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Matthew Beaton, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

Attn:  MEPA Unit   

 

RE:  Sudbury to Hudson Transmission Reliability Project      

 

Cc:  Arah Schuur, Director of Energy Efficiency Programs, Department of Energy Resources 

 Judith Judson, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources 

   

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 

The DOER commends the proponent for the decision to submit an Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) notwithstanding that the as-proposed project does not exceed any of the mandatory 

thresholds which would require the submittal and approval of an EIR.  

 

The DOER is tasked with the review and comment on EIR related submittals to the MEPA office 

with regard to compliance with the portions of the MEPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Protocol and 

Policy (the Policy) which address stationary sources.  

 

Although the Massachusetts electric supply system (ESS)  (both transmission and distribution) 

represents a sizeable stationary source of GHG emissions, the DOER notes that the topic of the 

project’s estimated GHG emissions was not included in the ENF. 

 

The stationary source GHG emissions of the ESS are primarily due to  

• Transmission Lines and Substations are Indirect Stationary Sources of GHG emissions 

due to the added fuel consumption by the grid generators in order to make up for parasitic 

line and other operating energy (MWH) losses.  

• Fugitive emissions of SF6 insulating gas, a potent GHG, from substations are a Direct 

Stationary Source of GHG emissions 
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The Energy Section of the ENF cites consistency with state, municipal, regional and federal 

plans and policies for enhancing energy facilities and services.   

 

Among those cited are: 

• The Restructuring Act which mandates the minimization of environmental impacts 

consistent with cost impacts. 

• The Green Communities Act – which “can be expected to result in greater renewable 

supplies”   

• The Global Warming Solutions Act – which sets state-wide emission reduction targets. 

 

In order to extend the consistency of the EIR, regarding matters related to GHG emissions, with 

the statutes cited, and to comply with the Policy,  the DOER suggests that the proponents include 

a section addressing  GHG emissions in the next submittal.  This section should include 

information about the projected emissions of GHG and efforts included in the design and/or 

operation that will mitigate emissions and further enable the interconnection of more distributed 

renewable energy projects to the distribution systems which will be connected to the proposed 

transmission line. 

 

The following comments are intended to provide guidance for the content and organization of a 

GHG section.   

 

Description of a Base and mitigated As-proposed Case:  

 

The Base Case predicated on meeting only the regulatory and company standards currently in 

force related to the design and construction of this both the T-line  and the related substation 

scope. 

 

The As-proposed Case should include a description of any measures included in the as-proposed 

design which will mitigate the emission of greenhouse gases beyond the level by the Base Case  

 

Mitigation  

 

The mitigated as-proposed case should include a discussion of available mitigation measures that 

could be applied to the project. This discussion should also include a statement of any measures 

that will be implemented, further evaluated, or will not be implemented. Measures that will not 

be implemented should be accompanied by an explanation with enough detail to demonstrate a 

justification.   For example, a simple statement that the option would cost too much should be 

accompanied with supporting details.  

 

 

 

 

 

The DOER offers several potentially applicable measures for consideration:  

• T-line Related:  
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o Increase the operating voltage in order to decrease the losses per linear foot. 

o Increase the conductance (reduce the impedance). 

• Substation Related: The need to do substantial work on both substations represents a 

significant opportunity to implement measures which would directly reduce stationary 

emissions and would offset emissions by displacing fossil fuel generated energy with 

energy generated using renewable sources.  

o Direct Reduction  

� Install equipment and institute special measures to prevent fugitive 

emissions of SF6 insulating gas both during the construction and operation 

of the two substations. 

� Replace older non-premium efficiency substation transformers and any 

other components with substantial parasitic losses with new premium 

efficient units.  

o Reduction of emissions from fossil fueled generation from their displacement by 

lower emitting generation using renewable fuels such as solar and wind. 

� Upgrade the capacity of the substations to accommodate the  

interconnection of an additional amount of distributed renewable energy 

generation (e.g. increasing the ground fault rating of relays and breakers; 

increasing the capacity of transformers;  upgrading grounding for step 

down transformers; automation to track minimum load; any other 

measures to accommodate reverse power flow from distributed generators)  

 

Estimated Emissions and Reductions:  

 

For each of the cases above the proponent should provide a calculation of the estimated annual 

GHG emissions in US short tons per year.  

 

In converting the MWH losses to tons of GHG the proponent should use the most recent 

published GHG emission factor for marginal emitting generation as published by the ISO-NE. 

 

Suggested methods for computing the estimated GHG emissions and reductions:  

 

T-Line Emissions = (L x lpf x GEF / 2000) 

L = length of service in linear feet; lpf = MWH per year loss per linear foot of the service; GEF = 

Grid Emission Factor  

 

Substations Emissions = Sum of annual MWH losses for each significant component x  GEF  

 

SF6 emissions = Sum of projected fugitive emissions x SF6 emission factor  
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Increasing the substations’ capacity for the interconnection of additional distributed renewable 

generation:   

 

Reduced Emissions = (MWHap-MWHb) x GEF   

 

Where  

MWHb = MWH renewable distributed generation which could be added to the distribution  

                 circuits which are connected to the base case  substations 

 

MWHap = MWH renewable distributed generation which could be added to the distribution 

circuits which are connected to the the as-proposed substations. 

 

 

Estimated Reductions:  

Provide a table showing the estimated emissions for the base and as-proposed case for each 

measure and for the entire project.  

 

 

John Ballam  
 

 

John Ballam, P.E. 

Manager of Engineering and CHP Program  

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Wilkinson, Sarah A CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Sarah.A.Wilkinson@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 8:59 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: NAE-2017-01406 (NSTAR Electric Company dba Eversource Energy Sudbury, Marlborough, 

Stow, & Hudson, MA)

Page, 

 

Please consider the bellow as comment to Secretary Beaton on the proposed project: Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability 

Project (MEPA EEA 15703 

 

A Corps permit would be needed for the proposed project, mitigation may or may not be required (depends on total area to be 

filled).  

 

In Corps application, the applicant should frame impacts in terms of permanent vs. temporary fill placement in wetlands:  

1. fill X square feet of wetland for installation of X transmission poles 2. mechanically clear X square feet of wetland 3. place X square 

feet of temporary mats in wetlands for construction access (if applicable) 4. place X square feet of fill for construction road 

 

Plans should clearly reflect Corps jurisdictional boundary (wetland line) and jurisdictional impacts at each location. 

 

When a Corps application is filed, the applicant is required to notify SHPO/THPOs of proposed project and those agencies supply 

comment letters to the Corps if possible/necessary.  The Corps would also initiate Sec. 7 consultation with the USFWS if there are 

potential impacts to federally listed species. 

 

If you have any questions feel free to contact me.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sarah Wilkinson 

Biologist/Project Manager 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Regulatory Division, Massachusetts Branch 

696 Virginia Road 

Concord, MA 01742 

(978) 318-8513 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Schluter, Eve (FWE)
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 2:36 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Cc: Holt, Emily (FWE)
Subject: Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project (EEA#15703; NHESP 15-34327)

Dear Page, 

 

Please accept the following additional comments from DFW for the above-referenced project. Please let me know if you 

have any questions. 

 

Eve 

 

Fisheries surveys of the Assabet River have yielded American Eel (Anguilla rostrata), Banded Sunfish (Enneacanthus 

obesus), Black Crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), Blacknose Dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), Bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), 

Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), Brown Bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), Brown Trout (Salmo trutta), Carp (Cyprinus 

carpio), Chain Pickerel (Esox niger), Creek Chubsucker (Erimyzon oblongus), Fallfish (Semotilus corporalis), Golden Shiner 

(Notemigonus crysoleucas), Largemouth Bass (Micropterus salmoides), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), Rainbow Trout 

(Oncorhynchus mykiss), Redbreast Sunfish (Lepomis auritus), Redfin Pickerel (Esox americanus), Spottail Shiner (Notropis 

hudsonius), Tessellated Darter (Etheostoma olmstedi), Tiger Trout (Salmo trutta x Salvelinus fontinalis), White Sucker 

(Catastomus commersoni), Yellow Bullhead (Ameiurus natalis) and Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens). Additionally, the 

river is annually stocked in the spring with Brook Trout, Brown Trout, Rainbow Trout and/or Tiger Trout.  

 

Fisheries surveys of Fort Meadow Brook have yielded American Eel (Anguilla rostrata), Brown Bullhead (Ameiurus 

nebulosus), Chain Pickerel (Esox niger), Largemouth Bass (Micropterus salmoides), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), 

Redfin Pickerel (Esox americanus americanus) and Yellow Bullhead (Ameiurus natalis).  

 

Hop Brook is a coldwater fishery resource. Fisheries surveys have yielded American Eel (Anguilla rostrata), Bluegill 

(Lepomis macrochirus), Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), Chain Pickerel (Esox niger), Fallfish (Semotilus corporalis), 

Golden Shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas), Green Sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), Redfin 

Pickerel (Esox americanus americanus), Redbreast Sunfish (Lepomis auritus), White Sucker (Catastomus commersoni), 

Yellow Bullhead (Ameiurus natalis) and Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens).       

 

Fisheries surveys of Dudley Brook have yielded Creek Chubsucker (Erimyzon oblongus), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis 

gibbosus), Redfin Pickerel (Esox americanus americanus), White Sucker (Catastomus commersoni) and Yellow Bullhead 

(Ameiurus natalis).  

 

The proposed project also crosses three unnamed tributaries for which the Division currently has no fisheries survey 

information.  

 

Consultation with the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife should occur for any proposed work, including crossing 

structures and/or directional drilling within these resource areas.  

 

 

Everose Schlüter 

Chief of Regulatory Review 

Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife 

1 Rabbit Hill Road, Westborough, MA 01581 
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          July 7, 2017 
 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Attention: MEPA Unit – Page Czepiga 
 
Re: Environmental Notification Form (ENF) 
 Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
 Sudbury, Marlborough, Stow, Hudson 

EEA #15703 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
 The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection's (“MassDEP”) Central and Northeast 
Regional Offices have reviewed the ENF dated May 15, 2017 and the Corrected ENF dated June 12, 2017 
for the Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project (the “Project”) in Sudbury, Marlborough, Stow, 
and Hudson.   The Project is proposed by NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy of 
Westwood (the “Proponent”).  The Proponent proposes to construct, operate, and maintain an 
approximately 9-mile, 115-kilovolt underground transmission line extending from the Sudbury Substation 
on Boston Post Road in Sudbury (“Sudbury Substation”) to Hudson Light & Power Department’s 
(“HLPD”) substation at Forest Avenue in Hudson (“Hudson Substation”) (the “New Line”). The New 
Line and related improvements at Sudbury Substation comprise the Project.   
 

The Project will be installed primarily along an inactive railroad right-of-way (“ROW”) owned by 
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (“MBTA”).  Construction of the Project within the 
MBTA ROW will result in impacts to wetland resources as a result of tree clearing and creation of the 
construction platform.  The Project will alter 26.7 acres of land and alter 13,794 square feet (“sf”) of 
Bordering Vegetated Wetland (“BVW”), 69,122 sf of Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (“BLSF”), and 
239,309 sf of Riverfront Area.  Wetland resource area impacts include both temporary and permanent 
impacts, and in many locations resource areas overlap.  The Proponent estimates that the Project will also 
alter 10.28 acres of Buffer Zone, with 7.36 acres of permanent Buffer Zone alteration.  
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The Project is under MEPA review because it meets or exceeds the following review threshold: 

• 11.03 (1)(b)1 - Direct alteration of 25 or more acres of land  
• 11.03 (3)(b)1.d - Alteration of 5,000 or more square feet of bordering vegetated wetlands  
• 11.03(3)(b)1.f - Alteration of ½ acre or more of any other wetlands  
• 11.03(7)(b)4 - Construction of electric transmission lines with a capacity of 69 or more kV, 

provided that the transmission lines are one or more miles in length along, new, unused or 
abandoned right of way.  

 

The Project requires the following State Agency Permits: 
• EFSB/DPU - Approval to construct, G.L. c. 164, § 69J and 72 and Request for zoning exemptions, 

G.L. c. 40A, §3 
• MassDEP - 401 Water Quality Certification 
• Massachusetts Historical Commission - Project Notification Form 
• MassDOT - State Highway Access Permit 
• NHESP - Conservation and Management Permit (to be determined) 

 
The Proponent has noted that as a result of corrections to the ENF, the Project does not exceed any 
mandatory Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) threshold; however, the Proponent is voluntarily 
seeking review of the Project through the EIR process. 
 
MassDEP offers the following comments on the Project: 
 
Wetlands 
 

The Project will cross Fort Meadow Brook, Hop Brook, Dudley Brook and several other unnamed 
streams.  The Proponent should quantify proposed impacts, if any, to Bank and/or Land Under Waterway 
associated with these proposed crossings. The corrected ENF depicts vernal pools along the route of the 
Project, and the impact table initially submitted with the ENF lists vernal pool impacts; however,because 
the Proponent does not discuss vernal pool impacts in the narrative MassDEP is uncertain if the Project 
will directly impact these resources.  In the EIR, the Proponent should identify the locations and limits of 
the vernal pools in better detail relative to the location of the Project and consider relocating the access 
road and ROW to avoid alteration to vernal pools. 
 

MassDEP notes that there is a discrepancy between the May 15, 2017 ENF cover letter and the 
corrected ENF narrative concerning the length of the Project that will occur within roadways.  The cover 
letter states that roadway work will be comprised of 2.3 miles, while the ENF narrative describes 1.3 
miles of roadway construction.  The EIR should clarify the amount of construction within public 
roadways. 

 
The Proponent is required to submit Notices of Intent (NOI) to the Sudbury, Stow, and Hudson 

Conservation Commissions and obtain Final Orders of Conditions under the Wetlands Protection Act and 
its regulations.  Upon receipt of copies of the NOI applications, the MassDEP Northeast and Central 
Regional Offices may provide Project-specific comments to the Conservation Commissions and the 
Proponent as part of the file number issuance notification letters.   

 
Although the Project qualifies as a limited project under 310 CMR 10.53(d), the Project design 

should meet all performance standards identified in the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act 
Regulations 310 CMR 10.00 for work proposed in each wetland resource area affected, including 
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mitigation requirements.  The Proponent should submit additional information considering ROW and 
access road re-designs that may avoid or further reduce wetland impacts. The EIR should discuss whether 
the Proponent can minimize wetland impacts by utilizing directional drilling.   

 
MassDEP requests that the NOI filings include additional information describing the siting and 

hydrologic conditions of BVW replication areas, the work associated with the reuse of existing bridges, 
the volume of fill proposed in BLSF along with proposed incremental compensatory storage, and Wildlife 
Habitat Evaluations for all resource area impacts above the thresholds contained in 310 CMR 10.00.  A 
401 Water Quality Certification is required from MassDEP under 314 CMR 9.00 because greater than 
5000 square feet of Bordering Vegetated Wetland is proposed to be filled for the Project.  Depending on 
the final design of the Project, Chapter 91 permitting may be required for the proposed re-use of bridge 
structures and the crossings over Fort Meadow, Dudley, and Hop Brooks.   
 

Certain construction activities associated with the Project, such as grading and the installation of 
splice vaults, will require the Proponent to clear areas wider than the proposed permanent 30-foot wide 
access road and transmission line.  In the EIR, the Proponent should provide a detail of the splicing vaults 
and a cross-section view of the proposed transmission line and duct bank.  The Proponent should also 
describe the duct bank and whether any of the splicing vaults will be located within wetland resource 
areas.  Where feasible and to avoid wetland resource area impacts, the splicing vaults should be located 
out of wetland resource areas.  The ENF states that all areas of temporary clearing will be “allowed to 
grow back.”  MassDEP recommends that the Proponent develop a protocol for re-vegetating areas of 
temporary disturbance that discourages the growth of invasive species and provides restoration with a 
diversity of native species.  The Proponent should also develop a long-term vegetation management plan 
to maintain the 30’ wide ROW along the length of the 9-mile corridor. 
 

A portion of the Project will occur along the route of the regional Mass Central Rail Trail (MCRT) 
planned by the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation.  The ENF does not include 
information describing which sections of the Project will overlap with the MCRT or whether the Project 
encompasses the footprint of the MCRT.  The Proponent should identify in the EIR what the overlapping 
work will entail and any additional wetland resource area impacts. 
 

An extremely small portion of the Project appears to pass through the Desert Conservation Area, 
Article 97 conservation land in Marlborough.  The Proponent should confirm that additional permitting is 
not required for work on Article 97 parcels and/or consider moving the limit of work to avoid the Desert 
Parcel. 
 

The ENF states that the Project “will be designed to comply with the MADEP Stormwater 
Management Policy (2008).”  MassDEP requests that the Proponent meet all Massachusetts Stormwater 
Management Standards as required in the Wetlands Protection Act Regulations, 310 CMR 10.05(6)(k-q), 
and the Water Quality Certification Regulations, 314 CMR 9.06(6)(a).  The EIR should provide 
information on how the Proponent will meet the Stormwater Management Standards for the Project. 
 
Water Supply 
 
 Portions of the Project appear to be within the Zone II Wellhead Protection Areas for municipal 
public water supply wells in the Towns of Hudson and Sudbury.  MassDEP notes that the Project is not a 
prohibited use under the groundwater supply protection section of the Drinking Water Regulations at 301 
CMR 22.21.  Proponent should confirm that the Project does not pass through a Zone I for any public 
water supply well. 
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Bureau of Waste Site Clean Up 
 

Soil generated from installation of the underground transmission line will be used as fill material 
for construction of the adjacent access road.  A significant portion of the Project will be constructed along 
a former railroad ROW.  Historic rail road operations involved the use of materials that contained 
hazardous chemicals (creosote and arsenic from railroad ties, arsenic weed-control sprays and arsenic 
contaminated slag used as railroad bed fill), and may have involved  petroleum spills (diesel, lubricating 
oil) from train operations.  The Proponent should consult MassDEP’s “Best Management Practices for 
Controlling Exposure to Soil during the Development of Rail Trails” for measures to limit exposure to 
workers and adjacent residents/trespassers.   The document may be found at the following link: 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/cleanup/laws/railtrai.pdf 
 

The Proponent identified two release tracking numbers for sites within the Project area (RTNs 3-
0024573 and 3-0002640, both located in Sudbury).  MassDEP identified six other sites that appear to be 
proximate to the Project.  These include RTNs 3-0018895, 2-0000248, 2-0010785, 2-0017024, 2-0000275 
and 2-0010202.  RTN 2-0018895 is located in Sudbury and the remaining five sites are located in 
Hudson.  Three of the sites (RTN 3-0002640 in Sudbury and RTNs 2-0000248 and 2-0010785 in Hudson) 
have reported groundwater contamination consisting of volatile petroleum hydrocarbons (VOCs).    The 
two sites in Hudson achieved Class B-1 Response Action Outcome Statements, in 1994 (2-0000248), and 
1999 (2-0010785).  RTN 3-0002640 in Sudbury is still in a Temporary Solution (formerly known as Class 
C-1 RAO) with periodic groundwater monitoring ongoing. The Proponent should be aware of the location 
of these sites if dewatering activities are required during construction of the underground transmission 
line.  Recovered groundwater may require treatment and monitoring for VOCs in ambient air may be 
needed. Additionally, soil excavated near the area of RTN 3-0024573 should include testing for 
lead.  This site was the location of the former Sudbury Rod & Gun Club, so lead shot may potentially be 
present near the MBTA ROW. 

 
Portions of the Project are near the Town of Hudson’s public water supply wells.  Care should be 

taken to control erosion of soil that potentially contains railroad related contaminants such as arsenic and 
petroleum and avoid stockpiling in those areas. 
 
Air Quality 
 

The Proponent has stated that the Project will not exceed air quality thresholds.  Additionally, the 
Proponent has requested GHG Policy de minimus exemption of this Project.  However, if the Project 
involves the use of gas insulated switchgear (GIS), the Proponent must follow the state and federal 
regulations regarding reducing sulfur hexaflouride emissions from that switchgear.  Sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6) is a very potent greenhouse gas. 
 
Construction Related Dust, Odor, Noise 
 

The clearing/grading operations, demolition, and construction activities associated with this 
Project have the potential to generate dust, odor and/or noise.  The Proponent should determine the 
applicability of the MassDEP's dust, odor, noise, construction, demolition and noise regulations pursuant 
to the Air Pollution Control Regulations 310 CMR 7.09 and 310 CMR 7.10.   
 

The Proponent should propose measures in the EIR to prevent or alleviate dust, noise, and odor 
nuisance conditions, which may occur during the demolition and construction where the transmission line 
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is close to residential and commercial properties in many locations.   The Proponent has only described 
anti-idling mitigation measures to be taken during construction.   
 
Demolition and/or Solid Waste 
 

The Project includes the demolition of existing rail bed and construction of a new transmission 
line with associated upgrades to the Hudson and Sudbury Substations.  The demolition activities may 
result in asphalt, brick and concrete (ABC) and metal debris.  If ABC debris will be crushed at the site of 
generation and used for fill in accordance with 310 CMR 16.03(2)(b)5, then MassDEP and the Board of 
Health must be notified at least 30 days prior to commencement of the crushing operation.  If the debris is 
not crushed on-site and used for fill, then other requirements apply.   
 

In addition, asphalt paving, brick, concrete, and metal are banned from disposal at Massachusetts 
landfills and waste combustion facilities.  Wood wastes are banned from Massachusetts landfills.   For 
more information see http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/massdep/recycle/solid/massachusetts-waste-
disposal-bans.html and http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/recycle/solid/a-thru-cd/cdbanfaq.pdf . 
 
 
 MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Project.  If you have any questions 
regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Stella Tamul, Central Regional Office MEPA 
Coordinator, at (508) 767-2763. 

 
Very truly yours, 

 
 
Mary Jude Pigsley 

        Regional Director 
 
cc:  Commissioner’s Office, MassDEP 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: ddepompei@verizon.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 04, 2017 11:49 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: MEPA EEA 15703; Sudbury to Hudson Reliability Project

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)  Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, 
Eversource has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground 
transmission line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the 
aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also 
be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR. 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with 
multiple complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable 
amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider 
the aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the 
above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource 
should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, 
there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no 
environmental impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. 
In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its 
impact, and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the 
existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three 
routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 
understand that the in- street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental 
impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, 
as there is major potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The 
MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying 
the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to 
conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and 
Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best 
provide information that others would miss. 
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Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental 
impacts as well as an existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing 
infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and 
the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the 
Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 
construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water 
Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the 
MBTA routes – both overhead and below ground. 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these es- 
teemed environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground 
and below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five 
different conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro- 
Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh 
Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the ar- eas are part 
of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different 
habitat types and are home to several threatened and endangered species of plants and 
animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rook- ery, 
salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed 
whip-poor-will. 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and 
cold water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

1. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 
populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of 
movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

2. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 
3. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health 

and integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 
4. Destruction of unusual plant populations 
5. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

1. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, 
SVT) 

3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 
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4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

1. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides 
for use, there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by 
international bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance 
with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

2. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and 
endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along 
the route. 

3. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with 
certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant 
damage to natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans 
and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

1. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River 
tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential 
pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

2. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the 
Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff 
from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent 
research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does 
happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to 
contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant 
migration. 

3. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these 
water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous 
chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old rail- road ties for 
clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into 
the surrounding water resources. 

7) Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures 
such as “financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of 
wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project on the MCRT 
RoW should be denied,  

Should this project be determined to be necessary, the underground option within RoWs 
along existing roads is the only option that truly addresses the MEPA mission.  

Thank You, 

Daniel A. DePompei, 35 Haynes Road, Sudbury MA 01776 
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I am not an abutter. 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Nicholas Pernice <nicholas12357@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 04, 2017 11:06 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Fw: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project.  Docket EEA 15703

 

July 4, 2017 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs  

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)   

Attn: MEPA Office  

Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703  

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  

Boston MA 02114  

RE: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project.  

To whom it may concern:  

To date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground 

transmission line. There are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW 

route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 No engineering plans for the route have been presented so far for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line, which would be highly 

destructive to the surrounding conservation area, especially due to the amount of clear cut associated with the 

above ground line. Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for the above ground route. Without 

ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental 

impact. 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, 

and therefore state agencies would be unable to compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires 

state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA 

should require an ENF for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all 

three routes and understand that the in- street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts 

of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required.  

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at 

a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should 

require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route.  
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Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 

analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 

in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground.   

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from several esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and belowground along the 

MBTA right of way including the effects upon: 

1. Wildlife habitat of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including diverse wildlife with several different 

habitat types including threatened and endangered species of plants and animals such as: the Eastern Brook 

Trout, great blue heron rook- ery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and 

recently state-listed whip-poor-will.  

