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Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J, the Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board 

(ñSiting Boardò) hereby approves, subject to the conditions set forth below, the petition of 

Western Massachusetts Electric Company (ñWMECoò or the ñCompanyò) to construct a new 

345 kV transmission line, reconfigure and replace existing 115 kV transmission lines, and build 

new and upgrade several existing substations and switching stations in the Greater Springfield 

area.  Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 72, the Siting Board hereby approves, subject to the conditions 

set forth below, the petition of WMECo for a determination that the proposed 345 kV and 115 

kV transmission lines are necessary, serve the public convenience and are consistent with the 

public interest.  Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 3, the Siting Board hereby approves, subject to the 

conditions set forth below, the petition of WMECo for individual and comprehensive exemptions 

from the zoning bylaws of the Towns of Agawam, Ludlow, and West Springfield, and the Cities 

of Chicopee and Springfield in connection with the proposed transmission facilities, as described 

herein. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION   

A. Summary of the Proposed Transmission Project 

WMECoôs proposed transmission project is known as the Greater Springfield Reliability 

Project (ñGSRPò).  The GSRP is one of four major transmission projects that together make up 

the New England East-West Solution (ñNEEWSò).
1
  The GSRP consists of:  (1) reconfiguring 

and replacing existing 115 kV transmission lines; (2) constructing new 345 kV transmission 

facilities; and (3) building and upgrading several existing substations and switching stations in 

Greater Springfield.
2
 

                                                 
1
  The other three NEEWS projects are:  (1) the Interstate Reliability Project [41 miles of 

new 345 kilovolt (ñkVò) line between Millbury MA, West Farnum RI, and Card Street 

CT]; (2) the Rhode Island Reliability Project [21.4 miles of new 345 kV line between 

North Smithfield RI and Warwick RI]; and (3) the Central Connecticut Reliability Project 

[37 miles of new 345 kV between Bloomfield CT and Frost Bridge CT]. 

2
  A separate, but related project is called the Manchester to Meekville Junction Circuit 

Separation Project (ñMMPò), which involves the modification of approximately 2.7 miles 

of existing transmission lines in Manchester, Connecticut. 
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The Company proposes to construct an approximately 23-mile single-circuit 345 kV 

overhead transmission line in an existing right-of-way, from the Massachusetts border near 

Agawam, Massachusetts, to the Ludlow Substation via West Springfield, Chicopee, and Ludlow 

(the ñNorthern Corridorò).  From Agawam, the 345 kV line would continue south into 

Connecticut where it would terminate in Bloomfield, Connecticut.  WMECo also proposes to 

remove existing towers and 115 kV conductors, construct new towers and reconductor higher 

capacity 115 kV transmission circuits along the 23-mile Northern Corridor.  In addition, the 

Company would rebuild 3.3 miles of 115 kV lines on three spurs that extend from this corridor to 

the Orchard Substation in Springfield, to a new Cadwell Switching Station in Springfield, and to 

a new Fairmont Switching Station in Chicopee. 

WMECo would install modifications at the Ludlow, Agawam, Chicopee, Orchard, 

Breckwood and Piper Substations, and the Shawinigan and South Agawam Switching Stations.  

In addition, WMECo would rebuild its existing Fairmont Switching Station and would construct 

a new 115 kV switching station, to be called the Cadwell Switching Station. 

The Company is required by G.L. c. 164, § 69J to present both a preferred route and an 

alternative route for its project.  Here, the only difference between the two alternatives is the 

route of the 345 kV line.  The 115 kV reconfiguration work in the Northern Corridor and 

substation work would be the same under either the Northern Alternative, which is preferred by 

the Company, or the Southern Alternative, as described below: 

 

Northern Alternative: Under this alternative, the 115 kV and 345 kV transmission lines would be 

placed in the Northern Corridor, described above.  The total project length 

(including spurs and the 12-mile portion in Connecticut) would be 

39 miles. 

 

Southern Alternative: Under this alternative, the 345 kV line would not be in the Northern 

Corridor with the 115 kV lines, but in a different existing right-of-way that 

runs between Agawam and Ludlow for 22.3 miles via Agawam, 

Longmeadow, East Longmeadow, Hampden, Wilbraham and Ludlow 

(ñSouthern Corridorò).  The Southern Alternative includes an additional 

5.4-miles in Connecticut between Longmeadow and East Longmeadow, 

where the 345 kV line would travel through the Connecticut towns of 

Suffield and Enfield and re-enter Massachusetts.  Under this approach the 
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total project length (including spurs and the 12-mile portion in 

Connecticut) would be 61.3 miles. 

