COMMENTS ON 225 CMR 29.00: SMALL CLEAN ENERGY
INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITY SITING AND PERMITTING

Submitted by Michael DeChiara
Shutesbury, MA
Sept. 26, 2025

29.01 Purpose

While the Commonwealth’s primary goal is efficient and timely deployment of clean energy, if
the purpose is not more inclusive of additional goals, the entire regulation will be interpreted
with a narrow lens, either practically, regulatorily or legally. The purpose should be worded as
follows: “for the efficient and appropriate siting and permitting of...

29.02: Definitions

Abutter — why not use the standard definition used by many municipalities in regards to zoning
that also includes: “owners of properties within 300 feet and abutters to abutters”?

De Novo Adjudication — I very much appreciate that any appeal may include information
submitted to the Local Government as part of the application. I would suggest that this should be
a “shall” rather than a “may” since in order to arrive at an informed decision about the
municipality’s decision, the Director needs to understand the basis for that decision, i.e. the
underlying information.

Key Stakeholders — it is excellent that federally recognized, state-acknowledged, or state-
recognized tribes are specifically noted.

Local Government Representative — this might be worth reconsidering. The current language
reads “A decision-making entity within a Local Government”. Miriam Webster defines a
representative as a person, which is my understanding, rather than an entity. Further, reading
through the subsequent parts of this proposed regulation, especially in regards to the model
bylaw, is that DOER’s intent is to identify a human being rather than an entity. The reference to a
Local Government Representative appears throughout this regulation so clarification is
important.

Minimization — It is very significant and greatly appreciated that this is not qualified but some
cost-related caveat.

Mitigation — Similarly, it is very significant and greatly appreciated that this is not qualified but
some cost-related caveat.

Site Suitability Score Reviewer — while this is likely also covered by EEA’s Site Suitability
Guidance, I appreciate that there will be an objective, government designated individual that
will calculate the Criteria-specific and Total Site Suitability Scores.




29.05 Concurrency and Transition Periods
It is appreciated that local standards and practices may be used by a municipality through Nov.
30, 2026.

I think the regulations should explicitly state two things. First, that local standards and practices
include but may not be limited to local bylaws and regulations that are currently in place (or
adopted prior to Nov. 30, 2026). Second that based on statute and this section, the use of these
local bylaws and regulations up to Nov. 30, 2026 shall be considered fully compliant with MGL
Ch.40A Sec 3 paragraph 9 commonly referred to as the Dover Amendment. This explicit mention
will result in needed clarity to avoid legal delays; I believe that was the intent of statute and the
regulations should do the same.

29.06ublic Health, Safety and Environmental Standards

1. I look forward to seeing and reviewing the draft Public Health, Safety and Environmental
Standards since the details of siting will be addressed in these.

2. It should be made clear if by “standards” DOER means bylaws, ordinances and/or
regulations. Additionally, it should be made explicit that these additional/supplemental standards
can be in place beyond Nov. 30, 2026. Very important, these regulations should reiterate what
was made plain in statute — that municipalities that comply with DOER regulations will be
deemed to be compliant with the Dover Amendment - Ch40A Sec 3 para 9. I see the DOER
regulations as an umbrella that provides legal protection for municipalities that are allowed to
use compliant supplemental bylaws operating under the approved processes of DOER.

Additionally, it would be important to clarify if conditions that may be put on a permit based on
these supplemental standards/bylaws are allowed. I would suggest they should be.

29.07 Application of Site Suitability Guidance

2a. It is good that the estimated Site Suitability scores shall be shared with Key Stakeholders.
However, sharing out is only half of the necessary dynamic. If Key Stakeholders have objection
to the estimates, where do they take that information? A process is suggested by EEA in the Site
Suitability Process and should be incorporated here by reference. I would suggest that the best
process would be that Key Stakeholders should be able to share feedback with the applicant
AND with the person designated to make the Formal Score Determination. This person and their
contact information should be provided to Key Stakeholders along with the estimated scores. If
this feedback is provided to the official Scorer, that person will be able to engage with the
applicant about whether modifications have been made based on the local feedback.

2b. I would assume and definitely request that once the Site Suitability Report is submitted to
local regulators, that it be made available to the public and Key Stakeholders as a matter of
course, not requiring a public records request. This should be stated in these Regulations.



3. The Site Suitability Report should require not only (a) the Total Site Suitability Score and (b)
all the Criteria-specific Suitability Scores, but the DOER guidelines should require a breakout of
these scores into their contributing factors, so that the basis of the scoring is known and the
underlying assumptions are clear. This is essential if 29.07 (4), Request for Score Review, is to
be possible. Without the underlying information, an informed Request will be limited.

5b. The fact that the Minimization and Mitigation must meet the specifications of the Guidelines
for Minimization and Mitigation Measures, makes review of this guidance very essential.

Sc. If highly suitable facilities are going to be exempt from Minimization measures, this will
provide an incentive for applicants to game the system to get the best score. While this concept
is reasonable, safeguards and very clear measures, especially in regards to Modifiers , are
necessary. And it is important to note that a facility might get a favorable Total Score but have a
poor Criteria-Specific score which should trigger a need for minimization or mitigation
conditions. While addressed in (6), it is important to highlight.