2. Sensitive habits and wetlands including vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams-- the MBTA 

right of way routes put these at risk.  

3. Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation land; irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by 

construction and maintenance and negative impacts from the use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive 

areas. 

4. Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides, including glyphosate used to 

control vegetation along utility corridors. 

5. Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes and associated damage to natural resources.   

6. Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife.   

7. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat from the diminishing shade cover, warming 

of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

8. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in 

Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is 

unacceptable. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the 

absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration. 

9. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water resources from 

the  arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals located in the old rail beds and the flattening of the rail bed 

and removing of old rail- road ties for clear-cutting. There is also a high risk of dispersing them into the 

surrounding water resources. 

Mitigation of these all of these impacts is not feasible. Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial 

contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

Therefore permitting for this project should be denied, or at the very least, an EIR should be required to address 

all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with detail.  

Thank you for your attention,  
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Nicholas Pernice  

255 Peakham Road Sudbury Mass. 01776 

 



 

July 4, 2017 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 

Re: Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project, EEA#15703 

Dear Ms. Czepiga: 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to 
date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA 
ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two other options listed 
in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-
street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF 
and EIR. 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an 
underground route with multiple complications including changing elevations of 
+/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These 
complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its 
additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option 
has not been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be 
required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed 
options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess 
environmental impact. 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has 
virtually no environmental impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take 
that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there 
would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would 
be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA 
requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three 



routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three 
routes and understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the 
enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation 
required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water 
crossings, as there is major potential for harm to species and disruption of 
wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small 
section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. 
MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough 
examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson 
Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can 
best provide information that others would miss. 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually no 
environmental impacts as well as a solution from NGRID, which simply upgrades 
existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of Eversource’s 
route selection methodology. The scoring system is severely flawed in its 
weighting of impacts and inclusion of impact on “built environment” and 
“constructability” in assessing environmental impact. Several of the weighting 
scores are also flawed, in particular, valuing impact on conservation land, which 
will be permanent, as a 3 out of 5, where as temporary traffic disruption is a 5. 
Because of this, it appears that routes that are entirely viable, with minimal 
impact on the natural environment were eliminated early in the process and are 
not therefore being assessed for comparison to the impacts of the MBTA ROW 
routes. The MBTA routes should both be rejected outright, in keeping with the 
Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that 
discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. 
Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of 
Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, 
and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes – both overhead and 
below ground. 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns 
from these esteemed environmental groups and the environmental 
consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along the MBTA right 
of way: 

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, 
including five different conservation lands, including Assabet River National 



Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro- Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees 
Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough 
Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat 
(PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types 
and are home to several threatened and endangered species of plants and 
animals. The town of Sudbury has invested over $25 million since 2001 to protect 
some of these spaces, in addition to sums spent by private land trusts (Sudbury 
Valley Trustees), the State and Federal governments.  

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue 
heron rookery, the blue spotted salamander, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, 
and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting 
sites, and cold water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk 
and: 

 Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts 
to isolated populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident 
species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat 
fragmentation, edge effects 

 Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators 

 Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for 
ecological health and integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these 
connected spaces. 

 Destruction of unusual plant populations 

 Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-
poor-will. 

 
2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands from irreparable 
immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance 

3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas. 
No details of the full vegetation management plan have been provided.  

4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

 Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other 
herbicides for use, there is growing evidence for both human impact in the 
form of cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization 



and the state of California. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of 
the population of the impacted towns. 

 There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on 
threatened and endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the 
salamanders found all along the route. 

 The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional 
five with certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in 
question 
 

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes, which cause 
significant damage to natural resources 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources 
important to humans and wildlife, including wetlands and rivers. Sudbury is a low 
lying area with extensive river resources, five of which run near or under the 
MBTA ROW route. Those five rivers are the Sudbury River, Landham Brook, 
Dudley Brook, Wash Brook, and Hop Brook. These wetlands and water sources 
provide ground water filtration, flood control, cold water fisheries, and drinking 
ground water for this region. 

 Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the 
Sudbury River tributaries by diminishing shade cover due to tree clearing, 
warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction 
activities and herbicide usage. A full wetlands impact of the loss of shading 
needs to be included. 
 

 The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and 
the Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or 
other runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As 
stated above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into 
water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in 
an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of 
hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration. 

 

 Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to 
impact these water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote 
and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and 
removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants 
and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water 
resources. Details of disposal of excess soil generation and methods of 
screening for hazardous materials need to be specified.  

 



7) According to Mass Audubon, mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. 
Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial contribution toward land 
acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should 
be denied, but at the very least, an EIR for all three proposed routes should be 
required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD 
in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

Thank you, 

Raymond Phillips 

President, Protect Sudbury Inc.  

 



July 4, 2017 

ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)   

Attn: MEPA Office 

Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston MA 02114 

 

Re: NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy,   ESFB 17-02 

Dear Ms. Czepiga: 

Please accept my comments on the Environmental Notification prepared by VHB for the Eversource 

Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project.  I am a 30 year resident of Sudbury and a direct 

abutter to the proposed project. 

Sudbury is fortunate to have a plentiful supply of groundwater that sustains (primarily through 

one well field) its public water supply.  Over the years, the Town of Sudbury  and Sudbury Valley 

Trustees  have acquired surrounding wetlands along the rail line in order to protect these groundwater 

flows.  Under state regulations governing public water systems at 310 CMR 22.00, the “Zone 2”, the 

“zone of contribution” is to be protected by various means including acquisition and zoning.  Sudbury 

has enacted several such bylaws to protect its aquifer, floodplains and wetlands.  The streams that 

originate in the Memorial Forest area feed the Raymond Road wellfield.  They are remarkable for their 

clarity and sustain cold water fisheries due to their cool subsurface origin. The Town is fortunate to have 

such protected resources.  What I find particularly disturbing is the Petitioner’s ignorance of these facts 

and even those contained within their own petition.  

For example, the petitioner clearly indicates in their filing that the 9.1 mile railroad right of way 

is likely to be highly contaminated due to its history as a railroad.   In Appendix 5-3, Page 2 of 11 they 

reference DPU’s own guidelines with respect to rail bed contamination.   

“Some historic railroad operations involved the use of chemicals that may have resulted in 

presence today of contamination. The most commonly reported contamination along rail line includes 

metals, pesticides (such as lead arsenate), and constituents of oil or fuel (petroleum products).  These 

chemicals have been associated with normal railroad operations and are likely to be found anywhere 

along the line.  For example, it would not be uncommon to find arsenic (up to ten times natural 

background levels) present in the soil along a right-of-way from old railroad ties dipped in an arsenic 

solution, arsenic weed control sprays, and arsenic-laced slag used as railroad bed fill.  Lubricating oil and 

diesel that dripped from the trains are likely sources of the petroleum product found along the lines.  

Other sources of contaminants associated with historic railroad operations may include coal ash from 

engines, creosote from ties, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (“PAHs”) from the diesel exhaust.”  



The question is not, if the rail bed is contaminated, rather it is, how much contamination exists and to 

what degree.   The petitioner ignores the history and nature of this land throughout their petition, 

particularly with respect to the potential impact upon the local water supply.  

The former Central Massachusetts was an active rail corridor for close to 100 years.  (1881 to ~ 

1980).   In fact, the South Sudbury Union Station was the intersection point between the Central Mass 

line and the Framingham and Lowell line, thus making South Sudbury one of a small number of stations 

which served both of New England's two largest and busiest railroads.   The crossing point (‘diamond 

crossing’) these two lines is still visible today.  (see photo below)  

 

“Diamond Crossing” South Sudbury Station 2016 

 These diamond crossing were inherently dangerous and were often the point at which major 

accidents occurred, usually resulting in overturned locomotive engines and freight cars potentially 

handling highly toxic materials.  After a review of the literature regarding the history of this railroad such 

accidents have occurred at this specific location as well as others along this 9.1 mile stretch of the 

railroad.   One such accident occurred in Sudbury in 1955.  See image below.       

 

 



 

The presence of both the known and unknown contaminants on this 9.1 mile stretch, poses a significant 

threat to both the Town of Sudbury’s drinking water supply.   The proposed construction technique on 

the ‘preferred’ route is the trenching of a 4’ x 5’ area running the length of 9.1 miles.  The Petitioner 

intends to dig up this contaminated soil and then placing it back into the trenched area.   This would 

then create a more permeable surface and an easier path into the underlying groundwater.   This 

disruption will facilitate the release of both the existing rail bed contaminants as well as other know 

contaminants into the water table.   In fact, within Sudbury, the ‘preferred’ route will intersect the 

Wellhead Protection Area for the Raymond Road Aquifer, which supplies five of the town’s wells.  

(Appendix 5-7; page 2)   

These are the same wells that have had a history of contamination that originated from a former 

Raytheon site located in close proximity to the railroad bed.  These are the same wells that the 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection noted in their Source Water Assessment and 

Protection (SWAP) report prepared for the Town of Sudbury in 2002 noted as being  “located in aquifers 



with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrogeologic barriers (i.e. clay) that 

can prevent contaminant migration.”    

In 1990 and 1991, groundwater  testing revealed trichloroethene (TCE) near the eastern border of the 

rail bed in what was the former location for a Raytheon property. TCE is classified as a toxic substance 

and carcinogen.  

In 2007 and 2008, testing found TCE in the groundwater, prompting the DEP to issue another advisory 

because the Raytheon property is near the town’s Raymond Road drinking water well field. According to 

documents in the public domain, the DEP issued a temporary solution for the contamination, ordering 

the company to monitor the groundwater every five years because it is close to the well field. In 2013, 

the testing also revealed Freon 11 in the groundwater, according to a report.  Ultimately, according to 

the Superintendent of the Sudbury Water District the TCE contamination did reach one of the Raymond 

Road wells resulting in constant monitoring and ongoing costly water treatment techniques.  Also, 

disturbing is that the Sudbury Water District cannot possibility test for all potential forms of 

contamination.  It is more probably than not, that the contamination would go undetected for years 

until sickness developed in the population and was then finally traced back to the drinking water.     

The potential for the already identified contamination, along with other unknown contamination to 

reach these wells is significantly increased through both the proposed construction techniques as well 

and the planned removal of ~ 22,000 trees along this 9.1 mile stretch.  A typical large tree, on average,  

retains approximately 100 gallons of water.   With this magnitude of tree loss,  as much as 2.2 million 

additional gallons of water will flow through the now more permeable surface of the rail bed and into 

the water table.   These additional gallons of continuous flow into the ground water table and through 

areas of contamination already identified as ‘high risk’ by DPU in their 2002 SWAP report,  will in all 

likelihood result in a level of contamination at the well heads that cannot be remediated and that will 

adversely impact human health.    

Either the underground or aboveground utility line proposals that follow the MBTA right-of-way would 

have significant negative environmental impacts. Please require that Eversource outline the 

environmental impacts of a street-based alternative, should a line indeed prove necessary, in existing 

public ways as was done several decades ago when the Sudbury power station was constructed. We are 

confident that a comparison of the environmental impacts of these alternatives will reveal the 

significant short-term and lasting environmental impact of a line that follows the MBTA right of way. 

Sudbury has a rich Native American history with countless documented and yet to be documented 

historic and religious Native American sites.   Eversource’s EFSB petition and ENF provides, at best, a 

cursory overview of a number of such sites.   Upon even a brief review of the historical information 

available, it is clear that numerous Native American sites of significant historic and religious importance 

exist either on or adjacent to the MBTA ROW.  (Please see enclosed excerpt from “The History of 

Sudbury – 1638 – 1889” by Alfred Hudson)   I request that a full and complete accounting of these sites 

be included in the requested EIR.    



 

Finally, we are particularly concerned that review and permitting of this project by the Energy Facilities 

Siting Board not proceed without the MEPA review being completed and a Secretary’s Certificate issued 

on a completed and accepted Environmental Impact Report. The EIR provides essential information that 

must be considered in the decision-making on this project by the EFSB and other state parties. 

Thank you again for considering these comments as MEPA determines the scope for the environmental 

impact analysis. 

 

Regards,  

Raymond Phillips 

40 Whispering Pine Road 

Sudbury, MA  01776 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Excerpt from:  

 

THE 

HISTORY OF SUDBURY, 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

1638 - 1889. 

BY 

ALFRED SERENO HUDSON. 

 

 

 

In several such spots in Sudbury, various relics have been 

found, notable among which is one by the river meadow, just 

east of the Jonathan Wheeler place. It is between the 

meadow margin and the Water Row road, and has an area 

of one or two acres. It is a light, sandy upland, in places, 

almost or quite without sod. Arrow-heads and plummets 

have been found there in abundance, and of a kind of stone 

unlike any native to the neighborhood. These relics have 

not only been unearthed there by the plow or spade, but 

some have been uncovered by the wind. Another place 

where relics have been found in abundance is on the Coolidge 

estate, by the Lanham Meadows, a little south of the 

East Sudbury depot. This spot is also of a light, sandy soil, 

and has a sand pit within it. A little farther north in this 

district, on the Frank Walker estate, arrow-heads and parts 

of a mortar or stone kettle were found ; while southerly of 

Lanham Brook, on the Albert Larkin estate, on an upland 

some rods west of the house, arrow-heads have been quite 

numerous. 

 

Another place worthy of mention is at South Sudbury, on 

the east side of Mill Brook, on what was lately the farm of 

Israel How Brown. The spot is a little southeasterly of a 

rock by the brook called “ Great Rock,” and midway between 

that and the Goodnow Library. On this place, which is a 

light, loamy upland, within the space of a few rods have been 

plowed up quite a quantity of loose, discolored stones, that 

look as if they had been subjected to the action of fire, and 

also coal and charred pieces of wood. The nature of the 



place at South Sudbury is such as would be favorable to 

Indian occupation. Before the mill was erected there was 

probably quite a fall to Hop Brook, and for some distance the 

shoal, sparkling stream might form a fine fishing place in the 

season of the alewives or shad. 

 

In the west part of the town, at a sandy spot between the 

Solomon Dutton and Otis Parmenter places, Indian relics 

have also been extensively found. 

At North Sudbury there were likewise indications of the 

presence of these former inhabitants. Says Mr. John Maynard, 

“ I have found on my land, east of Cedar Swamp, a 

stone axe, part of a tomahawk, a gouge, chisel, flaying knife, 

and other strange things ; also about four hundred  

heads, one-half of them broken. I have plowed over seven 

or eight collections of paving stones that were discolored 

by fire, that I suppose were the hearthstones of Indian wigwams.” 

 

There are some parts of the town which we will especially 

notice as being places that were perhaps occupied by the 

Indians in considerable companies. These are the neighborhood 

of Nobscot, the River, Weir Hill, and Cochituate Pond. 

In the vicinity of Nobscot there is little doubt but that Indians 

once made their homes ; as tradition, record and relics 

give evidence of it. As we shall notice further on, a noted 

Indian by the name of Jethro had a wigwam near there, and 

it is supposed the Indians had a lookout there. At the base 

of the hill, along the plain land, on the estate of Hubbard 

Brown, by the brook, and also on the land south of the Framingham 

road, more or less stone relics have been discovered. 

The old “ Indian wash-bowl,” so called, is pointed out in a 

field about east of the hill. This is an excavation shaped 

like a wash-bowl, formed in a large rock, and may have been 

made by nature or art. Probably it was never used as a 

washing place by the Indians, but, if made or used by them 

at all, it may have been for grinding corn. 

 

That the Indians largely frequented the neighborhood of 

the river is quite evident. They probably lived along almost 

its whole course, as relics of them have been found here and 

there from one bound of the town to. the other. On the east 

side of the river was an Indian burial place. (See chapter on 



cemeteries.) An Indian skeleton has been exhumed by the 

roadside at Sand Hill. This was discovered when the road 

was built, by a person who was passing by. He drew it 

from the bank, together with several Indian relics. The 

“ old Indian bridge ” was supposed to be southerly of Sand 

Hill, over West Brook, and formed a crossing in the direction 

of Heard’s Pond. The home of Karte was not far from 

the river. From his wigwam home on the hill, he could 

easily reach the mooring place of his birch canoe, or look 

down upon the expanse of broad meadow lands, green with 

their covering in Summer, or brown with the frosts of Fall. 

 

Perhaps  catch a glimpse of the canoe of Tahatawan as it glided 

up the Musketahquid. 

But the places where it is supposed the Indians were more 

numerous than at any other point along the river were toward 

the town’s northeast bound. Near this point were fording 

and fishing places. One of these was at Weir Hill, below 

Sherman’s Bridge. The very locality of this place is favorable 

for Indian occupancy. It is situated at a point of the 

river where, as we have been informed, at low water the 

river can be forded. On its opposite bank a hill extends 

almost to the stream, and on either side the meadow bank is 

hard, which is a circumstance rare on the river course. At 

this place tradition says there was an Indian fishing weir, 

which old inhabitants state was about northeast of Weir 

Hill ; and from this the hill has derived its name. The fishing 

weir was an important thing for the Indians, as by means 

of it large quantities of fish could be taken. The principle 

of construction was the placing across the river of an obstruction, 

as perhaps some kind of a fence, which, running diagonally 

from either bank to the centre of the stream, left a 

small aperture at the apex, where the fish could be taken in 

a wicket work or net. Such an apparatus, at a favorable 

place on the river, would supply fish for a considerable village. 

These fish served not only a present purpose, but were 

dried and preserved for future use. Another inducement for 

Indians to locate in this part of the town was a good fording 

place just below Weir Hill, which is at or near a small hill 

called Mount Headley, and is between the river and the 

county road. That this locality was improved by the Indians 

is evident from the quantities of relics that have been found 



there. Both about here and at Weir Hill more or less of 

these have been picked up ; and, at the latter place, their 

hearthstones have been unearthed by the plowshare, with the 

coals still upon them. 

As has been stated, there are indications that the Indians 

once dwelt in considerable numbers about Cochituate Pond. 

The region about there was favorable to Indian occupation, 

not only on account of the lake itself, but because of its nearness 

to the falls of Sudbury River (Saxonville). The name 

of the locality has been spelled Wachittuate, Cochituet, 

Chochichawicke, Coijchawicke, Catchchauitt, Charchittawick, 

Katchetuit, Cochichawauke, Cochichowicke. The word as 

now spelled is found in a record dated 1644, in connection 

with laying out the Glover farm. 44 The southwest bounds 

are the little river that issueth out of the Great Pond at 

Cochituate .” This record, as well as others, also shows that 

originally the term was applied, not to the pond, but to the 

region near the outlet. Temple states that the word signifies, 

“place of the rushing torrent,” or, 44 wild dashing brook.” 

On the westerly side of the pond was an Indian fort, and, 

near by, a permanent settlement. 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Omkar Desai <omkardesai1201@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 03, 2017 8:53 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Reliability Project

Hello Page, 

 

As you know, Eversource is planning on building a power reliability project that will connect their Hudson and 

Sudbury power plants. While Eversouce says this project will benefit both towns, the project is clearly 

dangerous. This project is planned to go through a rail bed, which is now a right-of-way. To do this, Eversource 

will cut down the trees along 8.9 miles of forest, 60 feet on each side of the rails. The environmental impact this 

would cause would be bad, but the project goes further. To stop unwanted growth, Eversource will spray 

pesticides, detailed in this plan (page 9). While this will not only affect the forest and wildlife nearby, two of the 

pesticides, Rodeo has an ingredient called glyphosate which has been linked to causing cancer, while Krenite S, 

another pesticide, has ammonium fosamine, which is a cholinesterase inhibitor, which prevents the body from 

breaking down acetylcholine (allows for muscle contraction). Normally, these pesticides would only affect the 

abutters. However, the rail bed is near a water source for Hudson, which is then collected and added to the 

general supply. This would cause these harmful effects to affect everyone in our town. Eversource has refused 

to declare the dangers of this project to our town, and has only added a safer option of an under road route after 

being forced to by the towns. They have been caught lying again and again, and it is clear that they do not hold 

the safety of Hudson and Sudbury as a priority, and the safety of our environment. 

 

Sorry for the amateur chemistry lesson, and for writing such a long letter, but I hope you will help protect our 

towns and our forests. 

 

Thank you,  

 

Omkar Desai 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Akshay Desai <akshaydesai1201@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 03, 2017 7:54 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Attachments: IMG_6148.jpg

Hi Page, 

  

I am one of the abutters in the Eversource transmission project on the MBTA ROW. My family lives just feet away from the Right of Way, 

as you can see in the attached photo. In the same photo, the Right of Way is heavily forested; this means that, in order to build these 

powerlines along the right of way, Eversource will cause catastrophic damage to the environment. They will destroy thousands of trees, and 

in order to prevent the trees from growing again, will dump herbicides along the right of way, which will prevent anything from growing 

there ever again. I think that the environmental damage alone merits preventing Eversource from building this project along the right of way. 

  

There are some other points to consider: 

  

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” 

option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the 

aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.    
No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple complications including changing 

elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the 

aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by 

Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is 

no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact.  
By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental impact, and evaluation of the 

current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of 

its impact, and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state 

agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three 

routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-street option avoids and 

minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major potential for harm to species 

and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying 

the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire 

route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide 

information that others would miss.  

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an existing solution from 

NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the 

MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart 

Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, 

Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at 

the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 
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MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed environmental groups and the 

environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

  

1. Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different conservation lands, including 

Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop 

Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority 

habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm)  
Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood 

turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.   
There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams and the MBTA right 

of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, altered wildlife 

behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, and the MBTA routes 

bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2. Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3. Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4. Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there is growing evidence for 

both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking 

a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered species, particularly 

amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data collected) vernal pools 

containing the species in question 

  

5. Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6. Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries by diminishing shade 

cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. Potential 

pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, 

recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are 

located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent 

contaminant migration. 

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water resources. It is not 

uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing 

old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the 

surrounding water resources. 

7. Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial contribution toward land 

acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, an EIR should be required to 

address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 
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Thank you, 

Akshay Desai 





 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

CONSERVATION COMMISSION  
78 Main Street, Hudson, MA 01749 

(978) 562-2948 

 
 

 
Paul Byrne, Chairman ____   _______ Joseph Rodrigues ___________________Marianne Iarossi     
David Mercer  _____ ___Emilie Schuler____                      Brandon Parker_______Jason Weksner 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
July 3, 2017 
 
Re:  Environmental Notification Form 

Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
 EEA No. 15703 
 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The Town of Hudson Conservation Commission offers the following comments on the 
Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”) filed by Eversource Energy (“Eversource”) 
regarding the Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project (the “Project”).  The 
Project proposes construction of approximately nine miles of new 115-kV transmission 
line through Sudbury, Marlborough, Stow and Hudson. 
 
The Commission believes that the preferred route described by Eversource, under the 
ground along a Right of Way (“ROW”) through an inactive railroad corridor owned by 
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (“MBTA”), has greater environmental 
impacts than stated in the ENF.  The rating of “3” for disruption of Conservation Land 
use is too low to account for the loss of important protected public land and for the 
negative impact on water and wetland resource areas, protected ecosystems and 
valuable wildlife habitat.  The Commission strongly recommends careful consideration 
of the alternative route, under existing roads.   
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The preferred route would disturb soils potentially contaminated with wood 
preservatives, heavy metals and other contaminants deposited from years of train 
operations.  In addition, the machinery and fuels involved in construction, and future 
disturbance and pollution caused by the use of the access road(s) once in place, pose a 
threat of environmental harm.   
 
The Project’s environmental impacts extend well beyond water and wetlands.  The 
Project would result in the loss of over one million square feet of mature forestland, 
which would have a large impact on soils and wildlife, and would alter the local 
microclimate by changing the winds, temperatures, moisture and light.  This could have 
a potentially devastating impact on fish and other wildlife that depend on a limited 
range of water temperatures for living or breeding. A specific example are the native 
brook trout that rely on a cold water habitat. 
 
Mature and healthy forests are comprised of a mix of tree growth.  Clearing the ROW 
for 6.7 miles, at a width of 30’ to 50’, of all trees, young and old, would result in a loss of 
over 26 acres of trees.  This is a significant clearing of trees, especially considering the 
bogs, vernal pools, streams and other wetlands adjacent to the ROW.  The loss of 
habitat and the contribution to climate change, the impacts on water absorption and 
soil erosion, and the potential for invasive growth to take root in disturbed areas are 
critical concerns that cannot be fully mitigated. 
 
The ENF discusses protection of endangered species, which impacts a small percentage 
of the land to be cleared.  However, as natural areas in the region are rapidly shrinking, 
remaining large areas of habitat such as the MBTA ROW are critical to protect wildlife 
regardless of their endangered status.  In addition, in the near future NHESP will be 
publishing changes to the endangered species and protected habitats lists, which may 
impact the Project analysis.   
 
