
Friends Of The Highland Mountains 
PO	  Box	  111	  	  	  New	  Portland,	  ME	  	  	  04961	  

	  
	  
March	  26,	  2015	  
	  
New	  England	  Clean	  Energy	  RFP	  
Re.	  Comments	  on	  Draft	  RFP	  for	  Clean	  Energy	  and	  Transmission	  	  
	  
On	  behalf	  of	  Friends	  of	  the	  Highland	  Mountains,	  thank	  you	  for	  this	  opportunity	  to	  offer	  
comments	  on	  the	  New	  England	  Clean	  Energy	  Request	  for	  Proposals.	  Please	  find	  our	  
comments	  below.	  
	  
Friends	  of	  the	  Highland	  Mountains	  (FHM)	  is	  a	  Maine	  non-‐profit	  corporation	  founded	  in	  
2009.	  Our	  mission	  is	  focused	  on	  the	  preservation	  of	  the	  rural	  quality	  of	  place	  valued	  by	  
the	  citizens	  of	  several	  small	  communities	  who	  have	  made	  their	  homes	  and	  invested	  their	  
lives	  in	  the	  western	  mountains	  of	  Maine.	  
	  
As	  large-‐scale	  energy	  development	  encroaches	  on	  Maine’s	  most	  rural	  communities,	  our	  
residents	  and	  property	  owners	  find	  themselves	  increasingly,	  and	  often	  
disproportionately,	  affected	  by	  regional	  energy	  choices.	  We	  no	  longer	  have	  the	  option	  of	  
sitting	  quietly	  on	  the	  sidelines	  during	  deliberations	  leading	  to	  decisions	  that	  can	  have	  
great	  impacts	  on	  our	  lives.	  	  
	  
FHM	  has	  been	  an	  intervenor	  in	  regulatory	  proceedings	  of	  the	  Maine	  Land	  Use	  Planning	  
Commission,	  the	  Maine	  Public	  Utilities	  Commission,	  and	  anticipate	  future	  involvement	  in	  
proceedings	  before	  the	  Maine	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Protection.	  All	  of	  these	  
activities	  involve	  large	  energy	  developments	  that	  would	  affect	  our	  communities.	  
	  
As	  it	  is	  easy	  to	  see,	  the	  energy	  decisions	  made	  in	  southern	  New	  England,	  for	  the	  people	  of	  
southern	  New	  England,	  can	  have	  outsize	  impacts	  on	  the	  people	  of	  northern	  New	  England.	  
It	  should	  be	  just	  as	  easy	  to	  understand	  that	  our	  subsequent	  interest	  in	  the	  conduct	  of	  this	  
pending	  energy	  procurement	  process	  is	  significant.	  
	  
FHM	  offers	  the	  following	  comments	  with	  a	  constructive	  and	  cooperative	  spirit	  in	  an	  effort	  
to	  improve	  the	  procurement	  process.	  Our	  hope	  is	  that	  the	  process	  will	  not	  only	  be	  
successful,	  but	  also	  mindful	  of	  its	  resultant	  impacts,	  both	  near	  and	  far.	  	  
	  
Again,	  thank	  you	  for	  this	  opportunity	  to	  comment.	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Alan	  Michka	  
President	  
Friends	  of	  the	  Highland	  Mountains	  

 
 



Friends of the Highland Mountains 
Comments on Draft Request for Proposals for Clean Energy and Transmission 
 
 
1.  Section 2.3.2.1 

The following change to Section 2.3.2.1 is recommended in order to provide consistency 
with a recommended change to Appendix B, below (Comment 3). 
 
Recommended change, p. 23: 
 
o Eligible Project feasibility, including: 
● Experience and capability of the Eligible Bidder and Eligible Project team including, 
where applicable, any associated transmission development team, in project development, 
operations and maintenance, and experience in the ISO-NE market 
● Status of permits and credibility of plan to obtain approvals 
● Demonstrated progress in the interconnection process 
● Identification of required permits and approvals 
● Extent to which site or route control has been achieved, including acquisition of 
necessary easements or rights-of-way 
● Community relations plan including a description of community support or opposition 
● Conformance with FERC’s applicable regulatory requirements 

 
 
2.  Appendix B, Section 5 

As written, Appendix B, section 5.8 could be understood to mean only federal incentives 
need to be described by the bidder. The recommended change adds clarity that any 
incentives that could affect project financing, including those from any level of government, 
should be described. 
 