6. Compensatory Environmental Mitigation. The Guideline on Minimization and Mitigation
Measures needs to require that compensatory mitigation be closely associated with the harms
that generated a highly unsuitable score. The local government regulators should be discouraged
by DOER regulations from receiving compensatory payments that can be used for purposes not
related to the harms, for example to meet other municipal budget needs such as roads, school,
capital improvements, etc. The focus is on site suitability and DOER should insist on laser focus
on this as a priority. Perhaps (7b) addresses this but again, this is important enough to be
highlighted.

29.08 Pre-Filing Requirements

1. I like the fact that an application submitted without completing all pre-filing requirements will
be automatically denied. However, there should be some consequences to discourage applicants
from doing this. This might be that the applicant is prohibited from re-applying for a period of
time, perhaps 60-120 days. Otherwise, there is no downside to trying to skip steps.

2a. It is safe to assume that all or most applicants will minimize the negative impacts of the
facility on the community. There should be more stringent guidance in these regulations to
require objective analysis rather than the anticipated fluffy language and subjective analysis.

2b. Scale is essential in these documents for adequate regulatory review. Two types of maps are
required in regard to scale. One are maps that provide the context of the site within the
community and adjacent location. Additionally, maps that provide adequate detail to identify
environmental, cultural and historic features and proximity to residences, businesses, etc. This
detail must include known water systems, wetlands, and slopes.

2d. Excellent requirement. The Applicant should be required to provide fire, police and
emergency management with written detailed documentation to backup and explain the
Emergency Response Plan. If there are financial implications to the municipality regarding



emergency response, proposed solutions should be included that perhaps can become permit
conditions.

2e. The Pre-Filing Engagement Certification Checklist should include a required statement that
the applicant understands that if it does not satisfy the requirements of pre-filing engagement, it
may not submit an application. This checklist should require a signature of an accountable party.

Additionally, I suggested in OEJE’s guidelines for Community Benefits Plans and Agreement
that the statement of principles be converted into a document that the applicant must sign and
submit as part of the application. This will mean that the applicant is committing to a state-
recommended approach to engagement.

This section refers to a Community Engagement Plan. This is addressed in OEJE’s document but
it is not required, nor is it required by DOER. Given the time and effort necessary to do this well,
a Community Engagement Plan should be required with the intent being a subsequent
submission of a Community Benefit Plan, or preferably an Agreement.

2f. Public Notice Requirements — this is good. It does beg the question of where a meeting
recording will be posted. EFSB is requiring applicants to develop and maintain a project website
that is easily accessible to the public and can serve as a repository for all materials pertaining to
the project. I think DOER must do the same.

4. On its face the 30-day requirement for Local Government to determine if the applicant
completed all the Pre-Filing requirements seems reasonable but given the consolidated nature of
the permit and the multiple permitting boards, it is unclear that if all local regulatory bodies need
to do their due diligence to determine application completeness, if the municipality as a whole,
can achieve this deadline. While the upcoming DOER model bylaws indicate that a local process
needs to be developed for boards to confer and for the municipality to speak on multiple board’s
behalf, this will not invalidate Open Meeting Law. It is important to note that a group comprised
of one representative from each board is still considered a public body whether it is called a
working group or subcommittee, and as such must comply with OML. If it is the municipality as
a whole rather than each committee that must attest to completeness, 45 days is more practical
given the limitations of Open Meeting Law and meeting notification requirements. This time
would also be necessary if the boards/town seeks to query stakeholders before affirming
completion.

4a. What is the means for communicating pre-filing deficiencies — certified mail, email, etc?

4al. If the Applicant may re-apply without prejudice, there is no penalty for rushing the
process and risking an incomplete process. There should be a required period whereby an
applicant cannot re-apply — at least 90 days, so as to ensure the process is done right the first
time.



29.09 Consolidated Local Permit Application

1. The use of consultants by the permitting body should be not covered by the filing fee but
should be allowed by a municipality’s adoption of Ch. 44 Sec 53G, whereby the permitting body
secures the services of professionals at the applicant’s expense.

2a. The content of the Guideline on the Consolidated Local Permit Application is vital to
transparency and accurate understanding of the proposal.

2b. It doesn’t seem like the proposed PILOT should be in the initial materials since this is usually
not agreed to by the permitting body but rather by the Executive branch of the municipality such
as the Select Board. Is DOER now including non-regulatory bodies, like Select Boards, as part of
the consolidated process since they negotiate the PILOT. Further, Town Meeting, where it exists,
is the body that approves a PILOT for the Town but I would not assume a Town Meeting vote is
also now under the Consolidated Umbrella; this seems unreasonable. And it should be made
explicit that the 12-month window for a decision should for a regulatory decision and not for a
financial decision regarding taxes.

Further, if the Guideline on the Consolidated Local Permit Application does not specify the types
and scale of submitted maps, then this section must. As stated earlier, maps must include both
large area information to create the context for siting within the community and detailed
information to illustrate local features. Residents, businesses, all bodies of water, wetlands, and
slope.

e. Are these materials limited to municipalities that require Site Plan review; these materials
should also be required for Special Permits. Also are these materials defined by local bylaws or
will DOER be further defining?

f. While this is good, the proposed mediation, restoration or replanting can only be tentative until
review by the regulatory body, likely the Conservation Commission. It is also worth noting that
local wetland bylaws are usually accompanied by local wetland regulations that provide
necessary detail. Local regulations should be referenced as allowable.

g. This is good but does seem to preclude subsequent requests for relief that may emerge as part
of the regulatory review process. If additional requests are allowed, they should either follow
local standards or should only be allowed, in writing, while the relevant public hearings are open
to allow for comment. Written decisions by the regulatory body should be required if relief is
provided.

