Massachusetts Office of the Attorney 
General, and electric distribution companies operating in Massachusetts: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide stakeholder comments toward the development of the 
Request for Proposals (RFP)  to solicit bids for long-term energy contracts pursuant to Section 
83D of Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2008 as amended by Chapter 188 of the Acts of 2016, An Act 
To Promote Energy Diversity.  
 
The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) is the nation’s oldest conservation and recreation 
organization. We promote the protection, enjoyment, and understanding of the mountains, 
forests, waters, and trails of America’s Northeast and Mid-Atlantic region. AMC’s 200,000 
members, supporters, and advocates include 30,000 members in Massachusetts. 
 
The mission of the Nature Conservancy (TNC) is to conserve land and water for all life. TNC is 
a global conservation organization with 32,000 members in Massachusetts and nearly one 
million members throughout the world. 
 
Climate change is a major stressor on the benefits that ecosystems provide to nature and people. 
How we develop, produce, and use energy will be the primary factor in meeting the challenge of 
global climate change. Our organizations believe that to meet this challenge, we must reduce 
energy use, support clean energy supplies, and enhance environmental protections of our lands 
and waters. 
 
Our organizations support the use of renewable energy facilities when appropriately sited and 
operated. Inappropriately sited and operated energy facilities, whether renewable or fossil fuel, 
will have adverse impacts on globally significant biodiversity (species and ecosystems) by 
fragmenting natural habitats, disrupting wildlife behavior and ecological functions, and 
increasing mortality rates for sensitive species. 
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Our organizations take a pragmatic approach to ensuring an environmentally preferable approach 
to energy resources. For example, we both have representatives on the board of the Low Impact 
Hydropower Institute (LIHI), along with seven hydropower operators comprise LIHI’s 
Hydropower Industry Advisory Panel. LIHI provides third-party certification for the 
environmentally-preferable operation of hydropower facilities. Being certified by LIHI means 
the hydropower facility must pass rigorous standards, beyond the licensing by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission. LIHI certification requires a hydropower facility to meet 
science-based standards for river flows, water quality, fish passage and protection, watershed 
protection, threatened and endangered species protection, cultural resource protection, and 
recreation. 
 
Our comments will focus on the stakeholder questions most germane to the missions and areas of 
expertise and interest to AMC and TNC-MA, specifically Questions 3, 6, and 8. 
 
Question 3 

Question 3 asks respondents to discuss the methodology that the section 83D bid evaluation 
process should use to value the environmental benefits with either RECs attributed to Class I 
RPS eligible resources or the environmental attributes associated with non-Class I eligible 
resources, e.g. “firm hydroelectric generation.” 
 
Question 3.a. (Evaluation methodology): 
 
It is important to recognize that there are significant benefits to protecting and preserving 
environmental resources that are difficult to monetize. This does not mean that the value of these 
resources should be assumed to be zero and ignored. To the most practical extent possible, non-
monetized values should be included as part of the RFP evaluation process. 
 
There are also many ways to monetize the value of certain environmental resources. These 
include determining the value of commercial, recreational, and other activities that rely upon the 
health and productivity of these resources. Some examples of these economic values in 
Massachusetts include: 
 

Investments in land and water are a major driver of Massachusetts’ $30 billion1 tourism 

industry: 

• Outdoor recreation accounts for $10 billion in annual consumer spending2 

• 90,000 jobs supported by outdoor recreation, accounting for $3.5 billion in wages3 

• Active outdoor recreation generates annual state tax revenues of $739 million4 

 
Protection of timberlands maintains a $1.64 billion forest products industry: 

• Forests generate between $242 and $338 million in wood product revenues each year5 

                                                           
1 Massachusetts Office of Travel and Tourism, 2012 Annual Report (March 2013). 
2
 Outdoor Industry Association, The Outdoor Recreation Economy: Massachusetts. 

