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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Gleasondale Village <gleasondalevillage@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2018 5:52 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project Final Environmental Impact 

Report - EEA No. 15703

We are asking that if the Eversource Hudson to Sudbury project is necessary, that the 

MBTA route both overhead or underground be eliminated. 

  

The proposed MBTA route would still negatively affect the residents of Hudson, 

Marlborough, Sudbury and Stow with potentially harmful impacts to our environment and 

our private wells.  
  

The proposed underground MBTA route requires clear cutting and possible toxic herbicide 

applications along its entire route. 

  

The proposed MBTA route traverses Hop Brook Marsh Conservation Land, Assabet River 

National Wildlife Refuge, Sudbury Valley Trustees Memorial Forest and Marlborough State 

Forest and comes within 1,500 feet of Boon Lake and 1,200 feet of White Pond. 

  

It also goes through many residential neighborhoods including our historic village of 

Gleasondale. 

  

The MBTA route has been proposed to theoretically provide “the base” for a bike trail, 

however, this comes at too large an environmental cost.  No bike path is worth the poisoning 

of residential wells, soil or habitats.  Utility companies should not be allowed to poison our 

air, water or ruin the esthetics of a historically significant village.  

  

Gleasondale village residents are vehemently opposed to the destruction that would be 

caused by using the MBTA route or any overhead wires or herbicide usage now and forever 

on any section of the route in Stow.   

  
The environmental effects of clear cutting, habitat destruction and possible herbicide use could 

be eliminated by using the third proposed option:  
  

Underground and along the existing roadways. 
  

Environmental conservation should take priority over recreation, lest we destroy the natural 

environment which inspires us to step outside in the first place to walk, hike, paddle, swim 

and bike and we do not wish to threaten the health of ourselves, children and neighbors by 

not keeping our soil and water safe for everyone. 
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Gleasondale Steering Committee: 

Laurel Cohen 

Meg Costello 

Eve Fischer 

Cody Anderson 

Joanna Grossman 

 

 

--  

* Important - Please refrain from using "reply all" unless you really think everyone on the list needs to receive 

the email. 

 

Gleasondale Village Association 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: donna difranco <ddifr@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 7:41 AM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Sudbury to Hudson Transmission Reliability Project

Dear Ms. Czepiga: 

 

Please consider the Noticed Alternative Route (all underground in streets) to Eversource's proposed Sudbury 

to Hudson Transmission Reliability Project as the only viable solution. Over the years, we've seen how much 

the many people who walk the conservation trails or ride them on horseback, rely on them as a simple 

encounter with unspoiled nature, that is so rare yet so much needed.  Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Joe & Donna DiFranco 









From: ritchcutts@aol.com
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Comments on FEIR - Eversource - Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project - EEA #15703 - H. Rebecca

Cutting - Attached Exhibits
Date: Thursday, September 06, 2018 4:32:48 PM
Attachments: MCRT - Rail Trail MEPA certificate-20140110 - Jan 10 2014.pdf

MCRT - Rail Trail MEPA Final Record of Decision - January 12, 2014.pdf
FEIR Comment Letter - HR Cutting - September 6, 2018.pdf

Dear Ms. Czepiga,

My comment letter on the above-referenced FEIR is attached.

        In my FEIR comment letter I reference the:

             Order of Resource Area Delineation - Sudbury Conservation Commission -  July 26, 2018   
                                     
                            The document is too large to be attached here but can be found
                                      at the "Documents" tab at the Commission's web site: 
                                  https://sudbury.ma.us/conservationcommission/documents/

      My comment letter also references the following two documents which I have attached to this email:

           1) Certificate on the Expanded ENF - Mass. Central Rail Trail - January 10, 2014

           2)  Record of Decison - Mass. Central Rail Trail - February 12, 2014

      Thank you for your prompt consideration of these documents.