 

Exh. WMECo-TBB-4, Att. 4, Table 4-8.  Figure 1, below, provides a graphic representation of 

the proposed project.   

Figure 1.  GSRP Northern and Southern Alternatives 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One part of the proposed 345 kV line, marked with a yellow line (in Connecticut) and a 

yellow line with a green filling (in Massachusetts), would extend from a substation in 

Bloomfield, Connecticut (not shown) to the Agawam Substation.  This portion of the 345 kV line 

is the same whether the Northern Alternative or the Southern Alternative is selected.  If the 

Northern Alternative is selected, the 345 kV line will follow the blue line beginning at Agawam 

Substation.  If the Southern Alternative is selected, the 345 kV line will follow the orange line 
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beginning at Agawam Substation.  In either case, the 115 kV improvements would occur on the 

thin green line (much of which fills in the blue line). 

 

B. Procedural History 

On October 27, 2008, WMECo filed three petitions with the Siting Board and the 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (ñDepartmentò) relating to the GSRP.  In the first 

petition, the Company requests approval, pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J (ñSiting Board 

Petitionò).  A second petition, filed with the Department, seeks specific and comprehensive 

exemptions from the zoning bylaws or ordinances in the cities and towns along either the 

preferred or noticed alternative routes for the GSRP pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 3 (ñZoning 

Petitionò).  The third petition requests approval for the GSRP pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 72 

(ñSection 72 Petitionò; all three petitions together, the ñPetitionsò). 

The Siting Board Petition was docketed as EFSB 08-2, the Zoning Petition as 

D.P.U. 08-105 and the Section 72 Petition as D.P.U. 08-106.  Pursuant to the Companyôs 

request, on March 25, 2009 the Chairman of the Department issued a Consolidation Order, 

referring the Section 72 and Zoning Petitions for review and approval or rejection to the Siting 

Board pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69H(2).  The consolidated proceeding was docketed as 

EFSB 08-2/D.P.U. 08-105/08-106.  Accordingly, the Siting Board conducted a single 

adjudicatory proceeding and developed a single evidentiary record for the consolidated Petitions. 

Three public hearings were held for the purpose of taking public comment on the GSRP 

on May 6, 2009 in Agawam, May 7, 2009 in Chicopee, and on May 13, 2009 in Wilbraham.  By 

Hearing Officer ruling dated June 10, 2009, intervenor status was granted to the Massachusetts 

Attorney General (ñAttorney Generalò), Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company 

(ñMMWECò), ISO-New England, Inc. (ñISO-NEò), Westover Air Reserve Base (ñWARBò), 

Chicopee Municipal Lighting Plant (ñCMLPò), and Ashley Jones, a resident of West Springfield.  

Petitions to participate as limited participants were granted for the Town of West Springfield, 

and for David Sterling, a resident of Agawam, who asked to represent certain identified residents 

of Prospect Street in Agawam.  By ruling dated October 9, 2009, the Hearing Officer granted the 

late-filed petition to intervene of the Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel (ñOCCò). 
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WMECo presented the testimony of the following seventeen witnesses in support of its 

petitions:  William H. Bailey, Timothy B. Barton, David Cameron, Robert E. Carberry, 

John C. Case, Kenneth Collison, Donald D. Cooper, Julia Frayer, Jerry P. Fortier, 

George C. Loehr, Anthony Johnson, Timothy F. Laskowski, Scott E. Newland, Lane P. Puls, 

Allen W. Scarfone, Maria F. Scheller, and Roger C. Zaklukiewicz.  ISO-NE presented three 

witnesses:  Frank Mezzanotte, Stephen J. Rourke, and Richard V. Kowalski, concerning the 

function of ISO-NE, regional system transmission planning, and the need for transmission 

upgrades for system reliability.  WARB presented the testimony of Lt. Colonel Heroux.  

MMWEC presented the testimony of Bruce McKinnon.  OCC presented the testimony of 

Paul Chernick. 

The Siting Board held 30 days of evidentiary hearings beginning on November 2, 2009 

and ending on February 12, 2010.  Two further evidentiary hearings were held before the 

Siting Board at its meetings on June 3 and June 25, 2010.  A joint evidentiary hearing with the 

Connecticut Siting Council (ñCSCò) was held in Enfield, Connecticut, on September 22, 2009.
3
  

Prior to the start of evidentiary hearings, the Siting Board Staff issued five sets of information 

requests to the Company, two sets to ISO-NE, and one set to WARB.  During the course of 

evidentiary hearings the Company responded to 125 Record Requests. 