 

3 Id. 
4 Id. 
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• Forest products are manufactured at 166 facilities across the Commonwealth6 

• Total forest-related manufacturing employs 14,800 with annual payroll of $744 million7 
 
Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife Associated Recreation provides $1.8 billion8 from trip-
related and equipment expenses: 

• Hunting generates $87.5 million 

• Fishing generates $455 million 

• Wildlife Viewing generates $1.27 billion 
 

Capital investments in Gateway City parks create jobs, protect infrastructure, and save 
lives: 

• Recent Commonwealth investments in gateway city parks created 492 jobs, $26 million 
in labor income9 

• Gateway City parks protect urban infrastructure against intense storms and flash floods 

• Parks help to combat obesity, depression while providing clean air, water and shade 
 

Investments in protecting our prime agriculture lands, drive our $13 billion10 agriculture 

industry: 

• 7,700 farms employ 47,700 residents annually on 520,000 acres11 of the most valuable 

farmland in the United States (valued at $12,200 per acre)12 

These are just some of the ways in which the economic value of preserving environmental 
resources can be quantified. In the RFP evaluation process, every effort should be made to 
identify all of the quantifiable values that relate to the resource in question. Further, real non-
quantifiable benefits should be identified and considered as part of the evaluation. 
 
Recommendation: Environmental Technical Committee 

AMC and TNC recommend that the procurement team appoint qualified technical committee 
that will provide guidelines to the procurement team and technical review of the responses to the 
portion of the bids related to environmental resource impacts, including qualitative responses. 
The technical team should include the Department of Environmental Protection and Department 
of Fish & Game and, where necessary, other qualified parties with expertise on environmental 
issues, benefits, and impacts. This technical team would provide environmental expertise to the 
development of the Request for Proposals and scoring system; evaluation of responses to the 
RFP; and selection of winning bidders. The technical team would provide advice on the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
5 University of Massachusetts, Center for Agriculture, Research & Education, "Valuing the Forest for the Trees." 
6
 American Forest and Paper Association, Forest & Paper Industry at a Glance: Massachusetts (2011). 

7 University of Massachusetts, Center for Agriculture, Research & Education, "Valuing the Forest for the Trees." 
8
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. 

9 Trust for Public Land, Return on Investment Report  
10 Rigoberto Lopez and Chris Laughton. The Overlooked Economic Engine: Northeast Agriculture and supporting report (Farm Credit East, 

2012). 
11

 United States Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, New England Agricultural Statistics (2011). 
12 United States Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2011 State Agriculture Overview: Massachusetts. 
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appropriate qualitative and quantitative measures to achieve the outcomes, which may include 
but not be limited to:  

• Science-based resources to provide the data, information, tools, and scenario-modeling 
needed to consider impacts and benefits. 

• Consistent, predictable, and fair qualitative and quantitative analysis and measures to 
focus on goals and outcomes. 

• Accepted third-party evaluations and/or certifications of the project, such the Low-Impact 
Hydropower Institute or elements of ENVISION from the Institute for Sustainable 
Infrastructure. 

• Methods to compare among proposals and ensure equitable scoring.  
 
When developing the scoring system and providing project review, the procurement team and 
technical committee should ensure that the scoring system incentivizes project proponents to 
fully consider opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts to the maximum extent appropriate 
and practicable before compensatory measures are considered. Compensatory measures should 
be utilized to achieve a no net loss or net gain goal only after impacts have been avoided and 
minimized to the maximum extent appropriate and practicable. Compensatory mitigation 
measures should be utilized to address residual impacts only, not used as a justification to 
approve projects where impacts should have been avoided or minimized. 
 
Recommended Qualitative & Quantitative Review Criteria: 

The economic and environmental benefits of proposed projects should be evaluated based on the 
degree to which a project supports a net gain or, at a minimum, a no net loss of terrestrial and 
aquatic resources and their ecological functions. This benchmark should be evaluated through a 
demonstration that project proponents will, to the maximum degree practical, avoid and 
minimize impacts to, and provide compensatory mitigation for direct and indirect impacts of 
proposed projects to areas that have been identified for their environmental, scenic, cultural, 
and/or historic values.  
 
The environmentally beneficial portion of the RFP should include criteria that provide 
measurable quantitative and qualitative weighted scoring since quantitative measures alone 
would dismiss impacts best understood through qualitative analysis. In order to evaluate projects 
through quantitative and qualitative measures, project applicants should provide a preliminary 
environmental assessment of the site and project, including transmission, to include direct and 
indirect impacts from site development, construction, and operation. Transmission projects 
should include not only the transmission component, but also the proposed generation 
component. The assessment should address the nature, extent, and duration of the potential 
effects. 
 