The Project would alter approximately 320,000 square feet of jurisdictional wetland 
resource areas and permanently fill nearly 13,000 square feet of bordering vegetated 
wetlands, a significant environmental impact.  Wetlands are protected resources which 
perform critical functions including flood control and pollution filtering, and are a 
valuable habitat for diverse wildlife.  Wetland replication may be attempted, but it is 
extremely difficult and more frequently fails than succeeds.   In addition, the 
construction of replication areas frequently results in the cutting of more trees and the 
loss of more upland forest.  
 
Wetland resource areas were rated differently in the different towns, with areas 
protected by local bylaws getting points only in those towns.  Although Hudson doesn’t 
currently have a local wetlands protection bylaw, its natural resources are as valuable as 
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those in other communities.  The loss of potential vernal pools, buffer zones for vernal 
pools and intermittent streams, and other bylaw-protected resources should receive as 
much weight in Hudson as in neighboring towns.   
 
The Commission feels that not enough attention and weight was paid to the proximity 
of the Project to the watersheds and aquifers surrounding the five Hudson town wells 
(the Chestnut, Cranberry and Kane wellhead areas), which provide water for over 
20,000 people. The ROW transverses two Zone II protection areas and is close to several 
Zone 1 protection areas associated with those wellhead areas.  Eversource must provide 
baseline information to establish the water quality in these wellhead areas and develop 
a plan to ensure that water quality remains at or above present levels.  The rating of “3” 
for wellhead areas is insufficient.   
 
If the preferred route were to be approved, the Commission feels strongly that the 
development and implementation of a comprehensive management plan would be 
required for the entire corridor, including a policy on pesticide application, invasive 
control, mowing, and other activities in perpetuity.  In particular no herbicides could be 
allowed in Zone I and Zone II of public wells, within 100 feet of a certified or potential 
Vernal Pool, or within 100 feet of a Bordering Vegetated Wetland or other jurisdictional 
wetland resource area.  In addition, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be 
required to protect groundwater during construction, and measures would be required 
to prevent increased storm water runoff during construction and future operation of the 
Project.   The depth, flow, recharge and quality of groundwater must be maintained in 
order to ensure safe operation of public wells.  All hazardous and contaminated 
materials in and along the ROW would need to be identified and mitigated, and no 
liquid contaminants could be used during construction.    The protective environmental 
measures required for construction, the mitigation required after construction, and the 
maintenance costs to manage the environmental impacts of ongoing use of the corridor 
would all add significant costs to the Project.  
 
MEPA review must include careful consideration of the Project’s alternatives. The 
environmental impacts have been understated for the Project’s impacts along the MBTA 
ROW, and overstated for the alternative Project design for installation of the 
transmission lines entirely under existing roads.  The Project’s alternative route under 
existing roads must be better assessed, described, and compared to the Preferred Route 
along the ROW, to ensure that feasible alternatives with less environmental impacts are 
carefully considered and vetted during the MEPA process.  
 
All of the information discussed above must be part of the documentation provided to 
and considered by MEPA in its review of the Project’s environmental impacts, 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, and environmental alternatives, right up 
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though the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR) and the Certificate issued by 
the state Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs. The Commission feels that it is 
imperative that a full environmental review is conducted and that the EIR process be 
completed. 
 
In conclusion, if the cost of the Project were calculated using a full cost accounting, 
including the costs of lost environmental services, the potential of increased flooding 
and pollution due to the loss of water absorption and filtering by wetlands and tree 
roots, contributions to climate change, and the other environmental impacts discussed 
above, it would be much higher than the current estimates indicate.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 
 
For the Commission, 

 
Pam Helinek 
Conservation Agent, Town of Hudson 
 
 

cc: Tom Moses, Executive Assistant, Town of Hudson 
      State Senator Jamie Eldridge 
      State Representative Kate Hogan 
      Alison Field-Juma, OARS 
      Debbie Dineen, Sudbury Conservation Commission 
      Priscilla Ryder, Marlborough Conservation Commission  
       
       



July 3, 2017 
 
Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)   
Attn: MEPA Office  
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston MA 02114  
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 
 
 
Dear Ms. Czepiga – It is with great concern that I write to you in reference to the Eversource 
Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, EEA No. 15703, and specifically the “Environmental 
Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017” and the accompanying letter sent to you from 
Marc Bergeron of VHB on June 12, 2017.  Copies of both are available here  https://s3-us-west-
2.amazonaws.com/cdn.sudbury.ma.us/wp-content/uploads/sites/260/2017/06/MEPA-ENF-
Correction-2017-06-12.pdf?version=9d16b0f684d93b5ee45cae68925bf479. 
 
My questions/comments are outlined below; I appreciate you taking the time to review. 
 

(1) On June 12, 2017 there was a MEPA Scoping session held at Lincoln-Sudbury Regional 
High School at 6pm as well as field visits earlier in the day yet copies of both of revised 
ENF as well as the VHB notes were only made available to the public mere hours before 
the meeting.  This was not enough time for anyone to review the documents for 
accuracy and completeness.  Based on this alone the corrections should have been 
rejected and the MEPA sessions rescheduled. 

 
(2) At the MEPA Scoping Session handouts were made available to the public titled 

“Overview of MEPA Review Process”, in which section “Q: What is the purpose of the 
MEPA Scoping Session” had the following passage 

“There will be time allocated for comments from members of the public.  To assist in 
informing the Scope of the EIR, it is most helpful if comments focused on: 

• Clarification of issues to assist you in preparing written comments; 

• Identification of other measures that can be implemented to further avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate project impacts; or 

• Recommendation of data/analysis to require in the Scope of the EIR 
 
Given the latitude described above public comment was limited to only 3 minutes.  As 
one that was present in the hall that evening, and was eventually granted an additional 3 
minutes, this simply was not enough time to relay anything of substance whatsoever 
related to a project of critical significance such as this.   
 

(3) In VHB’s June 12th letter they made the following corrections: 
a. Page 2: Does this project meet or exceed a mandatory EIR threshold? Revise 

the response from “yes” to “no”. 
b. Which MEPA review threshold(s) does the project meet or exceed? Correct the 

form to reflect that the Project does not alter one or more acres of bordering 
vegetated wetland. The correct MEPA review thresholds met or exceeded 
include: 
� 301 CMR 11.03 (1)(b)1. Direct alteration of 25 or more acres of land 
� 301 CMR 11.03 (3)(b)1.d. Alteration of 5,000 or more square feet of bordering 



vegetated wetlands 
� 301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)1.f. Alteration of ½ acre or more of any other wetlands 
� 301 CMR 11.03(7)(b)4. Construction of electric transmission lines with a 
capacity of 69 or more kV, provided that the transmission lines are one or more 
miles in length along, new, unused or abandoned right of way. 

 
My question is why was the initial submission incorrect?  The fundamentals of the 
project did not change yet VHB and Eversource changed their answers.  Did they not 
perform research prior to their original submittal?  Is there reason to believe they 
performed research with this submittal? 

 
(4) Again from VHB’s June 12th letter: 

Page 3: New acres of land altered, Square feet of new bordering vegetated wetlands 
alteration, and Square feet of new other wetland alteration. Note that these numbers 
include the footprint of both tree clearing and permanent fill impacts. The revised 
ENF form reflects the total impact only. In addition, the square feet of new “other 
wetland” alteration, that previously included local and state buffer zones, was 
revised to exclude buffer zones and to correctly present wetland areas only.  

 
Should buffers be excluded?  And why wasn’t this caught in the first submittal?  See 
comment for #3 above.  

 
(5) Again from VHB’s June 12th letter: 

Page 9:  Is there an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) on or within a half-mile 
radius of the project site? Revised the response to “yes” and added detail that there 
are 15 Certified Vernal Pools (as mapped by NHESP) within a half-mile radius of the 
Project. 

 
Why didn’t they note the vernal pools in their previous submittal?   See comment for #3 
above. 

 
(6)  Again from VHB’s June 12th letter: 

Page 12:   I.A. Does the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to 
land? Revised the response to “yes”, the Project involves alteration of 25 or more 
acres of land. 

 
Why was this incorrect in their previous submittal?   See comment for #3 above. 

 
(7)  Again from VHB’s June 12th letter: 

Page 16: I.A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to 
wetlands, waterways, and tidelands? Corrected the response to identify that the 
Project involves alteration of more than 5,000 square feet of bordering vegetated 
wetland and alteration of ½ or more acre of any other wetlands. 

 
Why was this incorrect in their previous submittal?   See comment for #3 above. 

 
(8) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 2  

Identify any financial assistance or land transfer from an Agency of the 
Commonwealth, including the Agency name and the amount of funding or land 
area in acres: 
None 



This is simply factually incorrect.  This land is owned by the MBTA and currently under 
lease by the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), both agencies of the 
Commonwealth.  As part of the Eversource/MBTA/DCR “agreement” the MBTA stands 
to receive a significant financial payment for the use for corridor.  Why was this omitted? 

  
 

(9) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 3  
Has any project on this site been filed with MEPA before? 
Yes (EEA # 15123 ) 

 
It is important to note this as it serves as a good reference point.  EEA #15123 was 
submitted by the DCR for the Mass Central Rail Trail (MCRT) project.  Throughout this 
submittal I will reference two related documents;  “Certificate of the Secretary of Energy 
and Environmental Affairs on the Expanded Environmental Notification Form” dated Jan 
10 2014 (http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dcr/projects/mcrt/certificate-20140110.pdf) and  
“Mass Central Rail Trail – Wayside Branch Expanded Environmental Notification Form” 
dated November 2013 (http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dcr/projects/mcrt/mcrt-expanded-
notification.pdf).      
 
While a good reference point please understand that these projects are not identical; the 
MCRT called for cutting a 19’ path and allowing for regrowth, not the 30’ to 40’ clear cut 
and permanent vegetation control that Eversource proposes. 
 
Also of note – it was determined that the MCRT project did not merit further MEPA 
review due in large part to “financial hardship”.  From “Mass Central Rail Trail – Wayside 
Branch Expanded Environmental Notification Form”, pages B2 – B3 “Project Will 
Result in an Undue Hardship for the Proponent   The requirement to prepare an EIR 
would cause an undue hardship for the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and 
Recreation…As with many state agencies, DCR has limited financial resources to 
support conservation and recreation goals and areas in the Commonwealth. Rather than 
expending funding on environmental analyses associated with the preparation of an EIR 
for the MCRT-WB, finances conserved could be utilized for constructing improvements 
and developing important conservation and recreation resources in order to meet the 
needs of the general public.”    I do not agree that environmental impact should be 
decided on whether a project can or can’t afford to move forward but that decision was 
made in the case of DCR and the MCRT.  This most certainly should not be a factor in 
considering a project proposed by Eversource;  they certainly are not facing “financial 
hardship”.   
 

   
(10) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 4 

“Construction of the Project will serve the public interest by increasing the reliability of 
the regional electric transmission system. In addition, the Project provides the 
opportunity to couple construction of the New Line with the development of a portion of 
the planned regional Mass Central Rail Trail (“MCRT”), a multi-use trail that will be 
managed by the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation. The 
proposed MCRT, traversing the state from west to east, will bring a number of 
advantages to its users, surrounding communities, and the Commonwealth as a whole.”  
 
From the MEPA website “MEPA further requires that state agencies "use all practicable means 
and measures to minimize damage to the environment," by studying alternatives to the proposed 



project, and developing enforceable mitigation commitments, which will become conditions for the 
project if and when they are permitted.”.     I do not believe a recreational trail, while socially 
beneficial, either minimizes environmental damage, mitigates it, or is a viable alternative.  It 
should not be considered as part of this review; either the environment will be damaged or it 
won’t.  

 
 

(11) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 5  
“It is assumed that the duct bank can be installed above all existing culverts along 
the ROW. There are three existing bridges over waterbodies along the ROW. Based 
on a preliminary engineering review, the Company plans to reuse the existing bridge 
structures and rehabilitate them to accommodate a utility crossing. The bridge 
improvements will also incorporate the future multi-use path in accordance with 
DCR’s proposed design plans.”  

 
Looking at http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dcr/projects/mcrt/mcrt-expanded-
notification.pdf  page A-23 in reference to Bridge #127 over Hop Brook in Sudbury “Due 
to extensive repairs required at this location, full bridge replacement is a viable 
alternative to rehabilitation.”    If they are going to use a recreational trail as a “benefit’ to 
this project they need to account for all water crossings, including bridges and culverts.  

 
(12)  From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 6  

“Other roadway options, including routes located entirely in roadways, would result 
in greater impacts to the natural and/or developed environments than the proposed 
route.”  

 
From the MEPA website  http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/about-mepa/ “MEPA 
further requires that state agencies "use all practicable means and measures to minimize 
damage to the environment," by studying alternatives to the proposed project, and developing 
enforceable mitigation commitments, which will become conditions for the project if and when 
they are permitted.”     Eversource makes a one sentence comment about the environmental 
impacts of the roadway option, saying only that they would result in greater impacts.  This should 
not be allowed with backing information.  Just because they say so does not mean it is true! 

 
(13) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 7  

“Final details regarding the overall wetland-related mitigation approach will be 
determined when final design is complete. Mitigation plans will be included in the 
various permit applications to be submitted to local, state, and federal regulatory 
agencies for review, and the permits issued will contain conditions specifying the 
mitigation required..”  

 
From the MEPA website  http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/mepa/about-mepa/ “MEPA 
further requires that state agencies "use all practicable means and measures to minimize 
damage to the environment," by studying alternatives to the proposed project, and developing 
enforceable mitigation commitments, which will become conditions for the project if and when 
they are permitted.”     This should be the time and place to discuss mitigation, not once the 
damage is done. 
 

(14) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 7 
under Rare Species 

“Typical mitigation options under a CMP may include offsite habitat protection or 
funding of programs that directly benefit the affected species. Offsite habitat 



protection typically requires the acquisition of land, under fee ownership or 
conservation restriction, for permanent habitat conservation. Other mitigation options 
consist of financial contribution toward land acquisition, conservation research 
funding, habitat management, or other programs that directly benefit the affected 
species...”  

 
While this certainly is not unique to this project it does seem to run counter to common 
sense.  We will allow for the killing of rare species but make up for it by funding 
programs to help save that species?   
 

(15) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 9 
under Rare Species 

“Does the project site include Estimated and/or Priority Habitat of State-Listed Rare 
Species? 
(http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/regulatory_review/priority_habitat/priority_ha
bitat_home.htm) Yes (Specify: PH 687/EH 648, PH1516/EH 38)”  

 
A non-functional  hyperlink was provided.  Thus this answer should be deemed 
incomplete and unacceptable. 
 

(16) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 9 
under Water Resources 

“Is there an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) on or within a half-mile radius of 

the project site? Yes … There are 15 certified vernal pools within a half-mile radius of 

the Project. 
 
It should be noted that the vernal pools are all within feet of the project, not just a half-
mile. 
 

(17) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 9 
under Water Resources 

“Are there any impaired water bodies on or within a half-mile radius of the project 
site? No”. 

 
I believe this to be factually incorrect.  Looking at 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dcr/projects/mcrt/mcrt-expanded-notification.pdf  page A-
39 Table 6 both Hop Brook and Wash Brook are noted as Impaired Category 5.  It is 
also worth noting that these bodies are not just within a half mile of the project, the 
project will be built in and over them. 
 

(18) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 10 
under Solid and Hazardous Waste 

“If the project will generate solid waste during demolition or construction, describe 
alternatives considered for re-use, recycling, and disposal of, e.g., asphalt, brick, 
concrete, gypsum, metal, wood:     The Project may generate solid waste including 
railroad tracks and ties, pavement, and minor amounts of construction debris such as 
wood pallets and wooden spools. The Company will recycle all such material as 
required by regulation.”. 

 
This is inconsistent with earlier and later statements in the document.  They say here 
that “The Project may generate solid waste” where in other places they elaborate on how 



it will generate solid waste (railroad ties debris, etc.).  This is clearly a case where they 
are softening their answer rather than being honest and transparent. 

 
(19)  From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 12 

under Land Section, Section II D,E 
“D. Does any part of the project involve conversion of land held for natural resources 
purposes in accordance with Article 97 of the Amendments to the Constitution of the 
Commonwealth to any purpose not in accordance with Article 97? No.” 
 
“E. Is any part of the project site currently subject to a conservation restriction, 
preservation restriction, agricultural preservation restriction or watershed 
preservation restriction?   No” 

 
In 1972 Massachusetts voters approved Article 97, granting people the right to a clean 
environment and authorizing the Commonwealth to acquire conservation easements.   
Article 97 was intended to be a legislative ‘check’ to ensure that lands acquired for 
conservation purposes were not converted to other inconsistent uses.   This project runs 
next to or through conservation land.  I would I would ask that the section D answer be 
checked for accuracy as I believe it should have been answered “yes” 
 
Similarly I would ask that the section E answer be checked for accuracy.  I do not 
believe there to be any agricultural restrictions but there may be conservation, 
preservation, and/or watershed restrictions in the path of this project. 
 

(20) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 13 
under Land Section, Sections III B 3 

“Describe the project’s consistency with that plan with regard to open space impacts: 
The Project will be built within an existing inactive MBTA corridor and will not have 
any direct impacts to open space” 

 
I do not understand how they can answer that there will be no direct impact when they 
will be cutting down thousands of trees.  I do not think it would be any more direct. 
 

(21) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 14 
under Rare Species Sections I A, B, C 

“A. Will the project meet or exceed any review thresholds related to rare species or 
habitat (see 301 CMR 11.03(2))?    To be determined. The Company will continue to 
work with NHESP to minimize impacts to habitat for the listed species to the extent 
possible.” 
 
“B. Does the project require any state permits related to rare species or habitat?   
There is a possibility that the Project may require a Conservation and Management 
Permit. The Company is continuing to coordinate with NHESP to finalize plans to 
avoid and minimize impacts to rare species and habitat..” 
 
“C. Does the project site fall within mapped rare species habitat (Priority or Estimated 
Habitat?) in the current Massachusetts Natural Heritage Atlas (attach relevant 
page)? Yes . The Project ROW crosses two areas of mapped habitat: PH 1516/EH 
38 in the vicinity of the Sudbury Substation, and PH 687/EH 648, in the vicinity of 
Hop Brook and the large complex of conservation lands at the municipal borders of 
Sudbury, Marlborough, and Hudson.” 



 
 
Eversource replied “To be determined” in section A.  Are TBDs allowed in  a decision as 
critical as this?  In section B they answer “The company is continuing to coordinate with 
NEHSP to finalize plans….”  Is their progress to date available, or is there any evidence 
that they have met and discussed?   Finally  in section C they acknowledge PH 1516/EH 
38 and PH 687/EH 648 but I believe that PH 1305/EH 485 should also be considered as 
Blandings turtles, and threatened species in Massachusetts, are known to inhabit 
Sudbury. 
 

(22) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 14 
under Rare Species Section II A 

“1. Have you consulted with the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife Natural Heritage 
and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)? Yes if yes, have you received a 
determination as to whether the project will result in the “take” of a rare species? No.” 
 
“2. Will the project "take" an endangered, threatened, and/or species of special 
concern in accordance with M.G.L. c.131A (see also 321 CMR 10.04. To be 
determined. The Company will continue to work with NHESP to minimize impacts to 
habitat for the listed species to the extent possible.” 
 

Eversource replied “No” in section 1.  When will the determination be made, and should 
that be done prior to MEPA review?  In section 2 they again answer “to be determined” 
with regards to NHESP.  Again when will this be completed and should that be done 
prior to MEPA review? 

 
 

(23) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 15 
under Rare Species Section II A 

“4. Has the site been surveyed for rare species in accordance with the 
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act? No.” 
 

Per http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/regulatory-review/mass-
endangered-species-act-mesa/ The Massachusetts Endangered Species Act protects 
rare species and their habitats by prohibiting the "Take " of any plant or animal species 
listed as Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern by the MA Division of Fisheries & 
Wildlife.    "Take" is defined as, "in reference to animals to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, hound, kill, trap, capture, collect, process, disrupt the nesting, breeding, feeding 
or migratory activity or attempt to engage in any such conduct, or to assist such conduct, 
and in reference to plants, means to collect, pick, kill, transplant, cut or process or 
attempt to engage or to assist in any such conduct. Disruption of nesting, breeding, 
feeding or migratory activity may result from, but is not limited to, the modification, 
degradation or destruction of Habitat."   Permits for “taking” rare species for scientific, 
educational, conservation, or management purposes can be granted by the Division of 
Fisheries & Wildlife. 
 
Included in the Massachusetts List of Endangered, Threatened and Special Concern 
Species include those called out I PH 1516/EH 38 and PH 687/EH 648 and PH 1305/EH 
485.  Thus I believe a survey is warranted prior to a MEPA submittal. 

 



(24) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 16 
under Wetlands, Waterways, and Tidelands Section, IIA 

“Will the project require a Variance from the Wetlands regulations? No.” 
 

I ask that MEPA investigate this matter further as I believe variances would be covered 
under M.G.L. c.131A, section 3 Exceptions and section 5 Habitat alteration permits.  
Section 3 states “The director may permit the taking, possession, purchase, sale, 
transportation, exportation or shipment of any species appearing on the list of 
endangered or threatened species or species of special concern developed by the 
director pursuant to section four for scientific, conservation, management or educational 
purposes, or for or from propagation in captivity and may permit the taking of special 
concern species for the purposes of falconry pursuant to regulations promulgated by the 
director.   The director may permit the removal, capture, or destruction of any species 
appearing on the list of endangered or threatened species or species of special concern 
developed by the director pursuant to section four to protect human health, when a 
public health hazard exists as certified by the department of public health.”  Section 5 
details out how and when alterations are allowed.  I am not sure how Eversource can 
definitely answer No to this when they have so many “to be determined” answers in 
related sections and how section 3 and section 5 do not seem to have been addressed. 
 
 

 
(25) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 16 

under Wetlands, Waterways, and Tidelands Section, III A 
 “A. Does the project site contain waterways or tidelands (including filled former 
tidelands) that are subject to the Waterways Act, M.G.L.c.91? {no answer given} if 
yes, is there a current Chapter 91 License or Permit affecting the project site? {no 
answer given}  if yes, list the date and license or permit number and provide a copy 
of the historic map used to determine extent of filled tidelands:   Potential navigable 
waters the Project will cross include: Fort Meadow Brook in Hudson and Hop Brook 
in Sudbury.” 
 
I believe this to be an incorrect and incomplete answer and would ask MEPA to 
investigate further.  In Sudbury Wash Brook and Dudley Brook, in addition to Hop 
Brook, and navigable waters and should trigger a Chapter 91 permit.  The answer is 
incomplete as even though Hop Brook was identified they did not provide the date 
and permit number as well as the historic map as requested. 

 
(26) From “Environmental Notification Form – CORRECTED June 9, 2017”, page 16 

under Wetlands, Waterways, and Tidelands Section, III B 
“B. Does the project require a new or modified license or permit under M.G.L. c.91? 
{no answer given}   if yes, how many acres of the project site subject to M.G.L. c.91 
will be for non-water-dependent use? Current Change Total If yes, how many square 
feet of solid fill or pile-supported structures (in sf)?      To be determined upon final 
design. It is the Company’s intention to stay within the original footprint for these 
crossings, which would not require a new or modified Chapter 91 license or permit. 
 
As mentioned previously in my submittal it is very likely that Bridge #127 over Hop 
brook would need to be replaced, and multiple culverts along this path have also 
failed and/or collapsed.  Please investigate this answer as I do not believe this to be 
correct. 



I appreciate your attention to this matter.  In my six minutes presenting during the June 12 
scoping session I mentioned that being a normal citizen I found these discrepancies, omissions, 
and errors in about an hour.  I would imagine that trained professionals might find more.  I 
simply as that Eversource’s answers be fact-checked.  Our environment is too critical – and 
irreplaceable – to be risked, especially when there are available alternatives that would avoid 
these issues altogether.   
 
Given the scale and severity of these impacts and unanswered questions, permitting for this 
project should be denied, but at the very least, an EIR should be required to address all of the 
above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with 
details. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Daniel E. Carty 
15 Stonebrook Road 
Sudbury, MA  
01776 
danielecarty@gmail.com 
978-590-4301 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Maureen Campbell <mecampbell66@verizon.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 02, 2017 8:06 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource project

 

June 21, 2017 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

Attn: MEPA Office 

Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston MA 02114 

Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an 

ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two 

other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. 

Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional 

associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource 

or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed 

options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the 

under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be 

unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all 

feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF 

for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 

understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA 

routes with likely no mitigation required. 

 

 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at 

a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should 

require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by 

the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best 

provide information that others would miss.   

 

 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 
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analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 

in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 

the MBTA right of way: 

 

Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different conservation 

lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley 

Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. 

The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with 

several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and endangered species of plants and animals. 

(USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, salamanders, 

Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams 

and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, altered 

wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat 

fragmentation 

Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, and the 

MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

Destruction of unusual plant populations 

Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there is growing 

evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the World Health 

Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered species, 

particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data collected) 

vernal pools containing the species in question 

 

Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural 

resources (USFWS, SVT) 

Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife 

(CWA,OARS) 

Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries by diminishing 

shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide 

usage. 
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The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. 

Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. 

As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does 

happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence 

of hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration.  

Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water resources. It is not 

uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and 

removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing 

them into the surrounding water resources. 

Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial 

contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life.  

 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, 

an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF 

need to be presented with details. 

 

Thank you, 

Maureen E. Campbell  

10 Marion street 

Hudson, MA 01749 

 

 

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 

Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 

Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private 

foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowest 

region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its 

Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes 

that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are 

temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

 

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 

vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal 

pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human 

health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury 

residents.” 

 

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 

obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every 

precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-

ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through 

conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and 

clean water.”  
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John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 

availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. 

The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under 

Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands 

but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available 

for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on 

large blocks of woodland.” 

 

 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device 



 

 

June 29, 2017 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

 

Christine Nelson 

31 Parmenter Road  

Hudson, MA 01749 

 

As an abutter to the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line and a member of Protect 

Hudson, I would like to highlight numerous reasons why the proposed route along the inactive 

MBTA ROW is not a viable location for this project, if this project is indeed necessary in the 

first place. 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource 

has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission 

line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground 

MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the 

filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with 

multiple complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable 

amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the 

aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above 

ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be 

required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no 

way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no envi-

ronmental impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the 

absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, 

and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing 

filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mit-

igate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three routes. This would 

allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-

street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes 

with likely no mitigation required. 
 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as 

there is major potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The 



 

 

MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying 

the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct 

a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Con-

servation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide infor-

mation that others would miss.   
 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental im-

pacts as well as an existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, 

MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes 

should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustaina-

ble Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance 

within natural areas. 

 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra 

Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, 

US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes 

- both overhead and below ground. In addition, the Sudbury and Hudson Board of Selectmen op-

pose the use of the MBTA ROW as well as both the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Com-

missions. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these es-

teemed environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and 

below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

 

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five 

different conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marl-

boro-Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook 

Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the ar-

eas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with 

several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and endangered species 

of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rook-

ery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently 

state-listed whip-poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, 

and cold water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to iso-

lated populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disrup-

tion of movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological 

health and integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 



 

 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-

will. 

2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance 

(ELM, SVT) 

3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, 

SVT) 

4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbi-

cides for use, there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of 

cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk 

taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened 

and endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found 

all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five 

with certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

 

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant 

damage to natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to hu-

mans and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury 

River tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and 

potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the 

Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other 

runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, 

recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can 

and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerabil-

ity to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent 

contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact 

these water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other haz-

ardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old rail-

road ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of 

dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

 

 
d. The Project would be constructed in close proximity to the watersheds and 

aquifers surrounding the five Hudson town wells (the Chestnut-1, Chestnut-2, 

Chestnut-3, Cranberry, and Kane wells), which provide water for over 20,000 peo-

ple. The MBTA ROW traverses two Zone II protection areas associated with those 

wells, and appears to be close to, or within, one or more Zone I protection areas. 

 



 

 

7) Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures 

such as “financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent 

loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life.  

 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at 

the very least, an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all 

items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Christine M. Nelson 
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    Conservation, Collaboration, and Community since 1953 
 
 
June 30, 2017 
 
Executive Office  of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
 
Re: Comments on EEA #15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Dear Ms. Czepiga: 
 
Please accept our comments on the Environmental Notification prepared by VHB for the 
Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project. 
 
Sudbury Valley Trustees (SVT) is an abutter to the project, owning 4,000 linear feet along the MBTA 
right-of-way that is being proposed by Eversource as their “Primary Route.”  This 220 acre SVT 
property is known as the General Federation of Women’s Clubs Memorial Forest (commonly known 
as “Memorial Forest”).  SVT has managed this land and abutting conservation lands owned by the 
Women’s Federation for over 20 years.  Additionally, as a regional conservation organization, SVT’s 
mission is to protect natural areas and wildlife habitat throughout a 36-town region west of Boston. 
 
The Primary Route, as well as the Noticed Variation, both located along the MBTA abandoned rail 
line, will severely impact a globally rare natural community, several listed rare species, a rich 
assemblage of wetland resource areas, and hundreds of acres of conservation lands that were 
protected with local, state and federal tax dollars, and the scenic character of this wilderness area 
located only 25 miles from Boston. 
 
The Desert Natural Area, south of Hudson Road, in the City of Marlborough and Town of Sudbury is 
comprised of 900 acres of high quality conservation lands composed of a diverse mix of forests, 
barrens, wetlands and cold water streams.  Pitch Pine-Scrub Oak Barrens are recognized as a 
globally unique natural community that hosts 32 state-listed species plus eight “species of 
Greatest Conservation Need” as defined by the Massachusetts State Wildlife Action Plan.  
These 900-acres, along with the additional 2,300 acres of national wildlife refuge located north of 
Hudson Road, create an incredible wilderness that supports a great diversity of wildlife and a 
recreational resource for thousands of people in the Metrowest region.    The United States 
Government, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Town of Sudbury, City of Marlborough and SVT 
have invested a tremendous amount of public and private resources in the acquisition and 
management of these lands.  Over the last 25 years these conservation owners have worked in 
partnership to clean up what used to be a dangerous back land of shooting sprees and burning cars.  
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Today, one can find safe and well-maintained trails, cold water streams that support native brook 
trout and a diverse array of wildlife habitats including pitch pine-scrub oak barrens. 
  
The entire length of the proposed Eversource underground route that runs through this area is part 
of a Priority Habitat for rare species.  Those species include whip-poor-will, Eastern box turtle, 
and blue spotted salamander.   Whip-poor-wills have declined precipitously at the Desert Natural 
Area over the last 30 years. In a survey conducted by the Lloyd Center for the Environment in 2015, 
SVT documented the presence of three state-listed moth species:  Pine Barrens Zanclognatha 
(Zanclognatha Martha), Coastal Swamp Metarranthis (Metarranthis pilosaria), and Gerhard’s 
underwing (Catocala herodias gerhardi). The only whip-poor-will that has been heard calling in 
the last three years of surveys has been next to the MBTA ROW, by the three-town junction.    
Additionally, the ONLY remaining population in this area of the watch-listed species wild lupine 
is located on the MBTA ROW at the three-town junction.  Both the above and below ground option 
on the ROW will destroy this lupine population and directly disrupt breeding habitat of the whip-
poor-will. 
 
Please see our additional comments detailed in our letter to the Energy Facilities Siting Board, 
attached. 
 
The Eversource proposed powerline along the MBTA ROW will jeopardize the ecological integrity 
of this precious resource in myriad ways.  We request that MEPA direct Eversource to address the 
short (aka “temporary” construction impacts) and long-term, recurring impacts of the following 
issues associated with its preferred alternative as well as a street-based and no build alternative in 
its Environmental Impact Report. 
 

1. Impact on globally rare pitch-pine scrub oak natural community and restoration efforts at 
this site.   

2. Impact on the known rare species present at this site including whip-poor-will, blue-spotted 
salamander, Eastern box turtle, wood turtle, Pine Barrens Zanclognatha (Zanclognatha 
Martha), Coastal Swamp Metarranthis (Metarranthis pilosaria), Gerhard’s underwing 
(Catocala herodias gerhardi) and the watch-listed wild lupine. 

3. Impacts on wetlands, vernal pools, streams and public water supply.  Eversource must 
finalize wetlands delineations  The most recent corrections to the Environmental 
Notification appear to erroneously suggest that the wetlands impacts do not meet 
regulatory thresholds.  Based on personal knowledge and analysis of the site, it is clear that 
significant wetlands resources will be impacted.  Further, Eversource must describe 
changes in both hyrdrology and temperature that will be expected as a result of 
permanently removing the forest canopy along the corridor. 

4. Impact of long-term use of herbicides on flora, fauna and water quality. 
5. Impact of invasive species that may be brought onto the site inadvertently in fill material 

and invasive plant introduction that typically occurs after major soil disturbance such as 
this type of construction. 

6. Impact of higher rates of predation on ground nesting species including turtles and whip-
poor-wills due to the presence of a new movement corridor for common predators such as 
skunk, raccoon, and fox. 

7. Impact of increased “edge effects” created by this long corridor which disrupts the 
continuity of habitats and alters micro-climates.  The rate of brown cowbird nest parasitism 
is documented to increase along these types of edges. 

8. The impacts of increased disturbance and reduced resilience of important habitat in light of 
climate change.  Significant changes in climate require conservation land managers to 
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reduce disturbances in order to ameliorate the potential significant impacts of increased 
storm intensity and droughts. 

9. Impacts from potential increase in illegal motorized vehicle use.  These types of utlity 
corridors are known to increase the use and facilitate the access by illegal ATVs, which are 
already a problem at this site. 

 
Either the underground or aboveground utility line proposals that follow the MBTA right-of-way 
would have significant negative environmental impacts.  Please require that Eversource outline the 
environmental impacts of a street-based alternative, should a line indeed prove necessary, in 
existing public ways as was done several decades ago when the Sudbury power station was 
constructed.  We are confident that a comparison of the environmental impacts of these 
alternatives will reveal the significant short-term and lasting environmental impact of a line that 
follows the MBTA right of way. 
 
Finally, we are particularly concerned that review and permitting of this project by the Energy 
Facilities Siting Board not proceed without the MEPA review being completed and a Secretary’s 
Certificate issued on a completed and accepted Environmental Impact Report. The EIR provides 
essential information that must be considered in the decision-making on this project by the EFSB 
and other state parties. 
 
Thank you again for considering these comments as you outline the scope for the environmental 
impact analysis. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Lisa Vernegaard 
Executive Director 
 
enc: SVT letter to EFSB dated June 15, 2017  
 
cc: 
 
US Congresswoman Niki Tsongas 
US Congresswoman Katherine Clark  
State Senator Jamie Eldridge  
State Representative Carmine Gentile  
State Representative Danielle Gregoire  
State Representative Kate Hogan 
Libby Herland, US Fish & Wildlife Service  
Leo Roy, Commissioner, Mass. Department of Conservation and Recreation  
George Peterson, Commissioner, Mass. Dept. of Fish & Game  
Martin Suuberg, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Protection  
Mark C. Kalpin, Esq., Public Member, EFSB  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues, Town Manager, Town of Sudbury 
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Tom Moses, Executive Assistant, Town of Hudson  
Arthur Vigeant, Mayor, City of Marlborough 
Alison Field-Juma, OARS 
Protect Sudbury 
Protect Hudson 
Gary Crago, Greater Boston Trout Unlimited 
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June 15, 2017 
 
Stephen August, Esq., Presiding Officer 
Energy Facility Siting Board 
One South Station 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
By email to: dpu.efiling@state.ma.us; Stephen.August@state.ma.us 
  
Re:   Public Comment Hearing – EFSB 17-02/D.P.U. 17-82/17-83 

Eversource Proposed 115kV line from Sudbury to Hudson 
 

Dear Presiding Officer August: 
 
Please accept and enter Sudbury Valley Trustees’ written comments on the above-captioned 
proposal as part of the administrative record of the Public Comment Hearing for the referenced 
three (3) petitions filed by Eversource with the Energy Facilities Siting Board (“EFSB”).   
 
Sudbury Valley Trustees (SVT) is an abutter to the project, owning 4,000 linear feet along the MBTA 
right-of-way that is being proposed by Eversource as their “Primary Route.”  This 220 acre SVT 
property is known as the General Federation of Women’s Clubs Memorial Forest (commonly known 
as “Memorial Forest”).  SVT has managed this land and abutting conservation lands owned by the 
Women’s Federation for over 20 years.  Additionally, as a regional conservation organization, SVT’s 
mission is to protect natural areas and wildlife habitat throughout a 36-town region west of Boston. 
 
We strongly oppose both the proposed Primary Route (underground) along the MBTA and the 
noticed variation (above ground).  The Primary Route will severely impact a globally rare natural 
community, several listed rare species, a rich assemblage of wetland resource areas, hundreds of 
acres of conservation lands that were protected with local, state and federal tax dollars, and the 
scenic character of this wilderness area located only 25 miles from Boston. 
 
We strongly encourage the EFSB to direct Eversource to use the Noticed Alternative route along 
existing public roads.  While the short-term financial cost of the roadways alternative may be 
higher, this option does not trigger the significant short and long-term environmental impacts 
generated by the MBTA routing option.  
 
The Desert Natural Area, south of Hudson Road, in the City of Marlborough and Town of Sudbury is 
comprised of 900 acres of high quality conservation lands composed of a diverse mix of forests, 
barrens, wetlands and cold water streams.  These 900-acres, along with the additional 2,300 
acres of national wildlife refuge located north of Hudson Road, create an incredible 

mailto:dpu.efiling@state.ma.us
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wilderness that supports a great diversity of wildlife and a recreational resource for 
thousands of people in the Metrowest region.    The United States Government, Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, Town of Sudbury, City of Marlborough and SVT have invested a tremendous 
amount of public and private resources in the acquisition and management of these lands.  Over the 
last 25 years these conservation owners have worked in partnership to clean up what used to be a 
dangerous back land of shooting sprees and burning cars.  Today, one can find safe and well-
maintained trails, cold water streams that support native brook trout and a diverse array of wildlife 
habitats including pitch pine-scrub oak barrens. 
  
Pitch Pine-Scrub Oak Barrens are recognized as a globally unique natural community that 
hosts 32 state-listed species plus eight “species of Greatest Conservation Need” as defined by 
the Massachusetts State Wildlife Action Plan.  Chris Buelow, Restoration Ecologist with the 
Massachusetts Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program, offered his opinion of the Desert 
Natural Area through which the proposed Eversource utility would run: 

 
"Inland Pine Barrens such as those occurring in the Desert Natural Area are globally 
rare natural communities and represent one of the highest conservation priorities in 
Massachusetts for preserving regional biodiversity.  Unfortunately, the majority of Inland 
Pine Barren communities that remain in the state are now highly degraded due to nearly a 
century of fire suppression across the landscape.  Considering the rarity of this community-
type and its general continued decline across its range, it's very exciting to see the 
restoration and management efforts that are taking place at The Desert. Opportunities to 
restore functioning Inland Pine Barren communities have become increasingly 
rare across the Northeast, making the work undertaken at The Desert an 
important project in the regional conservation of this important resource."  
 

The Desert Natural Area is part of an Important Bird Area designated by MassAudubon.  
Additionally “SVT's pitch pine-scrub oak restoration project will help stem the decline of bird 
species that depend on early successional habitat, such as the Eastern Whip-poor-will, Prairie 
Warbler, and Brown Thrasher.  Early successional habitat is a natural component of pitch pine-
scrub oak forests, and thoughtfully applied forestry and prescribed burns can effectively restore the 
ecological function in these systems.” (Jeff  Ritterson, Forest Conservation Bird Fellow, 
MassAudubon) 
Since 2009, SVT’s members and the City of Marlborough have invested tens of thousands of private 
and public dollars in habitat restoration of this unique resource.  These efforts have been supported 
by grants from the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, National Fish & Wildlife 
Foundation, Massachusetts Division of Forestry, MassWildlife, and the Sudbury Foundation.   
 
The entire length of the proposed Eversource underground route that runs through this area is part 
of a Priority Habitat for rare species.  Those species include whip-poor-will, Eastern box turtle, 
and blue spotted salamander.   Whip-poor-wills have declined precipitously at the Desert Natural 
Area over the last 30 years. In a survey conducted by the Lloyd Center for the Environment in 2015, 
SVT documented the presence of three state-listed moth species:  Pine Barrens Zanclognatha 
(Zanclognatha Martha), Coastal Swamp Metarranthis (Metarranthis pilosaria), and Gerhard’s 
underwing (Catocala herodias gerhardi). The only whip-poor-will that has been heard calling in 
the last three years of surveys has been next to the MBTA ROW, by the three-town junction.    
Additionally, the ONLY remaining population in this area of the watch-listed species wild lupine is 
located directly in the center of the MBTA ROW at the town junction of Hudson, Marlborough and 
Sudbury.  Both the above and below ground option on the ROW will destroy this lupine population 
and directly disrupt breeding habitat of the whip-poor-will. 
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The proposed power line on the ROW will impact significant wetland resource areas.  As 
summarized by the Town of Sudbury’s Conservation Coordinator, Debbie Dineen, the proposed 
underground route abuts five certified vernal pools plus five vernal pools which have been 
documented to support vernal pool breeding amphibians.  The utility line will cross Hop Brook plus 
7 other perennial streams. These deteriorating railroad bridges will require reconstruction adding 
to direct wetland habitat destruction and disturbance. 
 
Based on SVT’s experience, utility companies have an inconsistent (at best) track record for the 
management of their rights of ways.  They typically hire contractors to conduct clearing and 
herbiciding work and they do not adequately supervise those contractors.  SVT has experience with 
Eversource where their utility line bisects conservation land that we and the Ashland Town Forest 
own.  In that instance the contractors were “blowing” wood shrapnel into the abutting trails while 
people were walking the trails because they failed to notify the landowners or put up signage.  In 
the case with the Kinder Morgan gas pipeline that bisects the Desert Natural Area running north-
south, their contractors plowed through two streams even though they had just been instructed to 
only use hand tools at stream crossings.  A year later, we are still waiting for them to restore the 
stream banks and wetland areas. 
 
Eversource claims that their proposal to run an underground utility along the MBTA ROW will meet 
the Town of Sudbury’s Master Plan goals of creating an East-West rail trail.  These two projects 
have distinctly different impacts, footprints and purposes and should not be considered together.   
 
The Eversource proposed powerline along the MBTA ROW will jeopardize the ecological integrity 
of this precious resource in myriad ways: 
 

1. Significantly alter the wilderness character of this natural area treasured by thousands of 
residents of Metrowest Boston and beyond; 

2. Undo the tremendous financial investment that has been made by federal, state, and local 
governments; private foundations, and individuals; 

3. Destroy or significantly damage habitat for rare species; 
4. Harm wetlands, vernal pools, streams and public water supply by direct alteration, altering 

hydrological connection or by contaminating water quality through the use of  herbicides 
for long-term management; 

5. Create a long, linear open corridor that creates a pathway for invasive plants into the 
interior, especially during construction.  Invasive plants will further degrade the habitat; 

6. Because common predators such as skunk, raccoon, and fox are likely to use this corridor, 
we can expect greater predation on ground nesting species including turtles and several 
species of birds; 

7. The long corridor will also create more “edge effects,” disrupting the continuity of habitats 
and altering micro-climates.  The rate of brown cowbird nest parasitism is documented to 
increase along these types of edges; 

8. Increase disturbance and reduce resilience of important habitat in light of climate change.  
Significant changes in climate require conservation land managers to reduce disturbances 
in order to ameliorate the potential significant impacts of increased storm intensity and 
droughts; 

9. These types of corridors are known to increase the use and facilitate the access by illegal 
ATVs, which are already a problem at this site. 
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The EFSB is charged with evaluating proposed utility sitings “to determine whether the Project 
would provide a reliable energy supply with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest 
possible cost.” (M.G. L. c. 164, Sections 69H and 69J.)  Clearly, there is an alternative route, under 
the paved streets, that does have a minimum impact on the environment.  By Eversource’s own 
admission in materials provided to the public, the Noticed Alternative Route is as reliable and as 
operationally flexible as the Primary Route, and it has significantly less environmental impact.  For 
the reasons stated above, the Primary Route is not consistent with the public interest of protecting 
this environmentally sensitive area. 
  
Sudbury Valley Trustees, on behalf of its 3000 members, urges the EFSB to deny Eversource’s 
petition to construct the power line under either the Primary Route or via a combined 
overhead/underground design (the Noticed Variation).  Only the Noticed Alternative, under the 
existing streets, should be permitted. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Lisa Vernegaard 
Executive Director 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: ritchcutts@aol.com
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 1:29 PM
To: Beaton, Matthew (EEA); Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: MEPA Comment Letter - Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line - Part 2
Attachments: Comment Ltr - EFSB - Cutting, HR - June 12 2017.pdf; Exhibit 1 - EFSB - Cutting Comment 

Ltr.pdf; Exhibit 2 - EFSB - Cutting Comment Ltr.pdf; Exhibit 3 - EFSB - Cutting Comment 
Ltr.pdf; Exhibit 4 - EFSB - Cutting Comment Ltr.pdf

Dear Secretary Beaton and MEPA reviewer Ms. Czepiga,  
 
Attached you will find Exhibit A to my comment letter on MEPA   EEA#15703 
 
I am sending my comment in two parts due to the size of the exhibits. 
 
Thank you for your patience and attention, 
 
Rebecca Cutting 
Sudbury 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: ritchcutts@aol.com
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 1:24 PM
To: Beaton, Matthew (EEA); Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: MEPA Comment Letter - Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line - Part 1
Attachments: Comment Ltr MEPA EEA#15703 - June 30, 2017.pdf; mass-central-rail-trail-evaluation-of-

existing-bridges-rev1 (1)- Exhibit C to MEPA Comment Ltr.pdf; MEPA Public Comment Ltr - 
EEA#15703 - Exhibit B.pdf

Dear Secretary Beaton and MEPA Reviewer Ms. Czepiga,  
 
Please accept my personal comment letter for the record in EEA# 15703. 
 
My contact information is at the signature line in the comment letter.    I apologise for the incorrect address. I realize that it 
should have been 100 Cambridge St., Suite 900. 
I hope this clerical error is not a problem.  Please advise and I will revise and rescan if required. 
 
I am sending a third exhibit (my EFSB filing and exhibits by separate email). 
 
Rebecca Cutting 
Sudbury 













   Mass Central Rail Trail Evaluation of Existing Bridges 

Wayside Branch - Waltham to Berlin 

 

Summary of Evaluation 

Ten existing bridge structures are included in this evaluation; five steel structures and five timber 

structures.  Four of the five steel bridges are recommended National Register Eligible; 2 lattice thru 

trusses and 2 deck plate girder bridges. The fifth steel bridge, a thru-plate girder constructed in 1960 is 

not National Register Eligible, however is in the best condition of all the structures and can be 

converted for the rail trail use with minor modifications.  None of the timber bridges are eligible for the 

national register.  All are multi-bent timber pile trestle bridges with timber beams supporting either an 

open tie/track deck or a wood deck supporting ballast, ties and track. 

Steel Structures: 

One of the deck plate girder bridges is partially submerged and will require raising the bridge and 

approach profiles unless the water level under the bridge can be lowered (this wetland area could 

possibly be flooded due to a beaver dam obstruction downstream from the bridge).  For this bridge an 

alternative option to rehabilitation of the existing superstructure is proposed; installation of a new 

superstructure that would allow for adequate freeboard under the span, with a comparable cost to 

rehabilitation of the existing superstructure. 

The paint on the four older structures is virtually gone with the steel covered with a rust patina.  It is 

recommended that any necessary steel repairs be made and the bridges completely cleaned and 

repainted before retrofitting the bridges with new decks and bridge railings. It is noted that cleaning and 

painting these structures will require a significant portion of the rehabilitation costs. 

The 1960 thru-plate girder bridge over I95/ Route 128 was last painted in 1988, and complete cleaning 

and painting of this bridge could be postponed for several years.  The north elevation of this bridge is 

accessible by a catwalk, and consequently has been tagged with graffiti along with the interior faces of 

the girders.  Cleaning and painting these areas is being recommended for cosmetic purposes.  

Conversion of this bridge to a rail trail will eliminate the need for the catwalk, and it is recommended 

that it be removed from the bridge. 

Typically a new timber deck with timber bridge railings would be proposed for these steel structures.  

The 1960 thru-plate girder bridge has a steel plate deck with ballast, so this bridge will only require 

paving of the trail over the bridge (along with some upgrading of the deck drainage).  For the lattice 

truss bridge over Linden Street in Waltham, a reinforced concrete bridge deck is proposed versus a 

timber deck, to minimize ice formation hazards to pedestrians and vehicles passing under the bridge.  

For the other three steel bridges, cost estimates assume the use of pressure treated timber for the 

decking and railings.  If funding is available to upgrade the lumber to IPE, the lifespan of the timber 

components would be significantly increased. 

The cost estimates for the steel structures includes miscellaneous steel repairs, cleaning and painting 

the steel, new transverse timber beams/ties to support a new timber deck and bridge railings on three 

of the bridges, construction of a new reinforced concrete deck and bridge railings on one bridge, and 

paving and drainage improvements to the ballasted deck thru-girder bridge. Repairs and modifications   

Owner
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to the substructure elements are also included.  As previously noted, for one of the deck plate girder 

bridges, a cost estimate for an alternative replacement superstructure is provided. 