       Should you have any questions I may be contacted by response to this email or by phone at: 978-
443-3612

                             Sincerely, 

                     H. Rebecca Cutting, Esq.
                     381 Maynard Road
                      Sudbury, MA 01776

mailto:page.czepiga@mass.gov





































































































































































































 
 

 

September 6, 2018 
  
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:  Sudbury & Hudson, MA 
Document Reviewed: Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
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 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Sudbury-Hudson 
Transmission Reliability Project and would like to offer the following comments.   
 

As previously noted, portions of the proposed project are located within Priority Habitat and Estimated 
Habitat as indicated in the 14th Edition of the MA Natural Heritage Atlas and therefore requires review 
with the Division for compliance with the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA, MGL c.131A) 
and its implementing regulations (321 CMR 10.00).  
 
In anticipation of filing a MESA Checklist, the project proponents have been consulting with the Division 
regarding potential rare species concerns associated with the project. The Division has reviewed the 
results of rare species field studies conducted by the Applicant.  Based on a review of information that 
was submitted and the information contained in our database, the Division anticipates that the 
proposed project will avoid a Take of state-listed species.  Conditions to avoid a Take will include, but 
may not be limited to: a) implementation of a turtle protection plan to protect state-listed turtles during 
all phases of construction; b) implementation of a corridor management plan developed by Eversource 
and DCR, c) time of year restriction for construction to protect Eastern Whip-poo-will.  The Division 
anticipates that any other concerns related to state-listed species, including the future development of 
the Mass Central Trail, may be addressed during the MESA review process.  We anticipate that the 
proposed project will not require a MESA Conservation & Management Permit to proceed.  
 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Lauren Glorioso, Endangered 
Species Review Biologist at (508) 389-6361 or lauren.glorioso@state.ma.us. 
 

mailto:lauren.glorioso@state.ma.us


Sudbury & Hudson, 15-34327, FEIR, Page 2 of 2 
 

 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Thomas W. French, Ph.D. 
Assistant Director 
 
 
cc: Denise Bartone, Eversource 

Vivian Kimball, VHB 
Marc Bergeron, VHB 
Paul Jahnige, DCR 
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 
  
  
   
 
 

 



Page Czepiga  
 
MEPA offices  
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114 
 
 
FEIR comments for Sudbury to Hudson Electrical Reliability Project proposed by Eversource Energy.   
RE: EEA#15707  
EFSB 17-02/D.E.P. 16-17  
 
      Ms. Czepiga 
 
       I am submitting these comments regarding the Eversource Energy Sudbury to Hudson Reliability project. I am sure 
that you and your staff have read the final environmental impact report (FEIR). For full disclosure, I am the president of 
Protect Hudson. A 501(c)(3) environmental advocacy group formed to organize and raise money as well as awareness in 
an attempt to stop the Sudbury to Hudson Electrical Reliability Project' preferred route. As you may know Eversource' 
preferred route is primarily on the MBTA owned ROW traveling about 8.5 miles east to west from a NG substation in 
Sudbury to Wilkins Street in Hudson. The preferred route then goes under-street to the Hudson Light and Power 
substation on Forest Ave. in Hudson.  
     I am not an environmental scientist nor do I have a master’s degree or doctorate in any environmental science. 
Common sense will tell anyone that pulling up and removing 8.5 miles of rail bed, in use from 1881 till 1968 will be fraught 
with peril. Removing this rail bed, and then digging an 8.5 mile long trench, within mere feet of zone 1 and into zone 2 
aquifers would also come to the immediate conclusion that this is a very bad idea. The towns of Sudbury and Hudson get 
all of their drinking water for townspeople from their own wells. The aquifers for Hudson are in direct peril if the MBTA 
ROW is approved as the preferred route. This rail bed is an example of industrial era siting and would never be sited 
where it is now. It is a scar from the industrial age that is slowly but surely being consumed by the forest in a natural 
manner.  
     Leo Roy, the current head of the DCR, wants this utility corridor to be a bike path. I have read the construction plans 
and have conferred with industrial electrical engineers. They tell me that an unshielded 115K volt electrical conduit mere 
feet below the ground, will generate EMF several times greater that is allowed in any industrial setting according to OSHA. 
I will assumed that MEPA will also take into consideration the protection of humans related to this utility project. As a 
footnote, Leo Roy was the Principal at VHB for 12 years. VHB is the contractor tasked to build this utility corridor for 
Eversource should it be approved and survive an appeal before the Massachusetts Supreme Court. You should know 
that.  
     Should "the project" be approved, the permanent damage that will be caused to this metrowest region will be 
incalculable. You need to know that the preferred route will travel through a Mass. State forest. A Federal animal 
preserve. The Dessert, a very rare tract of land found almost nowhere, where heavy sand soils somehow support unique 
conifers as well as animals that are seldom seen outside of this micro environment. We also have Hopp Brook in Sudbury. 
A very rare, natural cold water fishery. We also have Fort Meadow Brook in Hudson. A paradise for animals. These pieces 
and parcels are in the direct path of this proposed project and are diminishing as sprawl takes over. These parcels have 
been protected since the 1950's and should not be sacrificed for corporate profits.  
     It has been 2.7 years that we concerned citizens have been fighting this destructive preferred route. To find out at the 
EFSB hearings that Eversource cannot even prove a need for this project is an absolutely travesty!  
      I appreciate the time you have taken to read my comments and as you know, this will all come down to a hand full of 
Massachusetts specialist who we hope care more for the endurance and environment of our State than they do for 
corporate profits.  
 