Direct impacts are those that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place as the 
impact. Indirect impacts are those caused by the action but are either later in time or farther 
removed in distance. Cumulative impacts are impacts that result from the incremental impact of 
the action when considered in light of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. 
Consideration of cumulative impacts allows for the evaluation of these bids and for mitigation 
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programs in general to account for impacts that individually may be minor, but over time and in 
concert with other activities may be significant. 
 
The resource impact portion of all bids should include the status of all ongoing required 
permitting processes. For facilities in the planning process, documentation of pre-permitting 
meetings and consultations with natural resource agencies and their recommendations should be 
reviewed.   
 
In the aggregate, 20% the scoring should be allocated to the qualitative and quantitative 
evaluation of environmental resource impacts.   
 
Qualitative and Quantitative Evaluation Factors 

In describing how impacts have been or will be avoided, minimized, and the amount and type of 
compensatory mitigation, the proposal shall include the information below. Many of these 
recommended factors are similar to, but elicit more useful detail than, the information requested 
in the 2015 “Three-State RFP” among entities in Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, 
Appendix B (“Proposal Instructions”), Section 7.3, especially the following categories: impacts 
during site development; water quality impacts/access to water; ecological & natural resources 
impacts; land use impacts; cultural resources; aesthetic/visual impacts; and transmission 
infrastructure impacts. 
 
Avoidance: 

Qualitative factors 

1. A description of the large-landscape and –seascape terrestrial and aquatic resource plans, 
spatial data, and other relevant information that were used to guide the avoidance of 
impacts to natural, scenic resources, and/or cultural and historic resources.  
 

2. Evidence that the project avoids to the maximum extent appropriate and practicable 
impacts to natural or recreational resources of state, provincial, regional, or national 
significance, including those that have been protected for primary purposes that conflict 
with energy development (e.g., federal, state, provincial, municipal conservation lands 
and public and private conservation easements). 

 
3. Extent to which the energy facility avoids impacts by co-locating with other built, 

compatible infrastructure or, in the case of transmission, locating below ground or within 
existing utility corridors, roads, railroads, or already developed corridors. 

 
4. The greenhouse gas lifecycle of the energy facility taking into consideration the 

following but not limited to the extraction, sourcing and processing of fuels; the 
generation of energy and all emissions; the loss of carbon stock and future sequestration 
due to land use conversion and deforestation footprint of the facility, secondary 
greenhouse gas emissions such as methane from reservoirs, and energy sources to be 
displaced. 
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5. A description of the existing character of the area of potential visual and aesthetic impact; 
the significance of affected scenic resources, their distance from the proposed facility; the 
extent and nature of public uses of the affected scenic resources; and the scope and scale 
of the change in the landscape visible from affected scenic resources, including both 
daytime and nighttime visual impacts; and the extent to which the proposed facility 
would become a dominant and prominent feature within a natural cultural landscape of 
high scenic quality, or viewed from scenic locations of high value or sensitivity. 

 
6. A description of fragmentation or other alteration of the affected resident migratory fish 

and wildlife species, rare plants, rare and other exemplary natural communities, and 
migration corridors. 

 
7. A description of the number and significance of any historic sites and archeological 

resources impacted by the size, scale, and nature of the proposed project. 
 

8. A description of the project’s consistency or inconsistency with relevant management and 
master plans. 

Quantitative factor: 

1. The amount of impact remaining after impacts have been avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable. If functional assessment tools do exist to quantify impacts based on the 
functional value of habitat, as described above, express impacts based on functional 
measures. If functional measures do not exist, at a minimum, provide information on the 
impacts as a measure of acres (or linear feet for streams) and describe the nature, extent, 
and duration of impacts, with specificity to particular impacts to natural or recreational 
resources of state, provincial, regional, or national significance. 

 
Minimization: 

Qualitative factors: 

1. A description of the measures that will be used to minimize impacts to cultural, natural 
and scenic resources, including a demonstration that the measures are based on best 
available technologies (including the vegetation management approach and whether any 
vegetation management plan will be consistent with the US EPA’s Integrated Vegetation 
Management principles and practices for utility rights-of-way). 