Timber Structures: 

All five bridges are located over water ways.  Two of these bridges (located over the Sudbury and 

Assabet Rivers) should be further evaluated for hydraulic requirements and adequacy, before 

consideration is given to investing capital to rehabilitate these bridges for the proposed rail trail. Both 

bridges have multiple timber pile bents within the waterways and have some damage due to debris 

collision.  It is also noted that adjacent highway bridges have been recently reconstructed as single 

span structures eliminating piers in the waterways near both bridge locations. 

The other three bridges are located over smaller brooks, and although hydraulic studies may not be 

required, the multi-span bent configurations result in the buildup of debris against the pile bents 

impeding the stream flows.  At one of these bridges where what appears to be a beaver dam, the 

obstruction resulted in the washout of the approach backfill behind the end pier and timber backwall.   

Ideally all five bridges should be replaced with new bridges to eliminate the multiple pier configurations 

within the waterways.  The age of these structures is unknown, and all will require significant repairs to 

retrofit the bridges for the proposed rail trail use. 

If budget constraints do not permit the complete replacement of these bridges and hydraulic analysis 

results do not dictate the need to replace the structures, reusing the timber pile bents and as many 

other elements as possible will greatly reduced construction costs and construction impact on the 

wetland environments would be limited. Despite the weathered state of the timber pile bents and some 

isolated decay/damage that would need to be repaired and reinforced, these pile bents have sufficient 

structural integrity to support the proposed rail trail bridge retrofits.  Some pile caps with advanced 

decay will need to be replaced, as well as some of the diagonal pile bracing.  All bridges have end 

timber pile bents with timber backwalls supporting the approach backfill.  These timber backwalls are 

generally decayed and will need to be removed and replaced.   Widening of the approaches to provide 

for the proposed 14 feet wide trail, will also require u-wing walls adjacent to the new backwalls.   The 

replacement backwalls and the new wingwalls should be constructed with a material other than timber 

such as; precast concrete, cast in- place concrete or concrete block. 

The retrofitting these bridges for the proposed rail trail will require replacement of, and/or additional 

longitudinal timber beams, a new timber deck and timber bridge railings.  The cost estimates for 

retrofitting these bridges assumes the use of pressure treated timber for the replacement and additional 

beams, new decking and bridge railings.  Upgrading of the lumber to IPE is not recommended, since 

the lifespan of the re-used substructure components is expected to be less than that of the IPE deck 

and bridge railings. 

The cost estimates for the timber bridges includes any repairs to substructure elements, replacement of 

or additional timber bridge beams, and the cost to construct new timber bridge decks and railings. 
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Steel Bridges Recommended for Rehabilitation: 

Linden Street, Waltham: 1894 Riveted Lattice Thru Truss on Stone Abutments 

Single span: 122 ft. (backwall to backwall) 

Width: 15’ – 3” clear between truss elements 

Deficiencies: 

 Some minor impact damage to secondary bracing members under the deck 

 No paint remaining on the steel 

 Cracked, loose and missing mortar in the stone abutments 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Repair bent, cracked/ broken gusset plates and bracing angles 

 Clean and paint steel 

 Replace mortar joints in the abutments 

 Construct new concrete bridge deck, curbs and bridge railings (a concrete slab with curbs is 

recommended since this bridge is over roadway and pedestrian traffic to prevent ice hazards 

below) 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:  $  12,000.00 

 Miscellaneous steel repairs:      $  10,000.00 

 Clean and paint steel:       $500,000.00 

 New reinforced concrete deck:                $230,000.00 

 New Bridge Railings:       $  40,000.00  

 Replace mortar joints in abutments:     $  20,000.00 

 Police Details (Allowance):      $  75,000.00 

          Total:             $887,000.00 
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Route 128, Waltham: 1960 Two Span Thru Plate Girder on Concrete Abutments and Pier 

Two Spans: 118’-6” (each span)  

Transverse floor beams and longitudinal diaphragms support a steel plate deck and curbs with ballast 

Width: 14 feet clear between steel plate curbs 

Deficiencies: 

 Paint is in fair condition, except for graffiti on the inside face of the both girders and on the 
outside face of the north girder (accessible by a catwalk).  The underside of floor beams, 
diaphragms and deck plate has peeling paint.  Bridge was last painted in 1988.  

 Verify adequacy of existing bridge drainage, make upgrades as required. 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Clean and paint steel (cover graffiti surfaces only), entire structure will require future painting 

 Upgrade bridge drainage system 

 Pave pathway over the bridge 

 Install a timber guardrails along the inside face of the girders 

 Remove the catwalk along the north side of the bridge (potential safety hazard) 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of track and ties and catwalk: $50,000.00 

 Clean and paint steel (cover graffiti surfaces only):            $100,000.00 

 Upgrade bridge drainage (Allowance):    $40,000.00 

 Timber guardrails:        $10,000.00 

 Police Details (Allowance):      $75,000.00 

 Grade and pave pathway over bridge:    $25,000.00  

          Total:           $300,000.00 
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Over MBTA Fitchburg Line, Weston: 1896 Riveted Lattice Thru Truss on Stone Abutments 

Truss Span: 98 feet, Approach decks built on granite U-wingwalls: East End 15 feet, West End 24 feet 

Width: 15’ – 6” clear between truss elements 

Deficiencies: 

 No paint remaining on the steel 

 Cracked, loose and missing mortar in the stone abutments and wingwalls 

 Timber ties are in fair condition, but will need to be replaced to widen the bridge deck 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Clean and paint steel 

 Replace mortar joints in the abutments 

 Construct new timber bridge deck and railings 

 Construct new backwalls/wingwalls to facilitate widening of the bridge deck to 14 feet  

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:  $20,000.00 

 Clean and paint steel:                $500,000.00 

 New timber transverse beams:     $65,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:     $75,000.00 

 New backwalls/wingwalls at approaches:    $25,000.00 

 Replace mortar joints in abutments:     $20,000.00 

 Temporary Protective Shielding:     $20,000.00 

 MBTA Flagmen (Allowance):      $75.000.00  

          Total:           $800,000.00 
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#127 Hop Brook, Sudbury: 1881 Riveted Plate Deck Girder, Stone Abutments, Timber Piers 

Total Length: 47’-3” (abutment to abutment)* 

*Bottom of girders was submerged 12 inches at time of field visit.  Previous study indicates this 

bridge is identical to #128 Hop Brook, Sudbury, which has three continuous spans supported on 

two intermediate timber bents.     

Width: 12 feet out to out of timber tie deck, girder spacing 5’-9” center to center 

Deficiencies: 

 Bottom of Girders are submerged (possibly due to flooding of wetland from beaver dams) 

 No paint remaining on the steel 

 Timber ties are in poor condition, and will need to be replaced to widen the bridge deck 

 Condition of abutments and intermediate piers cannot be determined due to flooding 

Option 1: Proposed Rehabilitation 

 Investigate the cause of flooding and rectify if possible 

 If water level cannot be lowered, the bridge seats need to be raised and the girders reset (this 

will require considerable additional costs for raising the approach pathway profiles to meet the 

new bridge deck elevation  

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Complete miscellaneous repairs to steel as required 

 Clean and paint steel 

 Install new timber transverse beams 

 Construct new timber bridge deck and railings 

 Replace mortar joints in the abutments 

 Construct new backwalls/wingwalls to facilitate widening of the bridge deck and approaches  to 

the proposed 14 feet trail width and raising of the bridge deck elevation and approaches 

 Repairs/ replacement of intermediate piers  

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:  $  5,000.00 

 Miscellaneous steel repairs:      $15,000.00 

 Clean and paint steel:                  $75,000.00 

 New timber transverse beams:     $16,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:     $20,000.00 

 New backwalls/wingwalls, adjust approach profiles:   $50,000.00 

 Replace mortar joints in abutments:     $  4,000.00 

 Rebuild/raise bridge seats:      $20,000.00 

 Repair/ replace intermediate piers:     $20,000.00 

 Lift and reset steel girders:      $10,000.00 

 Water control for substructure repairs:    $15,000.00 

         Total:           $250,000.00 
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Option 2: Superstructure Replacement: 

For this bridge an alternative option to rehabilitation of the existing superstructure is proposed; 

installation of a new superstructure that would allow for adequate freeboard under the span, with a 

comparable cost to rehabilitation of the existing superstructure. 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose entire superstructure:  $10,000.00 

 New steel beams:                $150,000.00 

 New timber transverse beams:     $16,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:     $20,000.00 

 New backwalls/wingwalls:      $20,000.00 

 Replace mortar joints in abutments:     $  4,000.00 

 Rebuild/raise bridge seats:      $20,000.00 

 Water control for substructure repairs:    $15,000.00 

         Total:           $255,000.00 
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#128 Hop Brook, Sudbury: 1881 Riveted Plate Deck Girder, Stone Abutments, Timber Piers 

Total Length: 43’-6” (abutment to abutment) 

 Three continuous spans supported on two intermediate timber bents     

Width: 10 feet out to out of timber tie deck, girder spacing 5’-9” center to center 

Deficiencies: 

 No paint remaining on the steel, graffiti on inside faces of girders 

 Timber ties are in poor condition, and will need to be replaced to widen the bridge deck 

 Damp debris on bridge seats 

 Missing, loose mortar joints in the stone abutments 

 Ends of timber pier caps display some decay 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Complete miscellaneous steel repairs as required 

 Clean and paint steel 

 Replace mortar joints in the abutments 

 Repair/replace pier caps 

 Modify backwall to facilitate widening of bridge and approach to the proposed 14 feet trail width 

 Construct new timber bridge deck and railings 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:  $  4,500.00 

 Miscellaneous steel repairs:      $  5,000.00  

 Clean and paint steel:                  $60,000.00 

 Replace mortar joints in abutments:     $  3,000.00 

 Repair/replace timber pier caps (includes temporary shoring): $10,000.00 

 Modify backwalls for widening of the bridge:    $20,000.00 

 New timber transverse beams:     $15,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:     $17,500.00 

 Water control for substructure repairs:    $  5,000.00  

          Total:           $140,000.00 
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Timber Bridges Recommended for Rehabilitation or Replacement: 

Clematis Brook, Waltham: Timber Pile Trestle (open timber tie deck) 

Total length:  126 feet, 12 spans (vary from 10 feet to 11 feet) 

Width:   10 feet out to out of timber ties, 12 feet out to out of pile bent caps 

Superstructure:  Timber ties supported on 4 timber beams 

Substructure:  11 Intermediate pile bents and 2 end pile bents with timber backwalls 

Deficiencies 

 Timber ties are in poor condition, and need to be replaced to widen the bridge deck 

 Timber backwalls have decay and need to be replaced 

 Ends of timber pile caps display some decay 

 Accumulating debris in stream is against the upstream side of the timber pile bents 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails 

 Remove timber backwalls and reconstruct new backwalls and wingwalls to support backfill 

 Repair/ replace timber pile caps as required 

 Clear stream bed of accumulated debris against the pile bents 

 Install new additional longitudinal timber beams and construct new timber deck and railings 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:   $12,500.00 

 Remove timber backwalls and construct new backwalls/wingwalls:  $20,000.00 

 Repair/ replace timber pile caps:      $25,000.00 

 Additional new timber beams:      $42,500.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:      $51,000.00 

 Clear debris from stream:       $     500.00 

            Total:           $151,500.00 
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Bruce’s Pond, Hudson: Timber Pile Trestle (open timber tie deck) 

Total length:  109 feet, 9 spans (vary 12 feet +/-) 

Width: 12 feet out to out of timber ties, every 4th tie extends 5 feet to support a catwalk 

on the north side of the bridge, 16 feet out to out of pile bent caps 

Superstructure:  Timber ties supported on 4 timber beams 

Substructure:  8 Intermediate pile bents and 2 end pile bents with timber backwalls 

Deficiencies 

 Timber ties are in poor condition, and need to be replaced to widen the bridge deck 

 Timber backwalls have decay and need to be replaced 

 One timber pile displays some decay  

 Minor fire damage to timber ties and beams (damage to beams not significant) 

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties, steel rails, remains of timber catwalk and fencing 

 Remove timber backwalls and reconstruct new backwalls and wingwalls to support backfill 

 Repair deteriorated timber pile (cut out decay/ splice/plate and bolt repair section) 

 Install additional longitudinal beams and construct new timber deck and railings 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose of existing track and ties:    $13,500.00 

 Remove timber backwalls and construct new backwalls/wingwalls:   $20,000.00 

 Additional new timber beams:       $37,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:       $44,000.00 

 Repair timber pile:         $  1,500.00 

            Total:            $116,000.00 
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Assabet River, Hudson: Timber Pile Trestle (timber deck with ballast) 

Total length:  97 feet, 8 spans (vary 12 feet +/-) 

Width: 14 feet out to out of timber deck curbs 

Superstructure:  9 Timber beams, timber deck and curbs, ballasted timber ties/track  

Substructure:  7 Intermediate pile bents and 2 end pile bents with timber backwalls/wingwalls 

Deficiencies 

 Ballasted timber deck supports significant vegetation growth (trees up to 8 inch in diameter); the 

condition of the wood deck is suspect to decay, will likely need replacement 

 Timber beams appear to be sound, some decay at top of beams can be expected 

 Timber backwalls and wingwalls have decay and need to be replaced 

 Some cross bracing on the timber pile bents is split, cracked and weathered, and at two 

locations has been cut off near the waterline on the upstream side of the bridge (possibly 

damaged from floating debris)  

 Condition of piles below the waterline could not be determined   

Proposed Rehabilitation: 

Further in depth evaluation of this bridge should include an underwater inspection of timber piles and a 

hydraulic analysis of the bridge before consideration is given to investing capital to rehabilitate this 

bridge for the proposed rail trail.  If it is determined that this structure warrants rehabilitation, the 

following is required: 

 Remove and dispose of  trees, timber ties, steel rails, and ballast  

 Remove and dispose of  timber curbs and timber decking 

 Replace any deteriorated timber beams 

 Remove timber backwalls and wingwalls; reconstruct new backwalls and wingwalls to support 

backfill 

 Repair deteriorated timber pile cross bracing 

 Construct new timber deck and railings 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove/ dispose of existing track, ties, ballast and trees: $19,000.00 

 Remove/ dispose of timber curbs and decking:    $13,500.00 

 Replace deteriorated beams as required:     $15,000.00 

 Remove timber backwalls and construct new backwalls/wingwalls:   $20,000.00 

 New timber deck and bridge railings:       $39,000.00 

 Repair timber pile cross bracing:       $  3,500.00 

            Total:            $110,000.00 
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Great Meadows Wildlife Refuge Sudbury River, Sudbury: Timber Pile Trestle (timber deck with 

ballast) 

Total length:  118 feet, 10 spans (vary 12 feet +/-) 

Width: 14 feet out to out of timber deck curbs 

Superstructure:  9 Timber beams, timber deck and curbs, ballasted timber ties/track  

Substructure:  9 Intermediate pile bents and 2 end pile bents with timber backwalls/wingwalls 

Deficiencies 

 Ballasted timber deck, the condition of the wood deck is suspect to decay, will likely need 

replacement 

 Timber beams have some decay, expect some will require replacement 

 Timber pile caps display some decay , with splits, cracks and weathering, suspect some may 

require repair or replacement 

 One timber pile at mid span on the upstream side of the bridge is severed possibly damaged by 

floating debris, and will need to be spliced/reinforced 

 Condition of piles below the waterline could not be determined   

 Cross bracing on the timber pile bents is split, cracked and weathered 

 Proposed Rehabilitation: 

Further in depth evaluation of this bridge should include an underwater inspection of timber piles and a 

hydraulic analysis of the bridge before consideration is given to investing capital to rehabilitate this 

bridge for the proposed rail trail.  If it is determined that this structure warrants rehabilitation, the 

following is required: 

 Remove and dispose timber ties, steel rails, and ballast  

 Remove timber curbs and timber decking 

 Repair severed timber pile 

 Repair deteriorated timber pile cross bracing 

 Repair/ replace deteriorated timber pile caps as required 

 Replace deteriorated timber beams as required 

 Construct new timber deck and railings 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove/ dispose of existing track, ties, ballast:  $  9,000.00 

 Remove/ dispose of timber curbs and decking:    $  6,000.00 

 Remove timber backwalls and construct new backwalls/wingwalls:  $20,000.00 

 Repair timber pile:        $  5,000.00 

 Repair timber pile cross bracing:      $  5,000.00 

 Repair/ replace timber pile caps:      $ 10,000.00 

 Replace deteriorated timber beams:      $20,000.00  

 New timber deck and bridge railings:      $47,500.00 

            Total:           $122,500.00 
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Fort Meadow Brook, Hudson: Timber Pile Trestle (open timber tie deck) 

Total length:  50 feet, 4 spans (12’-6” each) 

Width:   12 feet out to out of timber ties 

Superstructure:  Timber ties supported on 4 timber beams 

Substructure:  3 Intermediate pile bents and 2 end pile bents with timber backwalls 

Deficiencies 

 Entire structure is in poor condition; timber ties, beams, pile caps and backwalls (timber piles 

may be able to be re-used) 

 Heavy debris built up against the pile bents on the upstream side of the bridge (possibly a 

beaver dam) is obstructing the flow and the west approach has washed out behind the end pile 

bent and backwall. 

 An attempt has been made to divert the flow around the obstruction using flexible drainage 

conduits 

Proposed Rehabilitation:  As noted above, the timber piles are the only elements that could possibly be 

re-used for rebuilding of this bridge.  The current multiple pile bent configuration has facilitated the 

collection of debris, and the removal of these pile bents and a complete replacement of this bridge with 

a new single span structure would be the ideal option for this bridge location.  If budget considerations 

dictate reusing of the existing timber piles and rebuilding of the bridge, the following items with 

estimated costs will be necessary:   

 Remove and dispose of existing timber ties and steel rails, timber beams and timber pile caps 

 Remove timber backwalls and reconstruct new backwalls and wingwalls to support backfill 

 Restore west approach embankment 

 Replace timber pile caps 

 Install new timber beams, new timber deck and railings 

 Obtain approval to design and install water level control devices (WLCD) to regulate the water 

level behind the beaver dam obstruction to avoid future washouts of the adjacent embankments 

Cost Estimate for Rehabilitation: 

 Demolition – remove and dispose track, ties beams and pile caps:  $10,000.00 

 Remove timber backwalls and construct new backwalls/wingwalls:  $30,000.00 

 Restore west approach embankment:     $  3,000.00 

 Replace timber pile caps:       $  7,000.00 

 Install new timber beams:       $25,000.00 

 Install new timber decking and railings:     $20,000.00 

 Water control for substructure repairs:     $20,000.00 

 Install water level control devices:      $  5,000.00 

            Total:           $120,000.00 
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Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: MEPA Office
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, I urge that the 
Commonwealth seek to AVOID the ‘permanent, negative, environmental impacts’ which 
would be caused by siting a transmission line along the MBTA corridor.  I urge the 
Secretary to require thorough evaluation of ALTERNATIVES, including a full ENF and 
EIR of not only Eversource’s preferred option, but also of Eversource’s overhead option 
along the MBTA RoW, and of the under-street option Eversource has included in their 
petition.

Lest Eversource, ISO-NE, the EFSB, or other agencies within EEA and state government 
assert that the need is so urgent that there is no time for this analysis, please dismiss that 
notion.  The immediate need for this project has not been proven; need is being 
considered in parallel with the MEPA process by the EFSB.

I am attaching an email I sent to Secretary Beaton, Dec 15, 2016, a full 7 months ago, 
urging what I am again asking for now. 

In addition to addressing the environmental impacts which are being raised in comments 
to EFSB and MEPA by others, I also ask that Secretary Beaton require as part of the EIR 
thorough survey and identification of historical and archaeological assets along each of 
the proposed routes.   The Hop Brook corridor is an area of particular interest, where 
native Americans lived, fished, traveled, and worshipped.

Sincerely,
  Bill Schineller
  37 Jarman Rd
  Sudbury, MA 01776



Schwalbert, Nick (EEA) <nick.schwalbert@state.ma.us>
To:
Bill Schineller

Dec 15, 2016 at 1:37 PM

Hi Bill,

 

I have passed the email along. Thank you again for reaching out.

 

Nicholas Schwalbert

617-626-1022

 

From: Bill Schineller [mailto:bschineller@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 12:50 PM
To: Schwalbert, Nick (EEA)
Cc: Ray Phillips
Subject: Re: letter from Protect Sudbury for Secretary Matt Beaton concerning 
Eversource project

 

Hi Nick,

  Time has passed and lots has happened since I last wrote your office regarding this 
issue.

  Secretary Beaton met with Protect Sudbury, he was involved we believe in facilitating 
a meeting we had with Eversource VP Jim Hunt.

  And Secretary Beaton 'urged Eversource to make this easy on everyone'.

 

  Unfortunately, although Eversource developed an under street alternative, they 
continue to prefer their proposed route through MBTA corridor between Sudbury and 



Hudson.  Bisecting conservation lands and watershed, destroying unfragmented forest 
and threatening the water supply of 2 towns.

 

  They prefer this instead of under street alternatives which they acknowledge 'do not 
have the permanent negative environmental impact that the MBTA routes do'.

 

  They have failed Secretary Beaton's request to 'make this easy on everyone'.

 

  I spoke to MEPA last week and learned that they are anticipating Eversource filing 
one Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for their preferred MBTA route.

  They also plan to submit their petition to the Siting Board this month.

 

  It concerns me that an ENF for the under-street alternative Eversource developed will 
not be filed.

  My concern is that this biases the Siting Board, because the MBTA route will be 
further along in the MEPA process.

 

  Agencies have told me that they don't want to start processes all over again at late 
stages, and thus accept worse solutions over better ones simply because they want to 
get it over with.   This makes me very uncomfortable about my state government.

 

  I left a voice message for Secretary Beaton last week but have not heard back.

  I do not have his direct email or Alex Cahill's email at my disposal, so will you please 
forward my request to Secretary Beaton and to Alex today?

 

  I request that MEPA and the Siting Board require fully developed ENF for all of the 
viable alternatives, including:

- the under street route Eversource plans to include in their Siting Board petition



- under street routes following Route 20 commercial corridor through Sudbury

 

  This will prevent bias in the Siting Board process, and ultimately let the Siting Board 
come to a better decision sooner. ('easy on everyone')

 

   I would be happy to speak with Secretary Beaton immediately.

 

Sincerely,

  Bill Schineller

  Protect Sudbury, Inc. (  http://protectsudbury.org )

  Director and Government Lead

  bschineller@yahoo.com or govt@protectsudbury.org

  cell: 508-308-5921 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__protectsudbury.org_&d=DQMFaQ&c=lDF7oMaPKXpkYvev9V-fVahWL0QWnGCCAfCDz1Bns_w&r=9Eh7PDT3Rc6m6JcWKYD4jJjbLK3A5F_9YGDpcoUd3oM&m=N_XormI8E2RbpU7uq0zvgb93BlE1OYYahZDkETiZfm4&s=Pz5twkvajHyB-oi2uppr-bPh7CpaGpFGiVVLD2mLhg0&e=
mailto:bschineller@yahoo.com
mailto:govt@protectsudbury.org


 
 

 

June 29, 2017 
  
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 

Project Name:  Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
Proponent:  NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Location:  Ludlow, Wilbraham, & Hampden, MA 
Document Reviewed: Environmental Notification Form (ENF) 
Project Description: Construction of underground transmission line 
EEA No.: 15703 
NHESP Tracking No. 15-34327 

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries 
& Wildlife (Division) has reviewed the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the Sudbury-Hudson 
Transmission Reliability Project and would like to offer the following comments.   
 

Portions of the proposed project are located within Priority Habitat and Estimated Habitat as indicated 
in the 13th Edition of the MA Natural Heritage Atlas and therefore it requires review through a direct 
filing with Division for compliance with the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA, MGL c.131A) 
and its implementing regulations (321 CMR 10.00). Review of the NHESP database indicates that the 
proposed project will occur within the habitat of multiple animal species which are state-listed and 
protected in accordance with the MESA.   
 
In anticipation of filing the proposed project for compliance with MESA, the project proponent initiated 
consultation with the Division on potential rare species concerns associated with the proposed work. 
The Division requires additional information to determine the extent of impacts to rare species and their 
habitats, including but not limited to, site-specific assessments of habitat quality and existing conditions 
and alternative analyses for impact minimization and avoidance. Finally, as described in the ENF, there 
may be future projects within the ROW (e.g. Mass Central Rail Trail). The Division is concerned that 
these additional projects could lead to cumulative impacts to rare species and their habitats and 
pursuant to the MESA Regulations they should be reviewed in their entirety. 
  