 

 

                                                 
3
  The Connecticut Light and Power Company (ñCL&Pò) filed a parallel request for CSC 

approval of: (1) the Connecticut portion of the GSRP; and (2) the MMP in Manchester, 

Connecticut.  The Connecticut proceeding was docketed as CSC No. 370.  The proposed 

MMP would separate two existing circuits (Circuits 1448 and 395) that occupy one line 

of structures along a 2.7-mile section of CL&Pôs existing ROW between Manchester 

Substation and Meekville Junction.  On March 16, 2010, the CSC voted to issue a 

certificate of environmental compatibility and public need for the Connecticut GSRP 

facilities.  On March 9, 2010, the CSC denied the MMP without prejudice.  On July 20, 

2010, the CSC reconsidered its denial without prejudice and granted a Certificate of 

Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the Manchester Substation to 

Meekville Junction Circuit Separation Project Variation in Manchester, Connecticut.   
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II.  JURISDICTION AND STANDARD OF REVIEW UNDER G.L. c. 164, § 69J 

 The Company filed the Siting Board Petition pursuant to:  (1) G.L. c. 164, § 69H, which 

requires the Siting Board to implement its statute so as to provide a reliable energy supply for the 

Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost; and 

(2) G.L. c. 164, § 69J, which requires a project applicant to obtain Siting Board approval for the 

construction of a proposed energy ñfacilityò before a construction permit may be issued by 

another state agency. 

G.L. c. 164, Ä 69G defines a ñfacilityò to include: 

a new electric transmission line having a design rating of 115 kilovolts or more 

which is 10 miles or more in length on an existing transmission corridor except 

reconductoring or rebuilding of transmission lines at the same voltage. 

 

The proposed 345 kV transmission line is clearly a ñfacilityò with respect to Section 69J.   

However, the Company raises a question whether the GSRPôs 115 kV transmission line upgrades 

(and the associated substation construction work) are also subject to the Siting Boardôs 

jurisdiction under Section 69J (WMECo Initial Brief at 6-7).
4
 

The Company confirms that all of the 115 kV transmission upgrades and related 

switching station and substation construction and/or modification will occur together with the 

new jurisdictional 345 kV transmission facilities (id.).  Without conceding that the 115 kV 

upgrades meet the definition of a ñfacility,ò or that the proposed 115 kV upgrades constitute  

ñancillary facilities,ò WMECo presented and analyzed all aspects of the consolidated 

construction project, including the 115 kV upgrades and associated ancillary facilities, on an 

integrated and consolidated basis (WMECo Initial Brief at 7; Exh. WMECo-1, at 1-11).
5
   

                                                 
4
  The Company does not challenge the Siting Boardôs jurisdiction over the GSRP, in its 

entirety, with respect to its request for approval pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 72 and G.L. 

c. 40A, § 3.   

5
  WMECoôs Petition states:  ñ[i]n preparing this Petition on an integrated and consolidated 

basis, addressing all related impacts, costs and other topics and requesting approvals 

which the Siting Board may view as applicable to the [p]roject, WMECo believes that a 

challenge to the Siting Boardôs jurisdiction [with respect to the 115 kV facilities] is 

unnecessary and counterproductiveò (Exh. WMECo-1, at 1-11, n.3). 



EFSB 08-2/D.P.U. 08-105/08-106  Page 7 

 

The Company observes that the legal issues of need, cost, reliability, alternative 

approaches, alternative routing, and mitigation, were each addressed on a consolidated basis with 

respect to both the 345 kV and 115 kV transmission lines (WMECo Initial Brief at 7).
6
  Because 

the Companyôs case for approval under Section 69J relies on the presentation of an integrated, 

inter-related project, the Siting Board concludes, for purposes of our review in this case pursuant 

to G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H and 69J, that these facility issues can be reviewed only on a consolidated 

basis, as has been presented by the Company. 

In accordance with G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H and 69J, before approving a petition to construct, 

the Siting Board requires an applicant to justify its proposal in four phases.  First, the Siting 

Board requires the applicant to show that additional energy resources are needed (see Section III, 

below).  Second, the Siting Board requires the applicant to establish that, on balance, its 

proposed project is superior to alternative approaches in terms of reliability, cost, and 

environmental impact, and in its ability to address the identified need (see Section IV, below).  

Third, the Siting Board requires the applicant to show that it has considered a reasonable range 

of practical siting alternatives and that the proposed site for the project is superior to a noticed 

alternative site in terms of cost, environmental impact, and reliability of supply (see Section V, 

below).  Finally, the applicant must show that its plans for construction of its new facilities are 

consistent with the current health, environmental protection and resource use and development 

policies as developed by the Commonwealth (see Section VI, below). 