J. Mentioning these other local permits or decisions is good. Do these fall under the consolidated
permit and what officially triggers these processes, the Notice of Intent?

k. I like the need to document DEI. Is there a reason past commitment is required rather than
statement of intent going forward, for example in promoting workforce or economic
development. In today’s landscape, such a commitment is important in Massachusetts.



3. A digital copy of the Consolidated Local Permit Application should also be submitted to all
relevant permitting bodies and the Executive of the municipality (Mayor, Town Council, Select
Board, etc). While this may be implied it is not stated elsewhere. A copy should also be posted to
a publicly accessible project website that I recommend DOER require for each project, thereby
consolidating all project information so the public/stakeholders have ready access. Given the
limited capacity of many municipalities, requiring the applicant to do this makes sense.

29.10 Consolidated Local Permit Application Review Process

1. While this timeline and process is determined in statute, these regulations remain vague on
who exactly the Local Government is under a consolidate permitting process with multiple
boards and commissions. While DOER will be proposing model bylaws that are supposed to
address this, as we know from DOER’s 2015 model solar bylaw, these are not legally binding
like a regulation is. So this regulation should establish whether each permitting body is
responsible for communicating completeness to the applicant or if the Local Government
Representative (however defined) is responsible. Given the short turnaround, to avoid
constructive approval, this clarification is crucial.

a. If an application is rejected without prejudice, the applicant can begin the process anew. |
would suggest the starting point for a renewed application process should be at the Pre-Filing
stage, not the Application stage.

d. The statement “The Local Government or the Department shall make efforts to make the
Consolidated Local Permit Application available to the public” is woefully inadequate and runs
counter to the intention of community engagement by EEA/OEJE. I do think DOER must require
this but does not have to implement this itself. Rather I would suggest that DOER follow the
example of EFSB in regards to requiring a project website and online distribution of information.
By requiring the applicant to have a project website, it is meeting the Departmental requirement
of making information available. A project website is essential for access to information for
stakeholders and the general public and can serve as an easily accessed central information hub.
The responsibility of providing this information, especially given the volume of documents,
should fall to the applicant rather than the municipality. Information about Pre-Filing activities
and all Application materials should be required to be posted on this easily accessible public
website.

The statement “shall make efforts” is woefully inadequate!

2. As mentioned earlier, it is worth reminding DOER about subcommittees or working groups
under Open Meeting Law. Even a group comprised of one member of each permitting body,
meeting to collaborate is deemed a public body and therefore must comply with Open Meeting
Law. This is the problem with the statute’s 12-month limitation; legislators are not under the
same constraints. I would welcome the legislature or the AG taking action to change this in order
to facilitate more responsive local government action.



3. As I noted in the Definitions section, the definition of a Local Government Representative
does not work given this requirement. As defined in these regulations — the representative is “a
decision-making entity within a Local Government.” Yet it seems from the language in this
section that such a Representative should be a person. Alternatively, if DOER anticipates that one
permitting body is the lead and is collecting decisions from the other permitting bodies this needs
more clarification. Perhaps the release of the model bylaws will help but this remains the
unresolved issue at the core of the local consolidated permit process.

It is excellent that a decision on an individual application component cannot be appealed or
reviewed independently.

3a. The process by which the Local Government Representative communicates a decision to the
applicant needs to be specified — certified mail, email, first class mail, etc?

More importantly, assuming a tight timeframe to meet the 12-month window for a decision to

avoid constructive approval, what is the official date of record for notification. Is it receipt and
documentation by the Town Clerk, or receipt by the Applicant? These might be different dates
and a clear receipt date is essential to avoid constructive approval.

4. If should be made explicit what forms of communication are acceptable for information
requests, especially since the contact information in the Application will likely include a mailing
address and an email, further that the relevant person might not be the person identified on the
application material. Furthermore, it should be acknowledged whether each regulatory body may
make independent requests based on its separate review of the application or if this
communication is intended to come from the Local Government Representative?

5. De Novo Adjudication.
Who decides whether an individual or entity has been substantially and specifically effected by a
proposed facility? Are there clearly eligible individuals or entities, for example abutters?

29.12 Common Conditions and Requirements for Constructive Approval

In the case of constructive approval, shall local bylaws and standards not covered by the DOER
guidelines be in effect? This should be clarified since there might be situations where the
common conditions established by DOER do not cover issues normally addressed by the local
permitting authority.

29.13 Model Bylaw

Based on my reading of this section a municipality has two identified pathways for action — it
may either adopt DOER’s model bylaw or modify DOER’s model bylaw. This does not address
municipalities that have existing relevant bylaws and how they should proceed. Technically, a
municipality could add it’s own compliant parts of a local bylaw into the DOER model bylaw
and that would be considered a modification, but if this is anticipated by DOER it should be
stated and made allowable. There is also no mention of retaining parts of a municipality’s current



bylaws that do not conflict with the DOER guidelines — something which has been repeatedly
affirmed by EEA.