 
2. For hydropower facilities, a description of the measures that will be or are already being 

taken to ensure the natural flow regime, and protect water quality, water temperature, 
sediment transport, fish passage, watershed system integrity, cultural resources, and 
recreation. A description of the best available technologies including but not limited to, 
for example in the case of wind turbines, radar activated lighting, bird detection radar, 
and cut-off speeds to minimize bat mortality.  

 
3. A description of how the project proponent will ensure that minimization measures will 

be carried out over the duration of the direct and indirect impacts of the project, including 
how the measures will be funded and monitored. 
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4. A description of any decommissioning plan, if appropriate, and mechanism for ensuring 
that funding will be available for decommissioning and restoration activities.  

 

Quantitative factors: 

1. The amount of impact remaining after impacts have been avoided and minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable. If functional assessment tools do exist to quantify impacts 
based on the functional value of habitat, as described above, express impacts based on 
functional measures. If functional measures do not exist, at a minimum, provide 
information on the impacts as a measure of acres (or linear feet for streams) and describe 
the nature, extent, and duration of impacts, with specificity to particular impacts to 
natural or recreational resources of state, provincial, regional, or national significance. 

 
Compensation: 

Qualitative factors: 

1. A demonstration that there is a direct nexus between the direct and indirect impacts and 
the type of compensatory mitigation to be provided and that the amount of compensation 
is roughly proportional to the direct and indirect impacts. 

 
2. A demonstration that the compensatory mitigation plan has acceptance from natural 

resource and regulatory agencies, and any collaborative partner acceptance (e.g. to hold 
an easement).  
 

3. A demonstration that the estimation of the amount and type of compensatory mitigation 
is based on the best scientific data available.  

 
4. A clear timeframe for developing and implementing the plan. The plan should be 

finalized and be a condition of any final permits and approvals for entering the 
Massachusetts market.  

 
5. A description of the mechanism(s) that will be used to deliver the compensatory 

mitigation (e.g., mitigation fund held by XX, banks, in-lieu fee programs, permittee-
responsible mitigation).  

 

Quantitative factors: 

1. The amount and type of compensatory mitigation that will be provided and the degree to 
which it supports a net gain or no net loss goal. If functional assessment tools do exist to 
quantify impacts based on the functional value of habitat, as described above, express 
impacts based on functional measures. If functional measures do not exist, at a minimum, 
provide information on the impacts as a measure of acres (or linear feet for streams) and 
describe the nature, extent, and duration of impacts, with specificity to particular impacts 
to natural or recreational resources of state, provincial, regional, or national significance. 
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Question 3.b. 

The criteria listed above can be used across generation types, as well as transmission, for 
equitable review. These environmental criteria can and should be used for all proposed energy 
generation resources to help compare RPS Class I resources to non RPS Class I-qualified 
hydropower in the review and evaluation process without inadvertently undermining the 
incentives of RPS Class I hydropower. 
 
In Massachusetts RPS Class I hydropower is limited by law and regulation to projects up to 30 
MW and those that meet certification by the Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI) to address 
the ecological and socioeconomic impacts of hydropower infrastructure (see attached fact sheet).  
There are LIHI-certified projects in the United States greater than 30 MW. While LIHI 
certification is not currently available for projects outside the U.S., LIHI criteria can be applied 
by the proposed technical committee. Treating RPS Class I on par with non-RPS Class I would 
undermine the MA RPS Class I incentive and potentially disadvantage domestic projects that can 
contribute substantial firm hydroelectric generation and meet LIHI criteria. Our recommended 
criteria, with the aid of a technical committee, should help the selection committee choose the 
most beneficial and least impactful projects. 
 
 
Question 6: 

The bid evaluation process should consider all the ways in which a clean energy generation 
project would provide regional benefits, including its ability to contribute capacity and ancillary 
services in the ISO-NE markets. Participation in the capacity market and securing a Capacity 
Supply Obligation will reduce the need to purchase other resources to meet capacity needs. If a 
clean energy generation resource does not participate in the capacity market, ISO-NE will 
purchase capacity from other, potentially less clean resources to ensure that the region has 
enough capacity available to meet demand. This not only undermines attempts to clean up the 
energy sector but also leads ratepayers to pay for redundant resources.  