Brian O'Neill 
31 Parmenter Road 
Hudson, MA 01749 
978-568-1239                                                                             
   
  
 
      

 



Elisa Pearmain, M.A. , M.Ed., LMHC 

127 White Pond Rd. Hudson, MA 01749  

(781) 640-9499   

 

September 6th, 2018  

Dear MEPA Board, 

 

I am writing to express my concern about the FEIR that Eversource has put forth to you for building a 
transmission line from Sudbury to Hudson center. There are many reasons that this plan must be 
rejected for an under-road project. All Selectmen in both towns, and both Conservation Commissions 
agree. I live three houses down from the MBTA line in Hudson and walk on the paths in that area 
weekly. I am in no way interested in having a bike path there!  

 Firstly, the Eversource FEIR grossly underestimates the financial costs of building an under or 
above ground transmission line through pristine forests, wetland and National Wildlife areas in these 
two towns. It is not possible that it could cost more to take down thousands of trees, drag immense 
machinary through thickly forested areas and delicate wetlands than it would to dig up a few roads. That 
is ludicrous and if you do not see that then you have clearly already made up your minds to okay this 
project.  They have also not correctly estimated the costs into perpetuity of the pesticides, herbicides, 
and other factors involved in caring for the disturbed areas.  

 Second, they have grossly under estimated the environmental damage that this project would 
do to our forests, wetlands and town water wells. It would disturb contaminants in the soil left over 
from the railroad, disrupt numerous delicate wetlands, reduce habitat for wildlife and countless other 
effects that they say they can manage but that is absurd, and you know it by looking at their other 
projects. They have NEVER undertaken a project like this before and are not going to be able to do it 
within budget or without significant harm to our environment. They also have given different point 
systems to wetlands that are protected by town wetland protection by-laws and areas that are only 
protected by State laws. You must take our Conservation Commission’s findings seriously!  
 

Eversource has also not paid enough attention to the proximity to our towns watersheds and 
aquifers surrounding the town wells (the Chestnut, Cranberry and Kane well head areas). These provide 
water for over 20,000 people. There are also numerous individual wells in the area.  

 
Thank you for denying this MBTA route until you have correctly assessed the true costs of the 

under road plans that all residents and officials prefer. Eversource has grossly over stated these costs at 
great detriment to our natural resources, future safety, and well-being.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Elisa Pearmain  
 

 



1 
 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL (page.czepiga@state.ma.us) 
 
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 
 (Protect Sudbury Inc.)  
 