 

 

                                                 
6
  Indeed, the Company explicitly relies on the inter-relationship between the new 345 kV 

line and the 115 kV transmission upgrades in making its case for approval of the new 

345 kV li ne under Section 69J.  For example, in comparing the environmental impacts of 

the Northern and Southern Alternatives, the Company argues that the Northern 

Alternative is superior because it will only disturb one transmission corridor while the 

Southern Alternative will disturb two.  This is true, of course, only if one assumes that 

the 115 kV transmission upgrades will take place in the Northern Corridor. 
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III.  NEED FOR THE PROPOSED FACILITIES 

A. Standard of Review 

G.L. c. 164, § 69J provides that the Siting Board should approve a petition to construct if 

the Board determines that the petition meets certain requirements, including that the plans for the 

construction of the applicantôs facilities are consistent with the policies stated in G.L. c. 164, 

§ 69H to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the 

environment at the lowest possible cost.  To accomplish this, the Board must, among other 

matters, review the ñneed forò the facilities to meet reliability, economic efficiency, or 

environmental objectives.  G.L. c. 164, § 69H.  Consistent therewith, G.L. c. 164, § 69J requires 

applicants to include in their petitions an analysis of need for the facility.  Here, the Company 

asserts that the GSRP is needed for reliability purposes (Exh. WMECo-1, at 2-1).
7
 

To ensure reliability, each transmission and distribution company establishes planning 

criteria for construction, operation, and maintenance of its transmission and distribution system.  

Compliance with the applicable planning criteria can demonstrate a ñreliableò system.  See e.g., 

New England Power Company, 7 DOMSB 333, at 346-348 (1998); Boston Edison Company, 

6 DOMSB 208, at 243-245 (1997) (BECo/Hopkinton).   

To determine whether system improvements are needed, the Siting Board takes the 

following steps:  (1) examines the reasonableness of the Companyôs system reliability planning 

criteria; (2) determines whether the Company uses reviewable and appropriate methods for 

assessing system reliability over time based on system modeling analyses or other valid 

reliability indicators; and (3) determines whether the relevant transmission and distribution 

                                                 
7
  The Siting Boardôs review of proposed transmission facilities is conducted pursuant to 

G.L. c. 164, Ä 69J.  This section states, in part, that ñ[n]o applicant shall commence 

construction of a facility at a site unless . . . in the case of an electric or gas company 

which is required to file a long-range forecast pursuant to section sixty-nine I, that facility 

is consistent with the most recently approved long-range forecast for that company.ò  

The Siting Board notes that, pursuant to the Departmentôs Order in D.T.E. 98-84A, 

Massachusetts electric companies, including WMECo, are now exempt from the 

requirements of G.L. c. 164, § 69I.  Thus, the Siting Board need not consider whether the 

proposed transmission facilities are consistent with a recently-approved long range 

forecast. 
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system meets these reliability criteria over time under normal conditions and under certain 

contingencies, given existing and projected loads.  

When a petitionerôs assessment of system reliability and facility requirements are, in 

whole or in part, driven by load projections, the Siting Board reviews the underlying load 

forecast.  The Siting Board requires that forecasts be based on substantially accurate historical 

information and reasonable statistical projection methods that include an adequate consideration 

of conservation and load management.  G.L. c. 164, § 69J.  To ensure that this standard has been 

met, the Siting Board requires that forecasts be reviewable, appropriate and reliable.  NSTAR 

Electric, 14 DOMSB 233, at 252-253 (2005) (NSTAR/Stoughton); BECo/Hopkinton at 232 

(1997).  A forecast is reviewable if it contains enough information to allow a full understanding 

of the forecast method.  A forecast is appropriate if the method used to produce the forecast is 

technically suitable to the size and nature of the company that produced it.  A forecast is reliable 

if the method provides a measure of confidence that its data, assumptions and judgments produce 

a forecast of what is most likely to occur.  NSTAR/Stoughton at 253.  

 

B. Understanding the Existing Transmission System 

1. Description of the Existing Transmission Infrastructure 

WMECoôs transmission system is part of the interconnected New England transmission 

system or ñgrid.ò  The main transmission lines of Western Massachusetts and Connecticut are 

shown in Figure 2 below (Exh. WMECo-1, at 2-14 (Replacement Figure 2-1a)):   
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Figure 2:  Main Transmission System of Western MA and CT

 










































































































































































































































