Getting qualified for the capacity market can be a resource intensive effort and the benefits 
should be adequately considered in the evaluation process in order to encourage resources to 
participate and be counted as providing regional capacity. Market changes are currently under 
discussion that could make it easier for these resources to participate in the ISO-NE markets.13 
DOER should support these efforts.  
 
 
Question 8: 
 
Regarding transmission cost estimates, risks, and cost containment features, we recommend the 
following: 

• Project bids should include the cost of decommissioning a project, without placing the 
burden on ratepayers, should the project become economically problematic due to market 
or technological forces. 

                                                           
13 See Integrating Markets and Public Policies process at NEPOOL: http://nepool.com/IMAPP.php  
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• Projects that are bidding prior to receiving all necessary permits must provide strong 
evidence that their proposed plans and mitigation follow best available practices and 
describe the additional financial risks that may add to the estimated costs from the 
uncertainties of the permitting process. 

 

• Cost containment mechanisms are ways for project proponents to provide some certainty 
that their projects, if chosen, will not exceed the estimated costs and will provide the 
benefits for which they were chosen. These mechanisms include binding cost caps and 
fixed revenue requirements. They are starting to be included in transmission proposals in 
New England and elsewhere as a result of FERC Order 1000 opening up the transmission 
development process to competition. Such mechanisms could be a useful factor in 
evaluating an RFP response to ensure the successful achievement of the expected benefits 
at a known cost.   

 
Thank you for considering our comments. Please feel free to contact Heather Clish 
(hclish@outdoors.org), Steve Long (slong@tnc.org) or Sarah Jackson (sarah.jackson@tnc.org) 
with any questions. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

      
Heather Clish      Steve Long 
Director of Conservation & Recreation Policy Director of Government Relations  
Appalachian Mountain Club    The Nature Conservancy-Massachusetts 
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Attachment:   Impacts of Hydropower 
 

Ecological Impacts 
The natural flows of a river are seasonally variable and, long-term, the aquatic biota are adapted to and 
benefit from these wide ranges in flows. Springtime high flows, for example, flush rivers, rejuvenate 
beneficial floodplains through sediment deposits, deliver nutrients downstream, shape the river’s 
geomorphology, and enable fish migration. Hydropower-altered river flows can disrupt: 

• Sediment transport and distribution and nutrient transfer  

• Water temperature 

• Water quality and quantity 

• Species abundance and distribution 

• Fish migration  

• Fish habitat  

• Channel geomorphology and floodplains 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The impacts of hydropower reservoirs flooding forests include: 

• Release of methane, a more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, through bacterial 
decomposition of flooded vegetation and the considerable organic content in soils.14 

• Loss of a major natural carbon sink when trees are removed; they are no longer available to 
sequester atmospheric carbon dioxide through photosynthetic processes and harvesting releases 
the atmospheric carbon dioxide they had stored 

 
Socioeconomic, Ecological and Health Impacts 

• Degraded fisheries from loss of riverine and spawning habitat, and blockage of fish passage  

• Bacterial conversion of inorganic mercury in flooded soils to toxic methyl mercury that 
bioaccumulates through the aquatic food chain to unhealthy levels for humans, loons, otters, etc. 

• Lost or compromised socioeconomic values from fishing, whitewater boating and rafting, 
licensed guiding, etc. 

• Biologically deprived shorelines from reservoir levels that can fluctuate by 50 feet or more and 
dewatered river beds due to river diversions 

 
Low Impact Hydropower Institute (LIHI)  
The Low Impact Hydropower Institute reviews and certifies hydroelectric projects based on their impact, 
not on their size. Criteria that constitute Low Impact Hydropower include: 

• Healthy flows 

• Water Quality 

• Fish passage and protection 

• Watershed protection 

• Threatened and endangered species protection 

• Cultural resource protection 

• Recreation 

• Projects not on dams recommended for removal by a resource agency 
 

Contact: Heather Clish, Appalachian Mountain Club at hclish@outdoors.org or 617-391-6580 

                                                           
14 A 7-year study of the newly created Eastmain-1 hydroelectric reservoir in the boreal forest of northern Quebec found that net 

methane emissions “remained constant or increased slightly” in years subsequent to initial flooding. Teodoru et al, “The net 
carbon footprint of a newly created boreal hydroelectric reservoir” in Global Biogeochemical Cycles, Volume 26, Issue 2, June 
2012. 