Dear Ms. Czepiga: 
  
Please accept these comments from Protect Sudbury, Inc. for consideration by Secretary 
Beaton in response to the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) submitted by Eversource 
Energy (hereafter “Proponent” or “Eversource”). Protect Sudbury’s fundamental position is that 
the need for the Sudbury-Hudson transmission line project has not been established by the 
Proponent and it is not necessary. As such, our comments are offered to protect our 
community if the project is approved despite our opposition. It is our expectation that MEPA 
will place primary emphasis on ‘avoidance’ as required by statute and afford our community 
the protection that is provided under the law. 301 CMR 11.01(1)(a). 
 

I. Community Opposition to Project 
 
Public input into all phases of the MEPA process is vital to the process and occurs through 
comment letters, site visits and community meetings.  CMR 11.01 (1) (a)). As such, MEPA places 
great value on public input and on the impact to the community due to the potential 
environmental damage that may occur.  Public concern for a proposed project is an important 
and continuing consideration throughout the entire MEPA process.  
 
The Proponent’s proposed project remains vigorously opposed by citizens and local  
government in both the Town of Sudbury (“Sudbury”) and the Town of Hudson (“Hudson”). 
Opposition to such projects may not be unusual in MEPA’s experience, the unity, strength, and 
commitment of opposition to the proposed Project because of its avoidable environmental 
impacts is unprecedented.  
 
It is important to note that while the community is opposed to a high voltage transmission line 
on the MBTA ROW, the Town of Sudbury generally supports the development of a recreation 
trail on the MBTA ROW.  While the Proponent has created an artificial linkage between these 
two projects, the development of a recreation trail in Sudbury is not dependent upon the 
Proponent.  
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Sudbury has repeatedly extended offers to work cooperatively with the DCR.  DCR’s own 
internal directive instructs proponents of such projects to work closely with the host 
community.   
 
Kurt Gaertner, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs and a representative on 
Governor Baker’s “Trails Team” has stated, “…the administration is not going to be advancing 
trails that don't have local support…. We're not going to be forcing a trail unless it's something 
that municipalities voluntarily decide that it wants to do”. Golden Spike Conference, July 28, 
2018.  Eversource’s proposal is wholly inconsistent with those remarks.  
 
Throughout the filing, the Proponent has spun a deceptive narrative of the so-called benefits 
this project might offer to the Commonwealth. The Proponent claims to offer a path to greater 
grid reliability, lower energy costs, ‘new and improved’ wildlife habitats, and a new recreation 
trail, yet glosses over the truth of the actual impacts on our community and our environment. 
Large-scale spraying of carcinogenic herbicides uncomfortably close to the water supply for 
18,000 people; the killing and destruction of the eastern box and Blandings turtles, harm to cold 
water fisheries, and the state listed whip-poor-will nesting areas, as well as the decimation of 
acres of wooded habitat and forest canopy, all impacts that could easily be avoided if the 
Project were not sited on a undisturbed corridor.  
 
Eversource completely dismisses out of hand the under street alternative route that would 
yield the same grid reliability, without ANY of the egregious impacts on community, residents, 
water supply, local wildlife and habitats.  
 
The existing MBTA ROW is already currently used extensively as a multi-use recreational trail in 
a fashion that is consistent with the wishes of the community. It is a (currently) shaded canopy 
over a soft dirt path that walkers, runners, bikers, cross country skiers, equestrians, canines, 
and wildlife enjoy year-round. Many of these uses will be lost to our community if this project is 
permitted in its present form.  
 
Moreover, the Proponent states in the FEIR that no use of the MBTA ROW will be permitted 
until the DCR is able to complete their portion of the project. The Proponent’s hollow offer of 
an unfunded rail trail that may never be built, atop a new high voltage transmission line in a 
manner that our town and its elected officials have rejected, is inconsistent with the wishes of 
the community.  
 
The Proponents opinion that they are doing what is in the “best interests of the citizens of the 
Commonwealth” is simply their opinion.  It is an opinion not shared by state legislators, local 
officials, local, state and national environmental organizations. A complete listing of individuals 
and organizations in opposition to this project is contained in Appendix 1. 
  