RFP success is improved by increased certainty that evaluators have a complete 
understanding of how project financing will be affected by any and all incentives a bidder 
may be relying on to ensure adequate financial capacity.  
 
Recommended change, p. B-7: 
  
5.8 Describe the role of the Federal Production Tax Credit or Investment Tax Credit (or 
 other incentives) or other incentives, including federal, state and local, on the 
 financing of the project. 
 

 
3.  Appendix B, Section 7 

Information provided by the bidder to satisfy section 7.4 might not yield an accurate 
representation of public support for some projects. As written, this section appears to 
presume that only varying degrees of support exist for any given project. It doesn’t clearly 
consider that some projects might, in fact, have significant opposition, instead of, or in 
addition to some level of support. Specific guidance should be included to encourage 
bidders to not only provide information demonstrating support for their project, but also to 
provide details describing specific situations or evidence that could indicate a notable level 
of opposition.  



Public support, or lack of support, can be an important factor in the outcome of a project’s 
regulatory review. Consequently, obtaining a realistic representation of the level of public 
support, if any, for a bidder’s project should be a goal of the RFP. Provided this, the 
evaluators could more predictably estimate the probability that a bidder’s project will be 
able to acquire the required permits needed to complete the project, and deliver its energy on 
schedule, thus enhancing the success of the RFP. 
 
Recommended change, p. B-12: 
 
7.4 Provide documentation identifying the level of public support for the project 
 including with particular emphasis on local community support in the project area, or 
 lack thereof. Documentation may include letters from public officials and local 
 stakeholders, newspaper articles, etc. The bidder should also include details of specific, 
 organized, local opposition to the project of which it is aware. Provide a plan for 
 community outreach activities, and discuss the status of that plan. 
 
 

4.  Appendix B, Section 7 
Within New England, PPAs have been awarded to projects that have not yet received 
permits and are the subject of significant public opposition. Additionally, at least one PPA 
has been awarded to a proposed generation project with a permit denial predating the award 
of the contract, and which is presently involved in a court appeal. Such situations might 
decrease the likelihood that a given project could complete the permitting process on 
schedule, if at all.  
 
Also, several New England state legislatures are currently considering bills that may change 
the regulatory landscape for some generator proposals. Inevitably, proposed projects in these 
states would be affected inequitably. As a result, certain projects may face a decreased 
probability of successful permitting, while others may experience an increased probability of 
successful permitting.  
 
An accurate representation of a project’s likelihood of successful permitting seems an 
essential criterion in evaluating and ranking the quality of the bids received. While pending 
changes may face uncertain futures themselves, the evaluators should be aware of them, at a 
minimum, so they can make their own judgments of possible impacts on any given project. 
 
RFP Enhancement: RFP success can be enhanced if the evaluation and selection teams have 
an accurate and realistic understanding of the current regulatory status of a given project, as 
well as how pending or possible regulatory changes might affect specific projects for which 
bids are received.  
 
Recommended addition, p. B-12: 
 
7.6  Identify any existing, preliminary, or pending decisions by courts, state legislatures 
 or regulatory agencies that might affect the feasibility of the project, or the ability to 
 obtain or retain the required permits for any new or existing projects, as applicable.  

 
 
 



5. Section 2.3.2.1 and Appendix B, Section 13 
It seems Appendix B, Section 13, in conjunction with Section 2.3.2.1, could be used by 
evaluators to give more preference to new projects, to the disadvantage of existing projects. 
 
New projects obviously offer economic benefits associated with development and 
construction that cannot be claimed by existing projects. However, because most of these 
benefits are transient, they should not be given undue weight in the evaluation and selection 
of projects to fulfill the RFP. To the extent that employment and indirect economic benefits 
of a project are evaluated or ranked, those associated with the long-term operation of the 
project should receive far greater emphasis.  
 
If the goal of the RFP is to select generating and/or transmission facilities that are the best 
public value available, the evaluation process must allow for a level playing field. As 
currently written, the qualitative evaluation criteria associated with economic benefits could 
be used to favor new projects and might result in the benefits of existing projects being 
unfairly discounted or overlooked. 
 
While we make no specific recommendations for changes, we do recommend that the 
referenced sections be reconsidered and rewritten to assure that new projects not be favored 
over existing ones based on development phase benefits, all else being equal.  
 
 
 
 
 

	  