Another scenario that is possible but not addressed here, is if a municipality may develop its own
bylaw that is compliant with the DOER guidelines? I understand that DOER may not have the
organizational capacity to deem locally developed bylaws to be compliant but could that occur if
a municipality wanted to do so and have it reviewed by the AG per the normal process?

Since the Local Government Representative seems to be central to these regulations, I get the
impression that the only way to identify the Representative is by adopting the DOER model
bylaw. Is this correct? Are there other ways a municipality might make such designation? And
again, what is DOER thinking about the Local Government Representative — is it a person or an
entity?

29.15 Reporting

I would suggest that DOER consider statute to be the floor for reporting frequency since waiting
two years before the pace of constructive approvals is apparent is impractical. Following the
guidance of statute would mean that after two years many projects will have been built in this
manner, likely demonstrating that the 12-month window is too short. I would suggest that DOER
can hold itself to a higher standard of determining whether 50% of projects were constructively
approved by reviewing every quarter and making this information publicly available stating
March 1, 2027. I would hope documenting these trends sooner would be appreciated by the
legislature.



Massachusetts Association of Conservation Commissions

)
MACC

protecting wetlands, open space and biological diversity through education and advocacy

October 6, 2025

Via Electronic Mail
DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov

Susanna Hatch

Chief of Staff

Energy Infrastructure Siting and Permitting Reforms
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER)
100 Cambridge Street, 9t Floor

Boston, MA 02114

RE: 30-DayExtension Request to the Public Comment Period on Proposed Regulations
225 CMR 29.00: Small Clean Energy Infrastructure Facility Siting and Permitting

Dear Chief of Staff Hatch:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the Massachusetts Department of Energy
Resources (DOER) on the proposed regulations: 225 CMR 29.00: Small Clean Energy
Infrastructure Facility Siting and Permitting. The Massachusetts Association of Conservation
Commissions (MACC) and the Massachusetts Society of Municipal Conservation Professionals
(MSMCP) respectfully request a 30-day extension for the comment period from October 17 to
October 31.

These regulations are a major change in the process affecting all 351 municipalities, and it is
important that DOER receive meaningful feedback from the local officials who will be charged
with implementing the new consolidated local permitting process. Moreover, several key
guidelines, including mitigation and public health, safety and environmental standards, have not
yet been released for public review. The regulations rely heavily on these guidelines, making it
difficult to comment without access to that crucial information.

MACC is a statewide non-profit organization that supports more than 2,000 volunteer
conservation commissioners in their mission to preserve wetlands and open space. Each of the
351 cities and towns in Massachusetts has a conservation commission responsible for
administering the state Wetlands Protection Act and municipal wetland bylaws and ordinances,
as well as managing municipally owned conservation land. Our association protects
Massachusetts’ natural resources through our education and advocacy efforts, and we have been
doing this work since 1961.

MSMCP was formed in 1984 as a non-profit organization providing technical information
exchange, sponsoring scientific and management seminars and promoting the advancement of
professional conservation commission staff across Massachusetts. MSMCP’s membership
represents conservation commission staff from 126 municipalities across the Commonwealth.

We commend DOER for the many opportunities of engagement with the former Clean Energy
Infrastructure Siting and Permitting Commission members, and other related groups in the

10 Juniper Road / Belmont, MA 02478
Phone: 617-489-3930 / Fax: 617-489-3935 / www.maccweb.org
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DOER sphere of reference. However, these regulations will have a significant impact on all 351
municipalities across the Commonwealth. Combined municipal permits for the clean energy
projects will require a new way of reviewing documents over a short period of time, and these
regulations will be promulgated in early 2026. We want to make sure we get this right and get as
many comments from municipal boards as possible.

Municipal commissions and boards are only just now becoming aware of the proposed
requirements for permitting future small clean energy infrastructure projects. Time is short: there
are four regional listening sessions during the week of October 6, and public hearing is set for
October 15, 2025. Comments are due on October 17, 2025.

Our members are requesting additional time to better understand these new requirements and
provide comments. This is especially so, since our members cannot fully understand the process,
with several guidance documents that have not been published.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Please contact us at (617) 489-3930 if you need
additional information.

Sincerely,

Dorothy A. McGlincy
Executive Director
Massachusetts Association of Conservation Commissions

Donald Cooper, Esq.
President
Massachusetts Association of Conservation Commissions

John Keeley, President
Massachusetts Society of Municipal Conservation Professionals

cc: Governor Maura Healey
Rick Collins, DOER, Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting
Rebecca Tepper, Secretary, Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Michael Judge, EEA, Undersecretary of Energy
Stephanie Cooper, EEA, Undersecretary for the Environment
Kurt Gaertner, EEA, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Policy

10 Juniper Road / Belmont, MA 02478
Phone: 617-489-3930 / Fax: 617-489-3935 / www.maccweb.org
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON 225 CMR 29.00

Guideline on Uniform Set of Baseline Health, Safety, Environmental and Other Standards

Comments submitted by
Michael DeChiara
Shutesbury, MA
October 8, 2025

Background and Purpose

I appreciate the scope over the life of a project. — “The Baseline Standards apply throughout the
design, construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of a SCEIF™

It is helpful and good that DOER is acknowledging that this document does not constitute an
exhaustive list of all relevant factors.