The Division will not render a final decision until the MEPA review process and associated public and 
agency comment period is completed, and until all required MESA filing materials are submitted by the 
proponent to the Division.  As our MESA review is ongoing, no alteration to the soil, surface, or 
vegetation and no work associated with the proposed project shall occur until the Division has made a 
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final determination. We look forward to continued careful coordination with the proponent on the 
details of the project design and implementation. If you have any questions or need additional 
information, please contact Eve Schlüter, Ph.D., Chief of Regulatory Review at (508) 389-6346 or 
eve.schluter@state.ma.us. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Thomas W. French, Ph.D. 
Assistant Director 
 
 
cc: Vivian Kimball, VHB 

Hudson Board of Selectmen 
 Hudson Conservation Commission 
 Hudson Planning Department  

Sudbury Board of Selectmen 
 Sudbury Conservation Commission 
 Sudbury Planning Department  
 DEP Central Regional Office, MEPA Coordinator 

DEP Northeastern Regional Office, MEPA Coordinator 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Gleasondale Village <gleasondalevillage@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2017 3:30 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury, Stow, Hudson project

Secretary of Energy and Environemental Affairs 

Attn: MEPA office 

Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 99 

Boston, MA  02114 

  

Email: Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

 

I am writing to ask that you please protect our water, wildlife and our trees and use the Alternative Noticed 

route under the streets of Hudson, Stow and Sudbury instead of using the MBTA ROW. 

Once sullied, we will never be able to get this beautiful area back. 

 

Many of us live near the rivers and wetlands in this area and have private wells. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

Laurel Cohen 

481 Gleasondale Road 

Stow, MA  01775 



 

 

 

 

June 29, 2017 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

 

  

 I realize in the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project you 

have received many fact filled letters with reasons why this project should NOT flow through the 

MBTA row from Sudbury to Hudson. As a concerned citizen I have attended the meetings and 

read some other the information regarding the Eversource proposal. I find it so hard to fathom 

that a company would want to destroy wetlands , wild life habitats and risk contaminating the 

drinking water of an entire town when they could just go underground along established roads. 

 I believe Eversource feels it would be more cost effective to proceed along the row, but I 

do not see how that determination can be made. Regardless, if this project is allowed to travel on 

the proposed route, Eversource will be endangering the Town of Hudson’s water supply. They 

will be using caustic chemicals to keep their lines free from vegetation regrowth. These chemi-

cals will leach into the surrounding water supplies and eventually contaminate the drinking water 

of Hudson. I believe every citizen is entitled to clean drinking water. We should not be indebted 

to the Nestle Corporation for our water. 

 I was so saddened to see that the towns on the cape lost their appeal with regards to the 

spraying of herbicides along their aquafer. This leads me to believe that if Eversource wins this 

battle we also will have not voice against the spraying of these caustic chemicals. I am asking as 

a resident of Hudson and in particular for the health of my five year old granddaughter also a res-

ident, that you do not let Eversource use the row for their transmission project.  

 There is a safer route available to them, going under the roads. Please think about the 

consequences and do not put a corporation’s interests before those of the people. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Karen Mercadante 

5 Parmenter Rd. 

Hudson, MA 01749 

 

 



 
 

 
 

June 29, 2017 
 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn. MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114  

 
Re: Comments on EEA #15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
 
 
Dear Ms. Czepiga, 
 
OARS would like to submit our comments on the above project as described in the 
Environmental Notification Form (rev. 6/12/17) and site visit and public meeting held 
June 12, 2017 both of which we attended. OARS is the watershed organization for the 
Assabet, Sudbury and Concord River watersheds which make up the Concord Basin. 
Our mission is to protect and preserve the water resources of the 400-square mile area.   
 
OARS has studied in depth the coldwater fisheries resources present in the 
conservation areas in Sudbury, Marlborough and Hudson through which the project 
runs and continues to monitor their condition.  We are concerned about the impact of 
the construction and maintenance of the proposed transmission line on these resources. 
There has been considerable public investment in this research, including by Mass. 
Environmental Trust, USGS Conte Fish Research Lab, UMass Amherst, and by 
volunteers at Sudbury Valley Trustees, Trout Unlimited, and OARS. There has also 
been major public and private investment in  land acquisition to protect the wildlife 
and water supply resources that the project area contains.   
 
We are particularly concerned that review and permitting of this project by the Energy 
Facilities Siting Board not proceed without the MEPA review being completed and a 
Secretary’s Certificate issued on a completed and accepted Environmental Impact 
Report.  The EIR provides essential information that must be considered in the 
decision-making on this project by the EFSB and other state parties. 
 
Starting in 2012, OARS assessed the ecological health of small trout streams in 
Sudbury, Marlborough and Hudson. These streams have some of the few remaining 
native Eastern brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) populations in eastern Massachusetts. 
Aside from being one of nature’s most beautiful fish, the Eastern brook trout is a 
keystone species in the northeastern US. They inhabit flowing, highly oxygenated, 
coldwater streams and once occupied most of the coldwater streams in the eastern US. 
Today, geographically-isolated populations remain in only about 10% of the 
subwatersheds in eastern Massachusetts. The survival of these remaining populations 
is threatened by the pressures of human development including streamflow and 
temperature changes due to loss of natural vegetation, undersized road culverts, non-
point source pollution, and climate change. 
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This goal of this research collaboration was to assess and protect brook trout habitat in the three 
Sudbury River tributaries known to have wild brook trout populations: Hop Brook, Cranberry Brook 
and Trout Brook. This work included assessing current conditions and is part of a state-wide project 
to monitor climate change effects through longer-term stream and air temperature logging, which 
continues today. Trout and Cranberry Brooks are both state-designated Coldwater Fishery Resources 
(CFRs). Our research determined that the stream quality in both Trout and Cranberry Brooks was 
good to excellent within the protected areas of Memorial Forest, the Desert Natural Area, and 
adjoining protected areas. See attached maps and Figure 5-24 of Eversource’s EFSB filing. The main 
factor that degraded the ratings in these protected areas was whether the stream was shaded. Hop 
Brook is more degraded but still used by brook trout to travel between the other brooks.  
 
The proposed transmission line would cross Hop Brook just downstream of Trout and Cranberry 
Brooks. Clearing and maintaining a 30-foot wide transmission line corridor will result in loss of 
shading by the existing trees and bushes, resulting in warmer temperatures. During the summer our 
monitoring shows that the water approaches the warmest allowable temperature before fish health is 
affected. Every effort needs to be taken to prevent further warming and clearing the tree overstory 
could have a negative effect. We’re particularly concerned that fish and their habitat could be 
exposed to herbicide if herbicide is used to maintain the open corridor.  

 
The following comments relate directly to the scoping of the Environmental Impact Report. There 
must be an Alternatives Analysis that includes an alternate route and a no-build alternative. The rest 
of the comments generally pertain to the route described in the ENF.   
 
1. Alternatives. Alternatives to this very environmentally-sensitive route must be considered. Putting 
the transmission line under already-existing streets would result in far less ecological damage, both in 
the short and long terms. We ask that a through and detailed analysis of the under-street route be 
provided in the DEIR. In particular the long-term impacts should be described, including the impacts 
of vegetation maintenance.  The DEIR should also include a No-build Alternative with the same level 
of environmental impact analysis as the other alternatives to provide a comparative baseline.  
 
2. Stream crossings. Unless great care can be taken to protect the streams during construction and 
suitable stream crossings designed, burying the transmission lines along the rail route risks 
permanently damaging the natural courses and connectivity of the streams.  The proponent should 
provide detailed designs for all stream and wetland crossings.  and where the duct bank will be 
located under the service road/rail trail to minimize environmental impact (Eversource EFSB filing 
Figure 5-16, Sheet 1). These crossings should meet the state’s Stream Crossing Standards.  These 
criteria also apply to any alternate routes.  The cleared corridor could encourage the use of ATVs and 
dirt bikes which can cause erosion and damage streams if they do not use the bridge to cross. How 
this will be controlled in the period before a rail trail is constructed should be addressed.  
  
3. Contamination. The DEIR should contain a thorough analysis of the rail bed ballast and soils for 
environmental contaminants, and a plan for how to protect the surrounding environment and water 
resources from these contaminants, including removal and immobilization.  MA DEP’s Best 
Management Practices for Controlling Exposure to Soil during the Development of Rail Trails 
(Eversource EFSB filing Appendix 5-3) was reference by Eversource for guidance for final grading, 
restoration, and demobilization (Eversource EFSB filing Section 5.5, Page 5-16).  The BMPs do not 
provide guidance for the extensive excavation and soil removal associated with the duct bank and 
splice vault construction. 
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4. Vegetation management—invasive plants. The proponent needs to confirm that no fill would be 
introduced to any work sites that could contain the seeds, roots or other viable material from invasive 
species.  The ENF states that where the clearing for construction is wider than the final 22-foot width, 
“these areas will be allowed to grow back” (pg. 5). Instead, the proponent should plant and maintain 
appropriate native vegetation in order to insure that invasive plants don’t take hold.  Large trees 
should be physically protected from damage by construction equipment and replaced where damaged 
with trees of comparable ecological value.  
 
5. Vegetation management—long-term. The use of herbicides along the route of the transmission line 
should be avoided, and mechanical methods used to maintain the corridor.  Short- and long-term 
impacts of herbicide use should be fully described in the DEIR. The impacts on wildlife, particularly 
sensitive fish species, and on local drinking water wells should be evaluated. The use of herbicides as 
a long-term management technique is particularly problematic due to the repeated exposure over 
many years or decades.  
 
6. Stormwater. There should be no discharge of pollutants into the stormwater runoff of the corridor, 
whether chemical, salt, sand or silt, oil, thermal (see below), or other contamination. During 
construction it is essential that equipment neither deposit contaminants nor disturb the soil in such a 
way that contaminants are released beyond the immediate construction area. Vernal pools should 
receive special protection. Wherever possible green infrastructure should be used to capture, treat and 
recharge all stormwater on site.  
 
7. Thermal impacts.  The 22-foot wide corridor would be hotter in the summer than the route that is 
currently completely shaded due to the grown-in trees. Measurements of changes in stormwater 
runoff temperatures should be provided along with the impact on stream temperatures.  The coldwater 
fishery resource streams should be shown as such on project maps.  

 
To damage one of the few remaining healthy wild brook trout habitats which has been protected 
through major public and private investment is not in the interest of either the Commonwealth or the 
local communities.  

  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the ENF for the proposed project. We hope that the 
DEIR will fully assess alternatives to the currently proposed route. We have very few ecologically-
rich protected areas left and should make every effort to avoid degrading them in any way.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 
Alison Field-Juma 
Executive Director 

 
cc:  US Congresswoman Niki Tsongas  

US Congresswoman Katherine Clark 
State Senator Jamie Eldridge 
State Representative Carmine Gentile 
State Representative Danielle Gregoire 
State Representative Kate Hogan 
Libby Herland, US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Benjamin Letcher, USGS Conte Fish Research Laboratory 
Matthew Beaton, Secretary EOEEA, and Chairman, Energy Facilities Siting Board 
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Angela M. O’Connor, Chairman, Department of Public Utilities  
Leo Roy, Commissioner, Mass. Department of Conservation and Recreation 
George Peterson, Commissioner, Mass. Dept. of Fish & Game 
Martin Suuberg, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Protection  
Mark C. Kalpin, Esq., Public Member, Environmental, EFSB 
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues, Town Manager, Town of Sudbury 
Tom Moses, Executive Assistant, Town of Hudson 
Arthur Vigeant, Mayor, City of Marlborough 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 
Ray Philips, President, Protect Sudbury 
Gary Crago, Greater Boston Trout Unlimited 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
Fig. 1 Coldwater Fishery Resources
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Fig. 2 Habitat assessments 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Nicole Catatao <nicole.marie.jalbert@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2017 5:52 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Fwd: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project
Attachments: Town of Hudson Intervention letter to EFSB. (1).pdf

Hi Page, 

 
In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for 
the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two other options listed in 
the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be 
subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.  

  

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple complications 
including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These 
complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional associated environmental 
impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should 
be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no way that the state 
agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

  

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental impact, and 
evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, 
there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare 
each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three routes. This would allow state agencies 
fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in- street option avoids and minimizes the enormous 
environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required. 

  

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major potential for 
harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of 
the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved 
to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation 
Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide information that others would miss.  

  

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an existing 
solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route 
selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the 
Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance 
within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley 
Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and 
others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

  

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these es- teemed environmental 
groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

  

1)    Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different conservation 
lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro- Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees 
Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of 
the ar- eas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different 
habitat types and are home to several threatened and endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, 
Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 
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Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rook- ery, salamanders, 
Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.  

  

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams 
and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a.     Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, 
altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in 
habitat fragmentation 

b.     Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c.     Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, 
and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d.     Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e.     Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2)    Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a.     Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3)    Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4)    Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a.     Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there is 
growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the World 
Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted 
towns. 

b.     There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered 
species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c.     The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data 
collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

5)    Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural 
resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6)    Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife 
(CWA,OARS) 

a.     Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries by 
diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities 
and herbicide usage. 

b.     The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in 
Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is 
unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource 
areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to 
contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration. 

c.     Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water 
resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. 
Flattening the rail bed and removing old rail- road ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and 
has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7)    Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial 
contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, an EIR 
should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be 
presented with details. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Nicole Catatao - Concerned Hudson abutter at 12 Orchard Drive Hudson Ma 01749 

  

I've attached a letter from the Tow of Hudson. 

  
Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

  

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 



3

Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the Commonwealth, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private foundations, and individual donors 
have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource 
did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the 
Environmental League of Massachusetts believes that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in 
this unique area cannot be understated.” 

  

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are temporary 
and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain vegetation along 
the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal pools and wetlands. 
Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human health by potential contamination 
of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our obligation to 
current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every precious natural resource 
that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. 
We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal 
and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of 
unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and clean water.” 

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and availability (or lack 
thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. The Executive Office of Energy 
and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not 
merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing 
suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully 
mitigate for the fragmentation effects on large blocks of woodland.” 

 

 



McGREGOR & LEGERE 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, PC. 

15 COURT SQUARE- SUITE 500 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02 I 08 

(617) 338-6464 
FAX (617) 338-0737 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL 

Stephen August, Esq. 
Presiding Officer 

. MA Energy Facilities Siting Board 
One South Station 
Boston, MA 0211 0 

June 15, 2017 

RE: NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
EFSB 17-02 I D.P.U. 17-82 I D.P.U. 17-83 

Dear Presiding Officer August: 

LUKE H. LEGERE, ESQ. 
E-mail: llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 

(6 I 7) 338-6464 ext. 126 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find the Town of Hudson's 
Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party, Notices of Appearance, and a Certificate of 
Service. · 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding this filing as follows: 

Luke H. Legere 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston~ MA 021 08 
(617) 338-6464 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Enclosures 

cc: Catherine J. Keuthen, Esq. (by e-mail and first-class mail) 
Cheryl A. Blaine, Esq. (by e-mail and first-class mail) 
Thomas Moses, Town of Hudson (by e-mail only) 

0 Printed on recycled paper. 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §69J 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough and to Make Modifications to an 
Existing Substation in Sudbury 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, §3 
for Exemptions from the Operation of the Sudbury, 
Hudson and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §72 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

TOWN OF HUDSON'S PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE 
AS A FULL PARTY 

Pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, §10, 980 CMR 1.05(1), and the Notice of Adjudication and 

Notice of Public Comment Hearing ("Notice") issued by the Energy Facilities Siting Board 

("Siting Board" or "EFSB"), the Town of Hudson (the "Town") hereby petitions the Siting 

Board for leave to intervene as a full party in the above-captioned consolidated proceedings. 

In support of its Petition, the Town states the following: 

1. The Town is a municipal corporation, duly organized under the laws of the 

Commonwealth, with an address of 78 Main Street, Hudson, Massachusetts 017 49. 
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2. On April20, 2017, NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy 

("Eversource") filed with the EFSB a petition for approval to construct, operate, and maintain 

(the "Petition") an approximately 9-mile, 115-kV underground transmission line through the 

municipalities of Hudson, Sudbury, Stow and Marlborough, and to make improvements to 

Eversource's Sudbury Substation (the "Project"). The proposed transmission line would extend 

from the existing substation in Sudbury to the Hudson Light & Power Department's substation at 

Forest Avenue in Hudson. Eversource's "Preferred Route" for the Project would largely follow 

an inactive railroad right-of-way ("ROW") owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation 

Authority ("MBT A"). The Siting Board docketed the matter as EFSB 17-02. 

3. On April20, 2017, Eversource filed two petitions with the Department of Public 

Utilities ("DPU") requesting: 

a. Exemptions from the operation of the Hudson, Sudbury and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 3 (docketed as DPU 17-82); and 

b. Approval to construct, operate and maintain a new 115-kV transmission line in 

the municipalities of Hudson, Sudbury, Stow and Marlborough pursuant to G.L. c. 

164, § 72 (docketed as DPU 17-83). 

4. Also on April20, 2017, Eversource filed a Motion to Consolidate the three 

matters referenced above. 

5. On April27, 2017, the Chairman ofDPU issued a Referral Order, pursuant to 

G.L. c. 25, § 4 and 220 CMR 1.09(3), referring the two DPU matters for review and approval or 

rejection by the EFSB pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69H(2). 

6. Presiding Officer Stephen J. August issued a Consolidation Order dated April 27, 

2017, consolidating the proceedings pursuant to 980 CMR 1.09(2). 
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7. G.L. c. 30A, § 10 provides that the Siting Board may "allow any person showing 

that he may be substantially and specifically affected by the proceeding to intervene as a party in 

the whole or any portion of the proceeding .... " 

8. The Town seeks to intervene in this proceeding as a full party, with all of the 

rights and opportunities recited in 980 CMR 1.05(1 )(h), because it will be substantially and 

specifically affected by the proceeding. 

9. More than half of the Project's proposed transmission line would be located in 

Hudson under the "Preferred Route" and "Noticed Variation Route". Specifically, those routes 

propose to construct 4.65 miles of the 9-mile transmission line in Hudson: 3.27 miles would be 

in the MBTA ROW in Hudson, while the final1.3 miles of the Project would be installed within 

public roadways in Hudson. Similarly, the "Noticed Alternative Route" to place the 

transmission lines entirely under existing roadways would total 10.46 miles in length, of which 

almost half, 4.09 miles, would be constructed within public roadways in Hudson. 

10. The Project would have substantial and specific environmental impacts on the 

Town, as it is proposed in close proximity to municipal drinking water supplies, natural 

resources, and residential neighborhoods. 

11. The Project bisects one of the largest and most pristine wetland and wildlife 

systems remaining in Hudson and the immediately surrounding area, which includes parts of the 

Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, the Desert Natural Area, and the Marlborough-Sudbury 

State Forest in Hudson. In addition, the Project's "Preferred Route" comes within 1,500 feet of 

Lake Boon, a state-designated Great Pond, and crosses a stream flowing into Lake Boon. It also 

crosses Fort Meadow Brook, a tributary to the Assabet River. 
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12. The Project would be constructed in close proximity to the watersheds and 

aquifers surrounding the five Hudson town wells (the Chestnut-1, Chestnut-2, Chestnut-3, 

Cranberry, and Kane wells), which provide water for over 20,000 people. The MBTA ROW 

traverses two Zone II protection areas associated with those wells, and appears to be close to, or 

within, one or more Zone I protection areas. 

13. The Project would disturb soils contaminated with wood preservatives and 

possibly other heavy metals deposited from years of train operations and track maintenance. 

14. The Project would result in new alteration of slightly less than 14,000 square feet 

of bordering vegetated wetlands (including nearly 13,000 square feet of permanent fill), and 

more than 242,000 square feet of other wetland resource areas, generating a very large 

environmental impact. Wetlands are protected resources which perform critical functions 

including flood control and pollution filtering, and are a valuable habitat for diverse wildlife. 

The Project's wetlands impacts are either located within Hudson, or are part of the larger wetland 

system that encompasses and directly affects the quality of Hudson's wetland resources. 

15. The Project would result in the substantial loss of mature forestland as a result of 

clearing approximately 6.7 miles of the MBTA ROW (3.27 miles in Hudson) at a width of30 to 

50 feet. This clearing of vegetation will have a large impact on soils and wildlife, and would 

alter the local microclimate by changing the winds, temperatures, moisture and light. These are 

mature and healthy forests, comprised of a mix of tree growth. This is significant clearing, 

especially considering the bogs, steams and other wetlands adjacent to the ROW. The loss of 

habitat, impacts on water absorption, increased soil erosion, and the potential for invasive plant 

species to take root in disturbed areas will either take place within Hudson, or within the 

ecosystem that includes and directly affects the quality of Hudson's natural resources. 
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16. The Project would impact habitat for state-listed endangered wildlife species, 

including habitat use by such species in certified and potential vernal pools along the Project's 

"Preferred Route". Specifically, no fewer than two state-certified vernal pools and two potential 

vernal pools are located within or in extremely close proximity to the ROW in Hudson. 

17. Greenhouse gas emissions from machinery and fuels involved in construction 

pose a threat of environmental harm from the Project as well. 

18. The Project would substantially and specifically impact the Town financially. 

The "Preferred Route", "Noticed Alternative Route", and "Noticed Variation Route" all propose 

significant work under existing roadways in Hudson. Coordinating this work with the Town 

would necessarily involve a significant amount of time and effort for the Hudson Public Works 

Department, Police Department, and other Town Officials and boards. In addition, impacts to 

traffic patterns and flow will negatively impact Hudson's businesses and residents. 

19. Eversource's petition for exemptions from the Hudson Zoning Bylaw 

substantially and specifically affects the Town, which has a legal interest in applying and 

enforcing the provisions of its Zoning Bylaw. The Hudson Zoning Bylaw was duly adopted by 

the Town in an exercise of its corporate powers, in order to protect the Town and its residents 

from deleterious uses and structures, and to promote the public health, safety and welfare, as well 

as to provide for orderly and appropriate land use. Eversource is seeking substantial waivers 

which will negatively impact the Town, its neighborhoods, its residents, and real estate values. 

20. Hudson's Zoning Bylaw is in place to avoid and minimize impacts to Hudson 

residents, and would be important to protect public health, safety and welfare during and after 

construction of the Project, especially concerning environmental issues such as water, light, odor, 
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noise pollution, congestion, and aesthetics. Hudson's noise regulations would be particularly 

important to protect residents during all construction. 

21. Eversource's proposal to construct, operate and maintain the Project would have 

direct and wide-ranging effects on the Town and its residents. Consequently, the Town will be 

substantially and specifically affected by the outcome of these proceedings and wishes to 

intervene as a full party to protect its interests and the interests of its residents. 

22. No other party can adequately represent the Town's interests as the public entity 

responsible for a variety of public services and functions, including without limitation managing 

the Town's supply and distribution of water, implementing, protecting and enforcing the Town's 

Zoning Bylaw and other laws concerning public health, safety, and nuisance issues including 

traffic, noise and pollution. 

23. Allowing the Town to intervene will not affect the orderly conduct of this 

proceeding. No party will be prejudiced by the Town's intervention in this proceeding. 

Wherefore, for the reasons set forth above, the Town of Hudson respectfully requests that 

its Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party be ALLOWED. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 
Town of dson, 
Bylt, 

Lu e H. Legere, B 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 
Gregor I. McGregor, BBO # 334680 
gimcg@mcgregorlaw.com 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
(617) 338-6464 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §69J 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough and to Make Modifications to an 
Existing Substation in Sudbury 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, §3 
for Exemptions from the Operation of the Sudbury, 
Hudson and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §72 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) . 

) 

EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE OF COUNSEL 

I hereby give notice of my appearance as counsel for the Town of Hudson in the above­
captioned matter. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 

L e H. Legere,· 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
( 61 7) 3 3 8-6464 (Phone) 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §69J 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough and to Make Modifications to an 
Existing Substation in Sudbury 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, §3 
for Exemptions from the Operation of the Sudbury, 
Hudson and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §72 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson .and St~w and the City of 
Marlborough 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE OF COUNSEL 

I hereby give notice of my appearance as counsel for the Town of Hudson in the above­
captioned matter. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 
,.,..,.,, ..• ,.,... .. , ..... 

/~··"c·· < 

Gregor'. cGregor, BBO # 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
( 61 7) 3 3 8-6464 (Phone) 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
gimcg@mcgregorlaw.com 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §69J 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough and to Make Modifications to an 
Existing Substation in Sudbury 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, §3 
for Exemptions from the Operation of the Sudbury, 
Hudson and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §72 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
Sudbury, Hudson and Stow and the City of 
Marlborough 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

I hereby certify that, pursuant to 980 C.M.R. 1.03(4), true copies of the Town of 
Hudson's Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party and Notices of Appearance were served 
on June 15, 2017 by first-class mail, and e-mail, upon the following counsel identified on the 
Notice of Adjudication and Notice of Public Comment Hearing. 