Sudbury, as a Home Rule Chartered municipality, strongly believes in the principles of home 
rule and self-determination as set forth in Article LXXXIX of the Massachusetts State 
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Constitution. These principles and rules of law have been the foundation of our opposition to 
the project. Specifically, as set forth in Article 2 of this amendment.  
 

“It is the intention of this article to reaffirm the customary and traditional liberties of 
the people with respect to the conduct of their local government, and to grant and 
confirm to the people of every city and town the right of self-government in local 
matters…”  

 
We believe that these principles set forth in our state constitution should rank above any opinions 
expressed by the Proponent a private for-profit corporation headquartered in Connecticut, 
 

II. Risk Assessment of Proposed Project: Lack of Specific Experience Puts Assessment 
into Question 

 
The Proponent has limited experience in designing and constructing underground transmission 
lines on inactive railroad rights of way. Further, the Proponent has absolutely no experience in 
simultaneously constructing both an underground transmission line and a recreational trail. In 
testimony presented to the EFSB, November 9, 2017, the Proponent acknowledged that they 
did not have previous experience in the collocation of an underground transmission line with a 
rail trail.  
 

Q. [GREEN] Is this the first project where the company has proposed collocating an 
underground transmission line with a rail trail or some other pedestrian facility? 
 
A. [SODERMAN] There is one location in Connecticut, in Richfield, underneath an 
overhead transmission line where a rail trail was constructed after an overhead 
transmission line already was built.  
(Appendix 2. Volume 5, Evidentiary Hearing, p: 748 -760) 

 
The Proponent demonstrates this lack of experience in the FEIR as they switch between the 
construction and design standards for each of these two projects. ‘Chameleon-like’ in their 
approach, the Proponent simply calls it an ‘access road’ when it suits them and applies one set 
of environmental standards with the expectation that MEPA will follow suit. Likewise, when the 
relaxed MEPA standards for rail trails are advantageous to them, the access road suddenly 
transforms into a rail trail. The difficulty and risk associated with the construction and 
permitting of two fundamentally different projects should not be taken lightly. In fact, the risk 
associated with combining these projects substantially increases the potential for unintended 
consequences.  
 
Likewise, MEPA has not been consistent in its own application of requirements. This project 
should be evaluated as both a fully developed high voltage transmission line and a fully 
developed recreation trail. The MEPA standards for each individual project must be fully 
applied and with even more caution to account for the potential of impacts from this unique 
and hazardous construction approach.  
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The inexperience of the Proponent is also evident in a deficient DEIR requiring a substantive 
number of additions and revision. This pattern continued into the FEIR, which is replete with 
even more deficiencies, omissions and errors. For example, the Proponent’s use of outdated 
topographical maps that significantly understated the impact on wetlands and amount of 
bordering land subject to flooding significantly changes the scope and level of permitting for 
this project. These fundamental errors should be a cause of great concern to MEPA.  
 
 

III. History of Non-Performance by Proponent: Underestimating Environmental Impacts 
on the Community 

 
Town of Sudbury  
Since the construction of a Sub-Station in South Sudbury in the 1950’s and the subsequent 
construction of an overhead transmission line through South Sudbury to Framingham, the 
Town of Sudbury and citizens of Sudbury have firsthand experience with the Proponent’s 
inability to honor commitments and communicate with the community on hazardous and on-
going maintenance activities.  
 
History has shown that once the Proponent’s projects are completed, maintenance is an 
afterthought and typically assigned to third-party contractors with no knowledge of the history 
of the project or prior agreements with Sudbury. Failure to inform Town officials and residents 
of these on-going maintenance activities on this existing right of way have been well 
documented in Sudbury throughout the years.  
 
That attitude is reflected in the Memorandum of Understanding between the DCR and 
Eversource and is illustrative of this business practice.  
 

“Eversource will construct the gravel base that will serve as the base of the MCRT and 
will also provide permanent and perpetual access for the construction, reconstruction, 
maintenance and access to Eversource’s Transmission Project. Such access will be by 
foot, vehicle, truck, crane or other equipment, as deemed necessary at Eversource’s 
sole discretion, through the property and to its facilities within and along the 
Massachusetts Central Branch Rail Line and the MCRT Leased Premises.” 
(FEIR Appendix 2-4 Sec. 2.0) 
 

 
The Proponent once gaining legal access to a property exercises this ‘right’ with impunity, at 
their “sole discretion” and with disregard to the impact to the surrounding community.  
 