Good that the Baseline Standards will be incorporated into a Constructively Approved project.

2. Standards that Apply to All Clean Energy Infrastructure Facilities (CEIF):

Air Pollution. How will this work for biomass installations which the legislature included in the
clean energy definition? Would this make biomass ineligible given its particulate matter releases?

Archeological Resources. Unfortunately, this is a very narrow approach and western civilization
oriented. There is only passing acknowledgement in Massachusetts Historical guidance and
practice, and in MGL about Indigenous sites of cultural importance (not historical importance).
Given the siting of clean energy facilities in certain rural areas, the possibility of disturbing areas
of Indigenous importance is significant. Please refer to two documents I shared with EFSB
regarding this matter developed by Shutesbury Historic Commission in relation to solar
development.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. This makes no sense. If areas are designated as Areas
of Critical Environmental Concern by the Commonwealth because of the natural or cultural
resources located within them, they should be protected and development of clean energy should
be prohibited. Don’t these designations matter?

Article 97 Land Disposition. Again, these lands are designated to “protect state and municipal
lands acquired for natural resource, conservation, and recreation purposes”. If the
Commonwealth thinks these are important to protect, they should be protected and clean energy
development should be prohibited.




Chapter 91 Land — At least here, DOER is stating that these lands should be protected and
preserved however there is no statement of prohibition on development or any specific
limitations for these lands.

Decommissioning/Abandonment — this is good.

Excavation and Trench Safety — this does not address earthmoving during construction which
should be minimized to reduce the risk of erosion. This should be stated.

Forest Cutting Practices.

Citing DCR forest cutting practices is not protective given the active tree cutting that DCR
undertakes with on public lands and that is controversial. DCR tree cutting guidance is also very
pro-logging rather than focused on conservation and carbon sequestration; this is the wrong
source for guidance.

It is very concerning that the first bulleted item of values not to be jeopardized is “continuation
or increase of supply of forest products”. This guidance should be about protecting forests and
carbon sequestration NOT ensuring the continued commercial viability of logging on land where
clean energy facilities are sited. Deeply concerning! In fact this statement seems contrary to
some of the following stated values like improvement for wildlife and prevention of soil erosion.
This is contradictory and seems like the fingerprints of the forest product industry.

Emergency Response. It is good that an emergency response plan will be developed in
consultation with local public safety officials but this can be an expensive unfunded mandate. I
would recommend as the Applicant be required to pay for/provide training and equipment that
the municipality would need for an effective emergency response. Telling local officials what
they need but cannot afford or have to expertise in, is a burden on the locals.

Hazardous Waste — This has no place on site of a clean energy facility and should be outright
prohibited. There is no reason for it to be present or allowed.

Herbicides/Pesticide Application. The one large ground mounted solar facility in Shutesbury has
been in operation for approximately seven years and has never used herbicides or pesticides.
These should be prohibited with a waiver in the rare instance a rationale can be provided.

Historic Places. Similar to Archeological Resources, this is a weak statement that likely applies a
narrow view that does not include Indigenous sites of cultural importance. Archaeological
perspective is not the same as Indigenous perspective. Please see or request cited documents I
mentioned above.

Lighting. Requiring (shall) dark-sky friendly lighting solutions is very good.

Mass. Endangered Species Act. Good to know we are protecting something that the state has
designated as important.

Noise — it is good that facilities will be required to comply with local noise regulations.



Pollinator Friendly Practices. This is good. So why are you allowing herbicides and pesticides
given this approach?

Stormwater Management. Minimizing runoff is vital however not all runoff is from impervious
surfaces. Depending on the grade and design, runoff can occur on dirt driveways, etc. Equally
important, stormwater management elements should be consistent with the context of the site —
especially in rural areas which should limit industrial construction elements. A hydrology
analysis should be required.

Surface Water Quality Standards. The cited regulation, 314 CMR 4.00 does not seem to address
private drinking water wells and their sources. The focus is on public water supplies and coastal
waters. If this is accurate, then this provision is inadequate.

Visual Impacts. The Applicant needs to develop and submit a landscaping plan as part of its
application, not 30 days prior to construction. This information is needed for review in regards to
a permit and especially important during public hearings for abutter input.

Wellhead Protection. This is inadequate. The cited regulation, 310 CMR 22.00 addresses public
water supply; there is no mention of protection for private drinking water that can be impacted
by a clean energy facility. I notice there are additional requirements below for storage only, but it
is worth noting here that given the siting of energy storage as an accessory use to solar, siting on
Zone II and maybe Zone A should be prohibited to protect against possible contamination
resulting from an emergency.

3. Standards that Apply to All Clean Energy Infrastructure Facilities (CEIF), Except for
Clean Transmission and Distribution Infrastructure Facilities (LCTDIF and SCTDIF)

Slope — 15% limit is good.

Fire Safety.

Compliance with NFPA 855 is good; the national standard that will evolve over time.
Use of PFAS in fire fighting should be prohibited.

There should be a requirement for water containment onsite to collect any water that is used in
fighting a fire/ containing thermal runaway.

Setbacks. Setbacks should be required from tree lines and other flammable structures that would
expand a fire beyond the project perimeter.