Catherine J. Keuthen, Esq. 
Keegin Wedin, LLP 

265 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 0211 0 
ckeuthen@keeganwerlin.cotn 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Cheryl A. Blaine, Esq. 
Keegin Werlin, LLP 
265 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 0211 0 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Jayashree Paranjape <paranjj@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 5:43 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project
Attachments: IMG_6148.jpg

Hi Page, 

 

I am one of the abutters in the Eversource transmission project on the MBTA row. As you can see from the 

attached picture. Rail road is literally just a few feet away from my drive way and will destroy the property even 

if it is done underground. I also have young children who will be adversely affected and our property value will 

go down substantially.  

 

Some points to consider 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an 

ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two 

other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. 

Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional 

associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource 

or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed 

options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the 

under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be 

unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all 

feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF 

for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 

understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA 

routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at 

a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should 

require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by 

the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best 

provide information that others would miss.   

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 

analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 

in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 
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Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 

the MBTA right of way: 

 

1. Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 

conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, 

Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough 

Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas 

harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, 

salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-

poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water 

streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and:  

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 

populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement 

corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and 

integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2. Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT)  

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3. Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4. Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides  

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, 

there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies 

and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the 

population of the impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered 

species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified 

data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

 

5. Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural 

resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6. Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife 

(CWA,OARS)  
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a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries 

by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from 

construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog 

Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities 

in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of 

glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an 

aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that 

can prevent contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water 

resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail 

beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these 

contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7. Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as 

“financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat 

and loss of life.  

 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, 

an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF 

need to be presented with details. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 

Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private 

foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowest 

region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its 

Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes 

that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are 

temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

 

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 

vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal 

pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human 

health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury 

residents.” 

 

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 

obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every 

precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-

ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through 
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conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and 

clean water.”  

 

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 

availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. 

The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under 

Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands 

but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available 

for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on 

large blocks of woodland.” 
 

Jayashree Paranjape 
29 Parmenter Road 

Hudson, MA, 01749 

H: 774.317.8249 

C: 508.902.8397 

paranjj@hotmail.com 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Christopher Catatao <ccatatao@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 7:02 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project
Attachments: Town of Hudson Intervention letter to EFSB. (1).pdf

Hi Page, 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for 

the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to 

the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of 

an ENF and EIR.  

  

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple complications including 

changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB 

to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not 

been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all 

three proposed options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

  

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental impact, and evaluation of 

the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal 

statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As 

MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should 

require an ENF for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that 

the in- street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation 

required. 

  

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major potential for harm to 

species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, 

thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough 

examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar 

with the area and can best provide information that others would miss.  

  

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an existing solution from 

NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and 

the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable 

Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, 

Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed 

alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

  

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these es- teemed environmental groups and the 

environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

  

1)    Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different conservation lands, 

including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro- Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial 

Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the ar- eas are part 

of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to 

several threatened and endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

  

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rook- ery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, 

wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.  
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There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams and the MBTA 

right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a.     Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, altered 

wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b.     Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c.     Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, and the 

MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d.     Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e.     Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2)    Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a.     Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3)    Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4)    Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a.     Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there is growing 

evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization. 

We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

b.     There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered species, 

particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c.     The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data collected) 

vernal pools containing the species in question 

5)    Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural resources 

(USFWS, SVT) 

6)    Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a.     Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries by diminishing 

shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b.     The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. 

Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As 

stated above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. 

Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of 

hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration. 

c.     Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water resources. It is not 

uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and 

removing old rail- road ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them 

into the surrounding water resources. 

7)    Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial contribution 

toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, an EIR should be 

required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Chris Catatao - Concerned Hudson abutter at 12 Orchard Drive Hudson Ma 01749 

  

I've attached a letter from the Tow of Hudson. 

  
Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

  

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 

Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private foundations, and individual donors have already made in 

protecting and caring for one of the metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the 

environmental impacts of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts 

believes that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

  

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 
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“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are temporary and can be 

addressed in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain vegetation along the 

transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of 

herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers 

providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our obligation to current and 

future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We 

understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and 

any other route through conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and clean water.” 

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and availability (or lack thereof) of 

mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental 

Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the 

market value of the impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, 

land available for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on large 

blocks of woodland.” 



McGREGOR & LEGERE 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, PC. 

15 COURT SQUARE- SUITE 500 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02 I 08 

(617) 338-6464 
FAX (617) 338-0737 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL 

Stephen August, Esq. 
Presiding Officer 

. MA Energy Facilities Siting Board 
One South Station 
Boston, MA 0211 0 

June 15, 2017 

RE: NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy 
Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
EFSB 17-02 I D.P.U. 17-82 I D.P.U. 17-83 

Dear Presiding Officer August: 

LUKE H. LEGERE, ESQ. 
E-mail: llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 

(6 I 7) 338-6464 ext. 126 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find the Town of Hudson's 
Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party, Notices of Appearance, and a Certificate of 
Service. · 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding this filing as follows: 

Luke H. Legere 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston~ MA 021 08 
(617) 338-6464 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Enclosures 

cc: Catherine J. Keuthen, Esq. (by e-mail and first-class mail) 
Cheryl A. Blaine, Esq. (by e-mail and first-class mail) 
Thomas Moses, Town of Hudson (by e-mail only) 

0 Printed on recycled paper. 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

Petition of NST AR Electric Company d/b/a 
Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §69J 
For Approval to Construct, Operate and Maintain 
A New 115-kV Transmission Line in the Towns of 
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Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, §3 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
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EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

TOWN OF HUDSON'S PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE 
AS A FULL PARTY 

Pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, §10, 980 CMR 1.05(1), and the Notice of Adjudication and 

Notice of Public Comment Hearing ("Notice") issued by the Energy Facilities Siting Board 

("Siting Board" or "EFSB"), the Town of Hudson (the "Town") hereby petitions the Siting 

Board for leave to intervene as a full party in the above-captioned consolidated proceedings. 

In support of its Petition, the Town states the following: 

1. The Town is a municipal corporation, duly organized under the laws of the 

Commonwealth, with an address of 78 Main Street, Hudson, Massachusetts 017 49. 
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2. On April20, 2017, NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy 

("Eversource") filed with the EFSB a petition for approval to construct, operate, and maintain 

(the "Petition") an approximately 9-mile, 115-kV underground transmission line through the 

municipalities of Hudson, Sudbury, Stow and Marlborough, and to make improvements to 

Eversource's Sudbury Substation (the "Project"). The proposed transmission line would extend 

from the existing substation in Sudbury to the Hudson Light & Power Department's substation at 

Forest Avenue in Hudson. Eversource's "Preferred Route" for the Project would largely follow 

an inactive railroad right-of-way ("ROW") owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation 

Authority ("MBT A"). The Siting Board docketed the matter as EFSB 17-02. 

3. On April20, 2017, Eversource filed two petitions with the Department of Public 

Utilities ("DPU") requesting: 

a. Exemptions from the operation of the Hudson, Sudbury and Stow Zoning Bylaws 

pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 3 (docketed as DPU 17-82); and 

b. Approval to construct, operate and maintain a new 115-kV transmission line in 

the municipalities of Hudson, Sudbury, Stow and Marlborough pursuant to G.L. c. 

164, § 72 (docketed as DPU 17-83). 

4. Also on April20, 2017, Eversource filed a Motion to Consolidate the three 

matters referenced above. 

5. On April27, 2017, the Chairman ofDPU issued a Referral Order, pursuant to 

G.L. c. 25, § 4 and 220 CMR 1.09(3), referring the two DPU matters for review and approval or 

rejection by the EFSB pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69H(2). 

6. Presiding Officer Stephen J. August issued a Consolidation Order dated April 27, 

2017, consolidating the proceedings pursuant to 980 CMR 1.09(2). 
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7. G.L. c. 30A, § 10 provides that the Siting Board may "allow any person showing 

that he may be substantially and specifically affected by the proceeding to intervene as a party in 

the whole or any portion of the proceeding .... " 

8. The Town seeks to intervene in this proceeding as a full party, with all of the 

rights and opportunities recited in 980 CMR 1.05(1 )(h), because it will be substantially and 

specifically affected by the proceeding. 

9. More than half of the Project's proposed transmission line would be located in 

Hudson under the "Preferred Route" and "Noticed Variation Route". Specifically, those routes 

propose to construct 4.65 miles of the 9-mile transmission line in Hudson: 3.27 miles would be 

in the MBTA ROW in Hudson, while the final1.3 miles of the Project would be installed within 

public roadways in Hudson. Similarly, the "Noticed Alternative Route" to place the 

transmission lines entirely under existing roadways would total 10.46 miles in length, of which 

almost half, 4.09 miles, would be constructed within public roadways in Hudson. 

10. The Project would have substantial and specific environmental impacts on the 

Town, as it is proposed in close proximity to municipal drinking water supplies, natural 

resources, and residential neighborhoods. 

11. The Project bisects one of the largest and most pristine wetland and wildlife 

systems remaining in Hudson and the immediately surrounding area, which includes parts of the 

Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, the Desert Natural Area, and the Marlborough-Sudbury 

State Forest in Hudson. In addition, the Project's "Preferred Route" comes within 1,500 feet of 

Lake Boon, a state-designated Great Pond, and crosses a stream flowing into Lake Boon. It also 

crosses Fort Meadow Brook, a tributary to the Assabet River. 
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12. The Project would be constructed in close proximity to the watersheds and 

aquifers surrounding the five Hudson town wells (the Chestnut-1, Chestnut-2, Chestnut-3, 

Cranberry, and Kane wells), which provide water for over 20,000 people. The MBTA ROW 

traverses two Zone II protection areas associated with those wells, and appears to be close to, or 

within, one or more Zone I protection areas. 

13. The Project would disturb soils contaminated with wood preservatives and 

possibly other heavy metals deposited from years of train operations and track maintenance. 

14. The Project would result in new alteration of slightly less than 14,000 square feet 

of bordering vegetated wetlands (including nearly 13,000 square feet of permanent fill), and 

more than 242,000 square feet of other wetland resource areas, generating a very large 

environmental impact. Wetlands are protected resources which perform critical functions 

including flood control and pollution filtering, and are a valuable habitat for diverse wildlife. 

The Project's wetlands impacts are either located within Hudson, or are part of the larger wetland 

system that encompasses and directly affects the quality of Hudson's wetland resources. 

15. The Project would result in the substantial loss of mature forestland as a result of 

clearing approximately 6.7 miles of the MBTA ROW (3.27 miles in Hudson) at a width of30 to 

50 feet. This clearing of vegetation will have a large impact on soils and wildlife, and would 

alter the local microclimate by changing the winds, temperatures, moisture and light. These are 

mature and healthy forests, comprised of a mix of tree growth. This is significant clearing, 

especially considering the bogs, steams and other wetlands adjacent to the ROW. The loss of 

habitat, impacts on water absorption, increased soil erosion, and the potential for invasive plant 

species to take root in disturbed areas will either take place within Hudson, or within the 

ecosystem that includes and directly affects the quality of Hudson's natural resources. 
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16. The Project would impact habitat for state-listed endangered wildlife species, 

including habitat use by such species in certified and potential vernal pools along the Project's 

"Preferred Route". Specifically, no fewer than two state-certified vernal pools and two potential 

vernal pools are located within or in extremely close proximity to the ROW in Hudson. 

17. Greenhouse gas emissions from machinery and fuels involved in construction 

pose a threat of environmental harm from the Project as well. 

18. The Project would substantially and specifically impact the Town financially. 

The "Preferred Route", "Noticed Alternative Route", and "Noticed Variation Route" all propose 

significant work under existing roadways in Hudson. Coordinating this work with the Town 

would necessarily involve a significant amount of time and effort for the Hudson Public Works 

Department, Police Department, and other Town Officials and boards. In addition, impacts to 

traffic patterns and flow will negatively impact Hudson's businesses and residents. 

19. Eversource's petition for exemptions from the Hudson Zoning Bylaw 

substantially and specifically affects the Town, which has a legal interest in applying and 

enforcing the provisions of its Zoning Bylaw. The Hudson Zoning Bylaw was duly adopted by 

the Town in an exercise of its corporate powers, in order to protect the Town and its residents 

from deleterious uses and structures, and to promote the public health, safety and welfare, as well 

as to provide for orderly and appropriate land use. Eversource is seeking substantial waivers 

which will negatively impact the Town, its neighborhoods, its residents, and real estate values. 

20. Hudson's Zoning Bylaw is in place to avoid and minimize impacts to Hudson 

residents, and would be important to protect public health, safety and welfare during and after 

construction of the Project, especially concerning environmental issues such as water, light, odor, 
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noise pollution, congestion, and aesthetics. Hudson's noise regulations would be particularly 

important to protect residents during all construction. 

21. Eversource's proposal to construct, operate and maintain the Project would have 

direct and wide-ranging effects on the Town and its residents. Consequently, the Town will be 

substantially and specifically affected by the outcome of these proceedings and wishes to 

intervene as a full party to protect its interests and the interests of its residents. 

22. No other party can adequately represent the Town's interests as the public entity 

responsible for a variety of public services and functions, including without limitation managing 

the Town's supply and distribution of water, implementing, protecting and enforcing the Town's 

Zoning Bylaw and other laws concerning public health, safety, and nuisance issues including 

traffic, noise and pollution. 

23. Allowing the Town to intervene will not affect the orderly conduct of this 

proceeding. No party will be prejudiced by the Town's intervention in this proceeding. 

Wherefore, for the reasons set forth above, the Town of Hudson respectfully requests that 

its Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party be ALLOWED. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 
Town of dson, 
Bylt, 

Lu e H. Legere, B 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 
Gregor I. McGregor, BBO # 334680 
gimcg@mcgregorlaw.com 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
(617) 338-6464 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
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EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE OF COUNSEL 

I hereby give notice of my appearance as counsel for the Town of Hudson in the above­
captioned matter. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 

L e H. Legere,· 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
( 61 7) 3 3 8-6464 (Phone) 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
llegere@mcgregorlaw.com 
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EFSB 17-02 
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NOTICE OF APPEARANCE OF COUNSEL 

I hereby give notice of my appearance as counsel for the Town of Hudson in the above­
captioned matter. 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 
,.,..,.,, ..• ,.,... .. , ..... 

/~··"c·· < 

Gregor'. cGregor, BBO # 
McGregor & Legere, P.C. 
15 Court Square, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 021 08 
( 61 7) 3 3 8-6464 (Phone) 
(617) 338-0737 (FAX) 
gimcg@mcgregorlaw.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

EFSB 17-02 

DPU 17-82 

DPU 17-83 

I hereby certify that, pursuant to 980 C.M.R. 1.03(4), true copies of the Town of 
Hudson's Petition for Leave to Intervene as a Full Party and Notices of Appearance were served 
on June 15, 2017 by first-class mail, and e-mail, upon the following counsel identified on the 
Notice of Adjudication and Notice of Public Comment Hearing. 

Catherine J. Keuthen, Esq. 
Keegin Wedin, LLP 

265 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 0211 0 
ckeuthen@keeganwerlin.cotn 

Dated: June 15, 2017 

Cheryl A. Blaine, Esq. 
Keegin Werlin, LLP 
265 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 0211 0 



June 27, 2017 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)  
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston MA 02114 
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only 
filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, 
there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an 
under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   
 
No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 
complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, 
and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its ad-
ditional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out ei-
ther by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without 
ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess envi-
ronmental impact. 
 
By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmen-
tal impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an 
ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state 
agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires 
state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, 
MEPA should require an ENF for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the 
impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous 
environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required.  

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is 
major potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site 
visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the 
project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the 
entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately 
familiar with the area and can best provide information that others would miss.   

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as 
well as an existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to 
conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected 



outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” 
Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, 
Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the 
Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and be-
low ground.  
 
MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed envi-
ronmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 
the MBTA right of way: 

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 
conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State 
Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and 
Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat 
(PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home 
to several threatened and endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marl-
borough Con Comm)  
 
Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, 
salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed 
whip-poor-will.  
 
There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold 
water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 
populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of move-
ment corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 
c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and 

integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 
d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 
e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 
a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, 

SVT) 
3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 
4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for 
use, there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by in-
ternational bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with 
the health of the population of the impacted towns. 



b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and en-
dangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the 
route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with cer-
tified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to 
natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and 
wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River 
tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pol-
lution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry 
Bog Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construc-
tion activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown 
that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells 
are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of 
hydrological barriers that can prevent contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these 
water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemi-
cals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cut-
ting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the sur-
rounding water resources. 

7) Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as 
“financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife 
habitat and loss of life.  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the 
very least, an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked 
TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

The state conservation land boundry is feet from my property line and the MBTA row is about 1/4 mile 
as the crow flies. I have lived at this location since 1984. The wildlife and forest are a treasure that 
should not be disturbed. Just this week, I heard Barred Owls calling and “arguing” just a few feet into 
the forest. The bats fly over my house and across the tree tops at dusk every night. Wood frogs, ribbon 
and garter snakes slither away as I mow my lawn. I recently heard the Hermit Thrush’s ethreal song 
again for the first time after being absent for several years. A toad has staked its claim in my small patch 
of corn.  

My water is from my shallow well and filtered by the sandy soil that most likely a result of  the same  
glaciers that created the unique desert area nearby. My water is clear and clean and fresh. I am terrified 
that my and the town’s water supply will be poluted by the disturbance by removal of the tracks, and the 
ongoing application of herbicides to maintain the ROW if the lines are overhead or underground.  



 
Because of the wetlands, high water table and the vairiations in the height and width of the ROW I do 
not believe it will be possible for Eversource to successfully install an all-underground solution. I be-
lieve they would have to revert to some overhead towers in some places, which is even more terrifying 
and tragic.  

I am not interested in the bike path that Eversource and the DCR are proposing as part of the project. 
The existing paths with overhead canopy coexist to form a natural, quiet environment for people walk-
ing, biking, snowshoeing, or horseback riding. Nature has been healing the scars made when the tracks 
were laid down and trains ran down the ROW. The cutting of trees, destroying water supplies, digging 
through wetlands, breaking down existing banks, creating new banks will be scars that will change the 
ecology and habitat forever. Those are deep scars that will never heal.  

Governor Baker is awarding grants to protect water supplies and talks of the importance of protecting 
water supplies, watersheds,  and rivers.  “As Massachusetts continues to experience serious drought 
conditions, these grants are an important tool for the state to help municipalities ensure they have 
enough clean water," said Governor Charlie Baker. "Today's water conservation and planning grants will 
support local projects that protect water quality, provide habitat improvements, upgrade water supply 
operations, and mitigate the impacts of water withdrawal." 
"This year's drought has reminded everyone of the need for municipalities and water suppliers to plan 
ahead and ensure the sustainability of their water supply sources," said Lieutenant Governor Karyn Poli-
to. "With these grants, our Administration partners with local officials to help them improve the 
ecological condition of their watersheds and manage the demand placed on those resources."
The grants are part of the Water Management Act (WMA) Grant Program, an effort by the Executive 
Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP) to maintain healthy rivers and streams and, where possible, improve de-
graded water resources over time. The WMA Grant Program helps water suppliers by providing grants 
for watershed planning projects, demand management, minimizing for the impacts of existing with-
drawals, and mitigating for increased water withdrawal impacts.
"Clean and safe water for residents is a basic, but critical requirement for state and local officials 
to fulfill," said Energy and Environmental Affairs Secretary Matthew Beaton. "As local officials 
address growing water demand, it is critical to implement mitigation projects that will increase stream 
flow, better manage wastewater and stormwater, and protect aquatic habitats."
"It is important for the Commonwealth to assist local officials in their management of these vital 
natural resources," said MassDEP Commissioner Martin Suuberg. "These projects will protect 
local watersheds, improve or increase in-stream flow, and improve the efficiency of water use with-
in that water basin.”

I cannot concieve how anything to do with the Eversource project align with any aspect of protecting  or 
minizing impact to on our town’s water, streams, watershed and protect aquatic habitats as the Governor 
and Lieutenant Governor so profess. 
Thank you,  
Wendy Hewitt 
597 Main Street, Hudson, MA 01749 • 508-612-2220 



Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 
George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass.  
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 
“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 
Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, pri-
vate foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the 
metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environ-
mental impacts of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League 
of Massachusetts believes that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this 
unique area cannot be understated.”  
 
Ms. Vernegaard adds: 
“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, 
are temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 
“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 
vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns 
for vernal pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a 
threat to human health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water 
for 18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 
“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 
obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve 
every precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth 
the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route 
through conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot af-
ford to dismiss the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wet-
lands, wildlife and clean water.”  

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 
“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 
availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be con-
sidered. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands pro-
tected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of 
the impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury 
and Hudson, land available for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully miti-
gate for the fragmentation effects on large blocks of woodland.”

http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/


 

 

June 26, 2017 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 
Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource 

has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission 

line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground 

MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the 

filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with 

multiple complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable 

amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the 

aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above 

ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be 

required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no 

way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no envi-

ronmental impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the 

absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, 

and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing 

filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mit-

igate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three routes. This would 

allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-

street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes 

with likely no mitigation required. 
 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as 

there is major potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways and con-

tamination of aquifers that are source of drinking water for the city of Hudson. The MEPA scop-

ing site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant 

impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thor-

ough examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation 

Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide information that 

others would miss.   
 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental im-

pacts as well as an existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, 



 

 

MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes 

should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustaina-

ble Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance 

within natural areas. 

 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra 

Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, 

US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes 

- both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these es-

teemed environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and 

below ground along the MBTA right of way: 

 

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five 

different conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marl-

boro-Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook 

Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the ar-

eas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with 

several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and endangered species 

of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rook-

ery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently 

state-listed whip-poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, 

and cold water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to  

isolated populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, dis-

ruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological 

health and integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-

will. 

2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance 

(ELM, SVT) 

3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, 

SVT) 

4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbi-

cides for use, there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of 



 

 

cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk 

taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened 

and endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found 

all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five 

with certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

 

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant 

damage to natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to hu-

mans and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury 

River tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and 

potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the 

Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other 

runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, 

recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can 

and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerabil-

ity to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent 

contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact 

these water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other haz-

ardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old rail-

road ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of 

dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7) Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “fi-

nancial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wild-

life habitat and loss of life.  

 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at 

the very least, an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all 

items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Shailesh Y Desai, 

29 Parmenter Road, 

Hudson, 01749 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment 

that the Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of 

Marlborough, private foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and 

caring for one of the metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accu-

rately consider the environmental impacts of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three op-

tions and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes that the permanent damage to to-

pography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), 

while real, are temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

 

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to 

maintain vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears par-

ticular concerns for vernal pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential 

carcinogens, poses a threat to human health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers 

providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

 

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our 

country, our obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure 

that we preserve every precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that 

Eversource is putting forth the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the 

contrary, that it and any other route through conservation lands represents the highest-cost pro-

posal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss the consequences of failing to ignore 

the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and clean water.”  

 

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full 

costs and availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value 

must also be considered. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on 

disposition of lands protected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely con-

sideration of the market value of the impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapid-

ly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available for replacement conservation 

is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on large blocks of 

woodland.” 

http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Steve Tipps <stipps01@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 3:39 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project

 

June 27, 2017 

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 

 

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an 

ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two 

other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. 

Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional 

associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource 

or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed 

options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the 

under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be 

unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all 

feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF 

for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 

understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA 

routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at 

a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should 

require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by 

the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best 

provide information that others would miss.   

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 

analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 
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in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

 

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 

the MBTA right of way: 

 

1. Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 

conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, 

Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough 

Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas 

harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, 

salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-

poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water 

streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 

populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement 

corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and 

integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2. Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3. Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4. Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, 

there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies 

and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the 

population of the impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered 

species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified 

data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

 

5. Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural 

resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6. Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife 

(CWA,OARS) 
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a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries 

by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from 

construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog 

Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities 

in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of 

glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an 

aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that 

can prevent contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water 

resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail 

beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these 

contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7. Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as 

“financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat 

and loss of life.  

 

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, 

an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF 

need to be presented with details. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Steve 

 
Steve Tipps, Ph.D 

Fox River Research 

27 Parmenter Road 

Hudson, MA 01749 

978-567-1937 
 

 

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 

Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private 

foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowest 

region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its 

Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes 

that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are 

temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

 

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 

vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal 

pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human 
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health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury 

residents.” 

 

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 

obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every 

precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-

ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through 

conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and 

clean water.”  

 

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 

availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. 

The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under 

Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands 

but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available 

for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on 

large blocks of woodland.” 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: sonnic135@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 12:54 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line Project

June 27, 2017 

  

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

Attn: MEPA Office 

Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston MA 02114 

Emailto:Page.Czepiga@state.ma.us 

  

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has 

only filed an ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. 

However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA 

ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an 

ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with 

multiple complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts 

of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground 

line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not 

been ruled out either by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and 

EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is no way that the state agencies can 

effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no 

environmental impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the 

absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and 

therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As 

MEPA requires state agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage 

to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three routes. This would allow state 

agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-street option 

avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no 

mitigation required. 

 

 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as 

there is major potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA 

scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the 
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significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a 

more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson 

Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide 

information that others would miss.   

 

 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts 

as well as an existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA 

needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both 

be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development 

“Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra 

Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US 

Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both 

overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below 

ground along the MBTA right of way: 

  

1)      Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 

conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State 

Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and 

Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 

687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to 

several threatened and endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough 

Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, 

salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed 

whip-poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold 

water streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

1. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 

populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement 

corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

2. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

3. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and 

integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

4. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

5. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 
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2)      Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

1. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3)      Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4)      Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

1. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, 

there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international 

bodies and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of 

the population of the impacted towns. 

2. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and 

endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the 

route. 

3. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with 

certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

  

5)      Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to 

natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6)      Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and 

wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

1. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River 

tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution 

from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

2. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog 

Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction 

activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run 

off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located 

in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological 

barriers that can prevent contaminant migration.  

3. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these 

water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals 

in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will 

disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water 

resources. 

7)      Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as 

“financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife 

habitat and loss of life.  

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at 

the very least, an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items 

marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 
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Thank you, 

  

Suzanne and Everett Beaulieu Jr. 

4 Orchard Drive 

Hudson, MA 01749 

  

  

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 

Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that 

the Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of 

Marlborough, private foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and 

caring for one of the metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not 

accurately consider the environmental impacts of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three 

options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes that the permanent damage to 

topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while 

real, are temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to 

maintain vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears 

particular concerns for vernal pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential 

carcinogens, poses a threat to human health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers 

providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our 

country, our obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that 

we preserve every precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that 

Eversource is putting forth the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the 

contrary, that it and any other route through conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal 

and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss the consequences of failing to ignore the 

value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and clean water.”  

  

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs 

and availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also 

be considered. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of 

lands protected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the 

market value of the impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing 
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suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available for replacement conservation is limited, and it 

is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on large blocks of woodland.” 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Alyssa Brito <abrito@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 24, 2017 11:04 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource route through Hudson

 

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 

 

 

  

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an 

ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two 

other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. 

Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional 

associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either 

by Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all 

three proposed options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the 

under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be 

unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all 

feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF 

for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 

understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA 

routes with likely no mitigation required. 

 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked 

at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA 

should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, 

accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson ConservationCommissions as they are intimately familiar with the 

area and can best provide information that others would miss.   

 

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 

analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 
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in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 

the MBTA right of way: 

  

1) Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 

conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, 

Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough 

Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas 

harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, salamanders, 

Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water 

streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a. Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, 

altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in 

habitat fragmentation 

b. Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c. Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, 

and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d. Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e. Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2) Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a. Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3) Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4) Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a. Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there 

is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the 

World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the population of the 

impacted towns. 

b. There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered 

species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c. The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data 

collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

  

5) Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural 

resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6) Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife 

(CWA,OARS) 



3

a. Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries 

by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction 

activities and herbicide usage. 

b. The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well 

in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these 

areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into 

water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an aquifer with a high 

vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that can prevent 

contaminant migration.  

c. Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water 

resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail 

beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these 

contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7) Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such 

as “financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat 

and loss of life.  

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, 

an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF 

need to be presented with details. 

  

Thank you, 

  

  

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 

Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 

Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private 

foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowestregion’s 

most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its Preferred 

Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes that the 

permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are 

temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 

vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal 

pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human 

health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury 

residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 
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“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 

obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every 

precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-

ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through 

conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and 

clean water.”  

  

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 

availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. 

The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under 

Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands 

but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available 

for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on 

large blocks of woodland.” 

 

Alyssa Brito 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Dana Stenquist <destenquist@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 24, 2017 5:49 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: No PowerLines on MBTA row-direct abutter

June 21, 2017 

  

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 

  

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an ENF for the “preferred” 

option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the 

aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.    
No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple complications including changing 

elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the 

aboveground line with its additional associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by 

Eversource or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed options, there is 

no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact.  
By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental impact, and evaluation of the 

current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the under-street route, there would be no formal statement of 

its impact, and therefore state agencies would be unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state 

agencies to take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF for all three 

routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and understand that the in-street option avoids and 

minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major potential for harm to species 

and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying 

the significant impact of the project. MEPA should require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire 

route, accompanied by the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best provide 

information that others would miss.   

Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an existing solution from 

NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful analysis of route selection methodology and the 

MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart 

Growth” Principles that discourage new construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury Valley Trustees, 

Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at 

the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground.  
MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed environmental groups and the 

environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along the MBTA right of way: 
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1)      Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different conservation lands, including 

Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop 

Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority 

habitat (PH 687). These areas harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm)  
Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood 

turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-poor-will.   
There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water streams and the MBTA right 

of way routes put these at risk and: 

a.       Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated populations, altered wildlife 

behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b.      Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c.       Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and integrity, and the MBTA 

routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d.      Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e.       Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2)      Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a.       Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 

3)      Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4)      Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a.       Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, there is growing 

evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies and the World Health Organization. We 

can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the population of the impacted towns. 

b.      There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and endangered species, particularly 

amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c.       The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with certified data collected) vernal 

pools containing the species in question 

  

5)      Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to natural resources (USFWS, 

SVT) 

6)      Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a.       Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributaries by diminishing shade 

cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b.      The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog Well in Hudson. 

Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities in these areas is unacceptable. As stated 

above, recent research has shown that run off of glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s 



3

wells are located in an aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that 

can prevent contaminant migration. 

c.       Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these water resources. It is not 

uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing 

old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the 

surrounding water resources. 

7)      Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as “financial contribution toward 

land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat and loss of life. 

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, an EIR should be required to 

address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF need to be presented with details. 

  

Thank you, 

Dana E. Stenquist 

159 White Pond Road 

Hudson, MA 01749 

  

  

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting 

and caring for one of the metrowest region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts 

of its Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes that the permanent 

damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.”  
Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are temporary and can be addressed 

in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain vegetation along the transmission 

right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their 

potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 

18,000 Sudbury residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 
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“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our obligation to current and future 

citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand 

that Eversource is putting forth the above-ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route 

through conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss the consequences of 

failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and clean water.” 

  

John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and availability (or lack thereof) of 

mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ 

policy on disposition of lands protected under Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the 

impacted lands but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available for 

replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on large blocks of woodland.” 

 

--  

Dana E. Stenquist 

508-259-1223 

destenquist@gmail.com 

Crouss and Stenquist Inc. 

Custom Builders 

www.candsbuilders.com 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Lloyd Stenquist <l.c.stenquist@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 24, 2017 5:44 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: No Powerlines on MBTA ROW - direct abutter

June 21, 2017 

  

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Page Czepiga, EEA No. 15703 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston MA 02114 

  

In the matter of the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project, to date, Eversource has only filed an 

ENF for the “preferred” option, i.e. the MBTA ROW underground transmission line. However, there are two 

other options listed in the filing to the EFSB, the aboveground MBTA ROW route, and an under-street route. 

Both of these routes should also be subject to the filing of an ENF and EIR.   

 

No engineering plans for the route have been presented to date for an underground route with multiple 

complications including changing elevations of +/- 15 feet or more, considerable amounts of bedrock, and 

wetlands. These complications could lead the EFSB to reconsider the aboveground line with its additional 

associated environmental impacts. Because the above ground option has not been ruled out either by Eversource 

or the EFSB, Eversource should be required to file an ENF and EIR for it. Without ENFs for all three proposed 

options, there is no way that the state agencies can effectively assess environmental impact. 

 

By Eversource’s own assessment in the EFSB filing, the under-street route has virtually no environmental 

impact, and evaluation of the current filing should take that into consideration. In the absence of an ENF for the 

under-street route, there would be no formal statement of its impact, and therefore state agencies would be 

unable to effectively compare each route in the existing filing. As MEPA requires state agencies to take all 

feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, MEPA should require an ENF 

for all three routes. This would allow state agencies fully scrutinize the impacts of all three routes and 

understand that the in-street option avoids and minimizes the enormous environmental impacts of both MBTA 

routes with likely no mitigation required. 

Of particular concern is how transmission lines will be constructed through water crossings, as there is major 

potential for harm to species and disruption of wetlands and waterways. The MEPA scoping site visit looked at 

a very small section of the MBTA route, thus underplaying the significant impact of the project. MEPA should 

require all state agencies involved to conduct a more thorough examination of the entire route, accompanied by 

the Sudbury and Hudson Conservation Commissions as they are intimately familiar with the area and can best 

provide information that others would miss.   
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Given that there are multiple viable under-street options with virtually NO environmental impacts as well as an 

existing solution from NGRID which simply upgrades existing infrastructure, MEPA needs to conduct careful 

analysis of route selection methodology and the MBTA routes should both be rejected outright. This would be 

in keeping with the Commonwealth’s Sustainable Development “Smart Growth” Principles that discourage new 

construction and disturbance within natural areas. 

  

Dozens of environmental organizations, including Mass. Audubon, Mass. Chapter of the Sierra Club, Sudbury 

Valley Trustees, Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, US Dept. of the Interior Fish 

and Wildlife, and others have expressed alarm at the MBTA routes - both overhead and below ground. 

 

MEPA needs to ensure that all agencies are FULLY cognizant of the concerns from these esteemed 

environmental groups and the environmental consequences of both the aboveground and below ground along 

the MBTA right of way: 

  

1)      Wildlife habitat fragmentation of one of the region’s largest natural areas, including five different 

conservation lands, including Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, Marlboro-Sudbury State Forest, 

Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest, and Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land and Marlborough 

Desert Natural Area. The majority of the areas are part of NHESP priority habitat (PH 687). These areas 

harbor diverse wildlife with several different habitat types and are home to several threatened and 

endangered species of plants and animals. (USFWS, Audubon, Marlborough Con Comm) 

 

Among the species and habitats at risk are Eastern Brook Trout, a great blue heron rookery, 

salamanders, Blanding’s turtles, wood turtles, Eastern Box Turtle, and the recently state-listed whip-

poor-will.  

 

There are sensitive habits within the above: wetlands, vernal pools, turtle nesting sites, and cold water 

streams and the MBTA right of way routes put these at risk and: 

a.       Create conditions unsuitable for certain wildlife species including impacts to isolated 

populations, altered wildlife behaviors, decline of resident species, disruption of movement 

corridors, increase in habitat fragmentation 

b.      Allows entry of invasive species and a pathway for predators (USFWS, SVT) 

c.       Large, interconnected areas of forestland and wetlands are vital for ecological health and 

integrity, and the MBTA routes bisect these connected spaces. 

d.      Destruction of unusual plant populations 

e.       Disturbance and alteration of breeding habitat of recently state-listed whip-poor-will. 

2)      Large-scale permanent destruction of conservation lands (ELM, SVT) 

a.       Irreparable immediate and ongoing damage by construction and maintenance (ELM, SVT) 
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3)      Negative impacts from use of herbicides to environmentally sensitive areas (USFWS, SVT) 

4)      Potential for ground-water pollution from toxic chemical cocktails of herbicides 

a.       Although both the state and US EPA have approved glyphosate and other herbicides for use, 

there is growing evidence for both human impact in the form of cancer by international bodies 

and the World Health Organization. We can’t risk taking a chance with the health of the 

population of the impacted towns. 

b.      There is also considerable research on the impacts of glyphosate on threatened and 

endangered species, particularly amphibians such as the salamanders found all along the route. 

c.       The proposed route is in close proximity to five certified (and an additional five with 

certified data collected) vernal pools containing the species in question 

  

5)      Likely increase of unauthorized uses of ATVs and dirt bikes which cause significant damage to 

natural resources (USFWS, SVT) 

6)      Destruction and/or contamination of highly important water resources important to humans and 

wildlife (CWA,OARS) 

a.       Impact on threatened and vulnerable Eastern brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River 

tributaries by diminishing shade cover, warming of river temperatures and potential pollution 

from construction activities and herbicide usage. 

b.      The proposed transmission line crosses over Zone II areas in Sudbury and the Cranberry Bog 

Well in Hudson. Potential pollution by any herbicides or other runoff from construction activities 

in these areas is unacceptable. As stated above, recent research has shown that run off of 

glyphosate into water resource areas can and does happen. Sudbury’s wells are located in an 

aquifer with a high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrological barriers that 

can prevent contaminant migration.  

c.       Disruption of existing contaminants from previous rail line use is likely to impact these 

water resources. It is not uncommon to find arsenic, creosote and other hazardous chemicals in 

old rail beds. Flattening the rail bed and removing old railroad ties for clear-cutting will disturb 

these contaminants and has a high risk of dispersing them into the surrounding water resources. 

7)      Mitigation of these impacts is not feasible. (Audubon) Eversource’s mitigation measures such as 

“financial contribution toward land acquisition” cannot mitigate for permanent loss of wildlife habitat 

and loss of life.  

  

Given the scale and severity of these impacts, permitting for this project should be denied, but at the very least, 

an EIR should be required to address all of the above concerns. In addition, all items marked TBD in the ENF 

need to be presented with details. 
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Thank you, 

Lloyd C. Stenquist 

159 White Pond Road 

Hudson, MA 01749 

  

  

Quotes below, from letters of support here: http://www.protectsudbury.org/official-support/): 

George Bachrach, Environmental League of Mass. 
Lisa Vernegaard, Sudbury Valley Trustees 

“Routing this utility line along the right-of-way would undo much of the significant investment that the 

Commonwealth, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Town of Sudbury, the City of Marlborough, private 

foundations, and individual donors have already made in protecting and caring for one of the metrowest 

region’s most important natural areas. Eversource did not accurately consider the environmental impacts of its 

Preferred Routes when evaluating the three options and the Environmental League of Massachusetts believes 

that the permanent damage to topography, wildlife, and vegetation in this unique area cannot be understated.” 

 

Ms. Vernegaard adds: 

“This impact is forever. The impacts of street-based route (none of which are environmental), while real, are 

temporary and can be addressed in the foreseeable future. 

  

Becky Smith, Clean Water Action 

“Our environment is already overburdened by toxic chemicals. Increased use of herbicides to maintain 

vegetation along the transmission right of way will worsen this problem and bears particular concerns for vernal 

pools and wetlands. Worse, the use of herbicides, with their potential carcinogens, poses a threat to human 

health by potential contamination of area wells and aquifers providing drinking water for 18,000 Sudbury 

residents.” 

  

Emily Norton, Massachusetts Sierra Club 

“As wild lands, wildlife, recreation areas, and historic districts are increasingly at risk in our country, our 

obligation to current and future citizens is to do everything in our power to ensure that we preserve every 

precious natural resource that we currently enjoy. We understand that Eversource is putting forth the above-

ground line as a “lowest” cost proposal. We believe, to the contrary, that it and any other route through 

conservation lands represents the highest-cost proposal and should be discarded. We cannot afford to dismiss 

the consequences of failing to ignore the value to humankind of unbroken forest and wetlands, wildlife and 

clean water.”  
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John Clarke, Mass. Audubon 

“In calculating the costs of constructing lines through and adjacent to protected lands, the full costs and 

availability (or lack thereof) of mitigation lands of equivalent natural resource value must also be considered. 

The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ policy on disposition of lands protected under 

Article 97 of the state Constitution requires not merely consideration of the market value of the impacted lands 

but also the natural resource value. In rapidly developing suburbs such as Sudbury and Hudson, land available 

for replacement conservation is limited, and it is not feasible to fully mitigate for the fragmentation effects on 

large blocks of woodland.” 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Sudbury Sasquatch <sudburysasquatch@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 3:07 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: EFSB17-02 Sudbury Project is Bad for Sasquatch

Dear Ms. Czepiga- 

 

I am a biped who often wanders and forages along the MBTA right of way that Eversource  is proposing to 

destroy.   While Sasquatch are usually excluded from the political process, I hope that you will hear me 

out.   Please don't let Eversource dig up and destroy my habitat. The path is used for transportation and 

recreation for Sasquatch and human alike.   Also, many of my animal and bird friends can be found within this 

little oasis.  This proposal, whether it goes underground or overground, will cause profound harm to  humans, 

Sasquatch, animals, and birds.   It makes no sense.  The human idea of progress is baffling to us Sasquatch. 

 

Not only will trees be destroyed and the ground disturbed, releasing all sorts of chemicals into the streams and 

hot tubs (humans call them Vernal Pools), but the chemicals that Eversource will use will also seep into the 

water and adhere to birds and animals. Feet the size of mine are particularly susceptible to what we call 

'Monsanto Foot.'  Trust me, it's not pretty.   

 

As you know, Sasquatch are hide and seek champions.  It's bad enough that a bunch of lousy TV shows are 

always running around in the woods trying to film us.  Please don't make it harder by tearing down all the 

trees.    

 

Please tell Secretary Beaton that this project is bad.  He strikes me as the most Sasquatch-friendly of Governor 

Bakers's cabinet.   

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Sudbury Sasquatch  
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Matt Murphy <mattmurphy2727@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 9:29 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line Project EFSB17-02
Attachments: Turtle.JPG

Ms. Czepiga- 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to the project proposed by Eversource as EFSB17-02.  I am a direct 

abutter to the right-of-way, where I often walk with my children.  We see foxes, deer, coyotes, owls, turtles, and 

many other species of wildlife.   

 

The project is unnecessary, as the peak loads described therein are inaccurate.  Eversource's bid was also shady 

at best, as it seems to have fraudulently undercut that of another utility company. 

 

The project, either over or under ground on the ROW, will kill tens of thousands of trees and forever alter acres 

of precious habitat, including some beloved conservation land here in Sudbury. 

 

The fact that we are considering cutting down trees to install unnecessary power lines in 2017 boggles my 

mind.  Please put the lines under the road or don't build them at all. 

 

Respectfully, 

Matt Murphy 

111 Horse Pond Road 

Sudbury, MA 01776 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Jason Santelli <jason_santelli@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 18, 2017 9:34 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource project in Sudbury

 

 Ms. Czepiga, 

  

as a new resident of Sudbury I would like to express profound concern regarding the high-voltage transmission lines proposed by 

Eversource.   The project would result in serious, permanent damage to the town of Sudbury, including contamination of the public 

water supply, cancer risk due to EMF proximity, and destruction of cherished wetlands and open space. 

 

The Eversource proposal was prioritized based on antiquated and invalid assumptions regarding cost and regional electricity 

demand.  Alternatives exist and have been presented in detail by Protect Sudbury, including a proposal by National Grid which only 

requires an upgrade of existing equipment. 

 

 We urgently plead that Eversource not be approved to build a new transmission line through Sudbury, either above ground or 

below, as the project only benefits Eversource and permanently devastates the historic town of Sudbury. 

 

 respectfully, 

 Jason 

 Santelli 49 Hunt Rd. 

Sudbury MA 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: svetlana.a.semenova@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, June 18, 2017 9:26 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Transmission lines in Sudbury 

Dear Ms. Czepiga, 

 

 

I would like to express my deepest concerns regarding the transmission line proposed by Eversource that would 

go through Sudbury. I am expressing my concerns as a resident of Sudbury as well as an Environmental 

Economist with 17 years of experience in the field of natural resource economics. I hold an M.S. in 

Environmental Economics and an M.S. in Environmental Engineering. Over the course of my career, I have 

worked in environmental policy related to federal regulations as well as environmental litigation, where the 

primary focus of my work has been quantifying damages to the environment as a result of environment policies 

as well as natural and man-made disasters.  

 

 

From my assessment of potential damages to the environment from the Eversource transmission line using the 

MBTA ROW, there are several natural resources that would be at risk the most. 

 

 

Wetlands Lost: wetlands provide numerous environmental services. Some of the benefits wetlands provide 

include water purification, groundwater recharge, flood protection, providing habitat for fish and wildlife, 

including threatened and endangered species. Using published journal articles, I estimated the average value of 

lost wetlands in Massachusetts at $356,132 per acre. Using the number of acres to be affected by the project (60 

acres), the estimated annual losses for wetlands would be $21.4 million. This number represents an annual 

loss and therefore, the total economic losses would be $21.4 million per year added up over a certain period of 

time (typically, 30 years for an economic analysis). As you can see, the economic losses associated with 

wetlands are likely to be very significant.  

 

 

Drinking Water: The town of Sudbury is in a unique position when it comes to its drinking water supply. First, 

Sudbury relies solely on ground water for its drinking water needs. Therefore, any contamination in the 

recharge area could potentially result in drinking well contamination. This is different from the towns that rely 

on surface water reservoirs located outside of the town like Quabbin Reservoir supplying water for Weston, 

Waltham, and other towns. My assessment of potential damages to drinking water from the Eversource project 

shows that of the total nine drinking water wells, up to five wells are at risk of contamination due to close 

proximity to the proposed route along the ROW. Secondly, the drinking water gets mixed up from all nine 

wells before treatment and distribution and therefore, in case of single or multiple well contamination, it 

presents serious danger of contaminating drinking water for the entire population of Sudbury (18,000 people). 

This is a very serious and real threat to the drinking water for the entire town.  

 

 

Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species: from my experience in environmental litigation, potential harm to 

T&E species could result in monetizable damages exceeding all the other environmental items affected by the 

project.  
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There are many other natural resources that are likely to be affected by the proposed project, including loss of 

trees, conservation land, wildlife, and other, all of which have economic value associated with them. In 

aggregate, the impact on the environment from the proposed project is far too great to justify the proposed 

transmission lines going through Sudbury.  

 

 

Thank you for your consideration and time on this matter. 

 

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the email address above. 

 

 

--  

 

 

 

Svetlana Semenova 

49 Hunt Rd. 

Sudbury, MA 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Felicia Murphy <feliciakmurphy@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:53 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Please Stop Eversource Project in Sudbury, EEA# 15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission 

Line Project

 

Dear Ms. Czepiga, 

 

The Eversource Project on the ROW is unnecessary and will impact many lives here in Sudbury.  Our two 

young sons and our pets play in our backyard right next to where herbicides will be routinely sprayed and trees 

will be felled if this goes forward.  Our property's value will plummet, along with that of our neighbors.  We 

will miss the peaceful walks on the tracks where we see deer, coyotes, owls, salamanders, turtles, frogs, snakes, 

and other residents looking to enjoy nature in our sleepy little community.  Eversource will drastically change 

our way of life if they are allowed to put power lines through our backyard and through PRESERVED and 

PROTECTED (are they really?) lands in Sudbury, destroying beautiful natural habitats of many endangered 

species.  How can this be possible??  Or legal?  You have the power to stop this!  PLEASE DON'T LET 

EVERSOURCE RUIN OUR TOWN & THE ENVIRONMENT!! 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

-Felicia Murphy 

111 Horse Pond Road 

Sudbury, MA 01776 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: harrymurphy01776@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:28 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Stop Eversource Project in Sudbury, EEA# 15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line 

Project

Dear Ms. Czepiga, 

 

 

This project is in the wrong place. Sudbury is historic and beautiful, and the citizens take pride in it. All the 

wildlife, trees, and history would be destroyed. The value of people's homes would go way down. There are 

little-to-no benefits in this project. We take our dogs on walks in the woods, and they love it. There are also 

coyotes and many other animals who would lose their homes because of this project. Destroying all of this 

would be unnecessary. I strongly wish that this project is disallowed. We love our town, and we will fight until 

this is stopped. 

 

 

Please do not allow Eversource to ruin our town. 

 

 

-Harrison Murphy, Age 12 

111 Horse Pond Road 

Sudbury, MA 01776 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Dylan Murphy <dylanmurphy01776@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:25 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Stop Eversource Project in Sudbury, EEA# 15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Line 

Project

Dear Ms. Czepiga, 

 

I feel that this project has and will never have any need in our lovely town. If this project goes through, I will 

never have the wonderful walks down the railroad tracks that I have so much enjoyed ever since I was young. I 

would like you to disapprove this project, for many reasons. Since you have the power to do so, I hope that you 

will think the same about this terrible project. Another thing, I live right next to this project, and if they put 

herbicides down, I might get sick and not be able to do anything. To conclude, I would like to say that you 

should stop this project for the good of our lovely town. 

 

-Dylan Murphy, Age 11 

111 Horse Pond Road 

Sudbury, Massachusetts 

 

 

 






























































































