Wellhead Protection. It is good that municipalities will be able to restrict siting of energy storage
on Zone II.




5. Standards that Apply Only to Ground-Mounted Solar Facilities

Glare. This is good.

Setbacks. This seems confusing. On the one hand this states setbacks normally no more than 25
feet but then it says municipalities can modify the model bylaw to establish different setbacks.
Please clarify. Also 25 setbacks, especially on the side are TOO small. Would you want your
home 25 feet from the border of a large ground mounted solar facility?

6. Standards that Apply Only to Wind Generation Facilities

SF6. Municipalities should be able to prohibit SF6. In addition to being a potent greenhouse gas
it can also be a nose and throat irritant which could impact abutters.

7. Standards that Apply Only to Land-Based Wind Generation Facilities

Noise is a particular concern with wind turbines. It should be emphasized that local noise
regulations can be enforced beyond the DEP statewide regulation.



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:37 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: Comment on Small Clean Energy Infrastructure Siting and Permitting Draft
Regulations

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources

100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

Creating a clean, affordable, resilient, and equitable
energy future for all in the Commonwealth.

From: Abigail Mahoney <amahoney@tewksbury-ma.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 9, 2025 4:03 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>

Subject: Comment on Small Clean Energy Infrastructure Siting and Permitting Draft Regulations

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail
system. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.

Good afternoon,

| am the Conservation Agent from the Town of Tewksbury; | have several comments for the draft
regulations.

First and foremost, my concern is thatitis not specified weather an NOI filing through the Conservation
Commission will be required at any point in this process. Would that be delt with at the State Level? Itis
required that con com issue OOCs or the state. Is there a prevision in WPA | am unaware of that allows
for other town boards to issue these OOCs in the case that this is a step in the condensed permit. Would
these projects be considered exempt from filing an NOI, even if the projectis in jurisdictional area? This
was not clear in the draft. In addition to this the pre-filing requirement being called a Notice of Intent to
File Application may be very confusing both for applicants and key stakeholders. Assuming that the NOI
application is separate from this process, would the OOC be held to the same expectation of the Scope
and Type of Minimization and Mitigation measures based on site suitability. It is my belief that it would be
a detriment to the process if the commission is unable to condition the project at their discretion.
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Secondly, | am concerned that the ANRAD requirement in pre-filing may cause undue frustration. Is this
only a requirement for areas where there are unclear wetland boundaries? It is my understanding that
NOI filing with wetland delineation can also be accepted for defining the wetland boundary. Would this
be in replacement of an NOI filing? In the case that DEP appeals the resulting ORAD would that extend
the process indefinitely, and would this extension be included in the 12 month period?

Overall, I would love to see more clarification on the Conservation Commissions role in this process.

Thank you,

Abigail Mahoney
Conservation Agent
Town of Tewksbury



PUBLIC COMMENTS ON 225 CMR 29.00
Pre-Filing Guidelines

Comments submitted by
Michael DeChiara
Shutesbury, MA
October 10, 2025

Stakeholder Engagement Plan

The statement that the plan should be “inclusive, transparent, and culturally relevant” is
excellent.

In regards to the purpose, I appreciate the mention of cultural concerns which goes beyond just
the usual historical. This is important both in regards to Indigenous sites and to community
values regarding community identity and land use.

1.1 Project Information

Tools
In regards to tools, all those suggested look good. What works will depend on the community.

I look forward to DOER finding a platform that is used for all applications so there is a
centralized, project-oriented website. As I commented on long ago, this platform could host pre-
filing information and materials, as well as application related information. Until then, requiring
each project to have a publicly accessible website with all relevant information is something |
strongly support, in fact I feel it is essential.

In addition to the elements required for the website, a good addition would be a feedback or
comment form as well as listing a contact email.

Assessment of Outreach

I really appreciate that a Local Government will need to assess if outreach is sufficient. And the
questions to gauge the success of the outreach efforts are good. One minor addition to the
following question - “Was the outreach sufficient so that a reasonable stakeholder likely would
have been made aware of the project, know how and be easily able to find additional
information? ” Part of access is knowing where to find it but in today’s world being able to
access it is equally important. For example, an older adult might be unable to access information
if a flyer only has a QR code and they don’t know how to use a smartphone to get the link; they
might not even know what a QR code is.




1.2 Pre-Filing Engagement Certifications

As I mentioned in other comments, I would suggest that the two Pre-Filing certification
documents include a statement whereby the Applicant affirms that these forms and the stated
activities are necessary in order to proceed with an application submission. And it should include
a signature of the person responsible for the application process. This will avoid a scenario where
an Applicant can claim it didn’t know these were prerequisites for application, creating confusion
and possibly resulting in an incomplete application.

1.2.1

Pre-filing Engagement Certification Checklist

I would suggest additional information be included. This is in part so DOER and the local
government can be confident that sufficient outreach will occur and also to prompt the Applicant
to undertake activities it might otherwise overlook or avoid:

Names and roles of Key Stakeholders that the Applicant anticipates meeting with and an
rough timeline for such a meeting. Each Stakeholder should be listed separately. This will
demonstrate the range and depth of Key Stakeholder engagement will take place. It will
also force the Applicant to undertake some due diligence about Key Stakeholders.

When listing the multi-media outlets, I would require the Applicant to state why these
were chosen. This will indicate if the Applicant knows what will work in the community
rather than simply placing ads, for example, with no insight into whether these will be
seen.

I would qualify the requirement for three public buildings, as when available, since some
small towns only have a library and a town hall as public spaces. No everyone has a
school, and public safety buildings and DPWs don’t make sense. But I support pushing
for broad public posting.

The URL for the Applicant’s project website should be required.

Other Applicant’s contact information that will be distributed through outreach so that
DOER is aware of what is being shared — email addresses, snail mail, phones, X
accounts, Instagram or Facebook accounts, et.

1.2.2 Pre-Filing Engagement Completion Checklist
I would suggest adding to the required supporting evidence:

While mentioned later under 1.4.1 Meeting Structure, the following should be made
explicit in this section. Notes from public meetings that capture community comments
should be included a evidence to be submitted with the Checklist. As I have noted
elsewhere, who takes these notes and who pays for them determines the content, so [
think DOER should explore requiring a third party notetaker that submits the notes to
both the Local Government and the Applicant for ground-truthing. The Regional
Coordinator could help with identifying the notetaker. DOER should explore ways to pay
the note-takers so that these individuals are not beholden to the Applicant.

Included in the sign-in sheets, the Applicant should collect affiliations of public meeting
participants, so the breadth of involvement is known.

Submission of copies of emails sent to the Applicant is a good requirement.

The supporting information should also have a list of the Key Stakeholders, including
municipal officials that the Applicant met with and the dates of those meetings. Names
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and roles should be included. This will help the local government be confident that the
key players were communicated with.

1.3 Pre-filing Meeting with Municipal Officials
I think the proposed timing, meeting with muni leaders before a public meeting makes sense.

I think using this meeting to confirm Key Stakeholders is important but not sufficient. The
Applicant must also do its due diligence to understand the community using its outreach to
identify likely informal stakeholders that should be engaged. Not all stakeholders engage with
municipal government, especially depending on the size of the municipality, so these people may
not be known to government officials. This is why community outreach is important.
Additionally, government perspectives can certainly be different than community perspectives
and if the Commonwealth wants quicker deployment, understanding all perspectives that could
create hurdles, should be known sooner than later.

While it is sound to request that local government officials should act in good faith, so too should
Applicants be required to do so. In particular, if there are issues that are identified by local
government that could complicate the application process, the Applicant should address these
prior to applying and starting the 12-month clock towards Constructive Approval. For example,
in the Town of Shutesbury, our elected Town Clerk just left the position. Even though Town
Meeting used a Special TM to change this position from elected to appointed to facilitate ease of
hiring, state law requires a second vote at Annual TM in the spring. In the interim, the Town is
hiring an abutting town’s Clerk who is working 5 hours a week. So this will create administrative
slowdowns that are anticipated and known. If conveyed to the Applicant prior to application
during the Pre-Filing meetings, this should be factored in before an application is submitted.
Using this example, if DOER were to continue to suggest the Town Clerk to be the Local
Government Representative (again, I think this is not a good idea), this would result in almost
certain Constructive Approval without additional measures being taken.

1.4 Public Meeting with all Key Stakeholders

I appreciate the points DOER makes about the importance of time and location of public
meetings. It is worth noting that to “consulf” with Local Government officials is a minimum,;
what DOER should expect is that the Applicant make all efforts to follow the recommendations
of Local Government Officials and/or Key Stakeholders — there should be the stated expectation
of responding to the input. Oftentimes consultation does not mean adapting to recommendations,
but rather being present to hear feedback. For example, it is easy to imagine an Applicant getting
poor turnout because they used WebEx rather than Zoom because it is what the corporate staff
use internally as opposed to what residents are used to and town officials recommended.

DOER'’s suggestions about determining the location and time of a public meeting are strong!

In terms of meeting format, there is one suggestion I think would make a huge difference. There
is a tendency for developers to present their plans in a manner that makes them seem finalized
and leaves the community wondering what they can do to improve or modify anything. I note
that DOER has included “Explain how stakeholders can provide input on the project during and



after the meeting, including directing attendees to project website” which is good. But since
DOER is using the Pre-Filing phase as a way to capture Key Stakeholder and municipal input
before an application is submitted with the intent being that local knowledge should be
incorporated into the design and siting, this opportunity should be its own required section of the
presentation and the Applicant should be required to explicitly explain the Pre-Filing dynamic,
the purpose and to state that input is encouraged for improvement and modification; that
decisions are not final despite time and expense already being committed by the developer. We
should want this to be highlighted so input is invited and understood as possible rather than the
Applicant simply stating the required steps and implying much work has been done on
presenting a solid plan.

It is excellent that the Applicant will be responsible for recording (documenting) community
comments. These should be posted along with the video, to ensure greater access (not everyone
can video videos due to bandwidth, devices or technical skills). It is good that these will be
submitted as engagement evidence. As mentioned earlier, it would be a good option if the
Regional Coordinator could be involved in ensuring this task occurs and with some objectivity.

The suggestion that the Applicant is encouraged to attend meetings of municipal boards should
be stronger. In Shutesbury for example, our zoning bylaws encourage a pre-application meeting
to consult with the Planning Board. This is a mini-version of pre-filing engagement. While
DOER is requiring meetings with board and committee chairs, this is not a substitute for an
entire board which will be the regulatory body reviewing and deciding on an application. So this
pre-filing consult with relevant decision-making boards should be required to avoid the delays
the Commonwealth is interested in. These meetings should be documented in the pre-filing
checklist.



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:52 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Julia Adams
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 3:48 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

| appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental
criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects, but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently
drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately protect our most valuable lands.

Our natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- carbon sequestration, local food production,
critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable.

The state's proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new
clean energy projects (and any other form of development).



We need to enhance the electric grid's capacity, but in the proposed framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new
electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to the same requirements or standards as those
required from solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding,
minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission and distribution projects to nearby natural and working
lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, state support of municipal requirements needs to be strong enough to
actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. The state could take a stronger role by establishing
a new mitigation program to support cities and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and
compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Julia Adams

90 Stoney Brook Circle
Duxbury, MA 02332

(781) 452-7304
adamsjuliab@comcast.net



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:53 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Allen Altman
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 3:58 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Dr. Allen Altman

PO Box 441

Gt Barrington, MA 01230-0441
(413) 229-3461
abu.altman@gmail.com



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:41 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Joseph Andrzejewski
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 1:58 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Mr. Joseph Andrzejewski
18 Wenham Rd
Topsfield, MA 01983
(215) 622-0777
andrzjoea@msn.com



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:52 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Ginny Ansbergs
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 3:48 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Ms. Ginny Ansbergs
133 East Main St.
Plainfield, MA 01070
(413) 634-8076
ginny.rose@verizon.net



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:39 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Allison Argo
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 1:48 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Ms. Allison Argo

157 Owl Pond Road
Brewster, MA 02631-2111
(508) 240-1955
argofilms@gmail.com



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:53 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Nina Ashurst
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 4:18 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Ms. Nina Ashurst

184 Captain Eames Circle
Ashland, MA 01721
(508) 881-6474
nnashurst@gmail.com



Meno, Stephen (ENE)

From: DOER Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE)

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 10:53 AM

To: Gage, Allison (ENE); Meno, Stephen (ENE); Castillo, Marcela (ENE); Rockett, Connor
(ENE); Droogan, Hailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Bickford, Bailey (ENE); Droogan,
Hailey (ENE)

Subject: FW: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

Rick Collins (he/him)

Director, Division of Clean Energy Siting & Permitting Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources
100 Cambridge Street,

9th Floor, Boston MA 02114

Phone: (617) 762-6766

From: Mass Audubon <action@massaudubon.org> On Behalf Of Sarah Avery
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 4:28 PM

To: DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov (ENE) <DOER.Siting.Permitting@mass.gov>
Subject: S&P Follow On Rulemaking Comments/EFSB 25-10

CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Oct 10, 2025
DOER Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony
Dear DOER Commissioner Mahony,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on DOER and the Energy Facility Siting Board (EFSB)'s proposed
regulations, respectively, to improve siting and permitting outcomes for small and large clean energy infrastructure
projects.

Accelerating Massachusetts' deployment of solar, energy storage, and other clean energy resources is more important
now than ever, and | appreciate the work the state is doing to clean up our electricity supply. However, another key goal
of these regulations is to change the status quo approach: over the last decade, too many high-value natural and working
lands were converted for new clean energy projects, while also compiling impacts to communities already hosting many
energy projects. | applaud the inclusion of new environmental criteria for evaluating sites for proposed energy projects,
but | have concerns about whether the regulations, as currently drafted, apply these criteria in ways that adequately
protect our most valuable lands.



Our most valuable natural and working lands provide our communities with services -- removing carbon emissions, local
food production, critical habitat for wildlife, filtering drinking water -- which are simply irreplaceable. The state's
proposed regulations should clearly establish some areas as completely off-limits to development of new clean energy
projects (and any other form of development).

We absolutely need to enhance the electric grid's capacity to deliver more clean, affordable energy. But in the proposed
framework, electric utilities' choices of sites for new electricity transmission and distribution projects are not subject to
the same requirements or standards as those from developers of solar, wind, or energy storage projects. These
regulations must also hold utilities accountable for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating the impacts of their transmission
and distribution projects to nearby natural and working lands.

The new regulations enable cities and towns to require developers to minimize and mitigate impacts of energy
generation and storage projects. However, | have concerns about whether the proposed system is strong enough to
improve actual outcomes for natural lands and host communities.

Requirements need to be strong enough to actually change where utilities and developers propose new projects. A
mitigation requirement to plant trees, for example, will not adequately compensate the state's citizens for losses of the
many public goods drinking water, carbon storage, and biodiversity resulting from clearing mature forests.

Many towns lack sufficient capacity to establish a new mitigation program, collect mitigation fees, or implement other
aspects of this program. The state should take a stronger role by establishing a new mitigation program to support cities
and towns' efforts to require utilities and developers to minimize impacts and compensate the public for losses.

| hope you will consider incorporating changes to the final regulations that go further to secure protections for nature
and communities these will help build the public's trust and ensure the durability of our clean energy future.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Sarah Avery

22 Surry Drive

Cohasset, MA 02025
(781) 383-6043
dandsavery@comcast.net
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