This pattern continues even within the MEPA process itself. As noted by the Proponent in FEIR 
Section 2.2.4 Coordination with Agencies and Stakeholders, between January and May, the 
Proponent has managed to have four meetings with the DCR yet only one meeting with the 
Town of Sudbury.  
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State of Massachusetts 
Perhaps the most significant example of the Proponent’s disregard for the environmental 
impact of their activities on the communities in which they operate is the continued use of 
dangerous herbicides throughout the Cape Cod area. Their continued use of glyphosate-based 
herbicides threatens the health and safety of residents and their drinking water. Even in the 
light of the mounting evidence as to the carcinogenic dangers presented by this herbicide and 
the recent court awards to victims exposed to this substance, they are intractable in their 
position. The Proponent does not respond to community concerns about the environmental 
impact of their maintenance practices; we implore that MEPA step in and require them to 
discontinue all use of such herbicides. 
 
Such behavior should be carefully considered by MEPA when evaluating the Proponent’s 
promises of compliance to MEPA and State and Local regulations.  
 

IV. MEPA Requirements – Avoid or Minimize and Mitigate 
 
MEPA regulations require that a project proponent take all feasible measures to avoid Damage 
to the Environment or, to the extent Damage to the Environment cannot be avoided, to 
minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
It appears that the primary tenet of “avoidance” was not carefully considered given the tacit 
acceptance by MEPA in the DEIR of the underground route along the long-abandoned rail 
line/right-of-way owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority in Sudbury (the 
“MBTA ROW”). This is particularly troublesome when an under-street alternative is available 
without impacts such as the 23.93 ac. of permanent ‘alteration’ and the additional 284 sq. ft. of 
permanent fill within bordering vegetated wetland. These permanent alterations do not even 
account for the indirect alteration to biological changes that have been documented to occur 
using the herbicides prescribed as part of Eversource’s and the DCR’s routine maintenance 
methods.  
 

A. Project Alternatives: Eversource Did Not Consider Project Alternatives  
 
The FEIR is deficient in that the Proponent has not taken “all feasible means to avoid damage to 
the environment”.  301 CMR 11.01(1)(a). 
 
Under 301 CMR 11.07 (6) (f)(4) of the MEPA requirements, the Proponent is required to provide 
“an analysis of the principal differences among feasible alternatives under consideration, 
particularly regarding potential environmental impacts” 
 
The Proponent’s presentation of the project alternatives in the DEIR and again in the FEIR are 
deficient and do not meet the requirements outlined under 301 CMR 11.07 (6) (f)(4).  
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In the DEIR Section 2.3 the Proponent essentially restates the information contained in their 
initial petition to the EFSB submitted in April 2017. The Proponent argues that the “Noticed 
Alternative” is inferior to the “Preferred Alternative” based on cost and environmental impact. 
However, expert testimony has been offered by both the Town of Sudbury and Protect Sudbury 
to the EFSB that the “Noticed Alternative” is superior to the “Preferred Alternative” on each of 
these major criteria. The Proponent’s submittal should be considered in context with the 
submittals of Protect Sudbury and the Town of Sudbury.  
 
Indeed, the expert opinion offered by all stakeholders must be analyzed by MEPA to render a 
thoughtful and logical determination given the entire range of project alternatives available.    
 
 

1. Alternatives Analysis - Cost 
 
The FEIR is deficient as the Proponent has not provided conclusive evidence their “Preferred 
Alternative” is superior in cost to the “Noticed Alternative”.  
 
The Proponent concedes that the under-street alternative has less natural environmental 
impact to their proposed project than the MBTA ROW route.  
 
“As identified in the DEIR, although the Noticed Alternative would have less impacts to 
natural environmental considerations it was not selected as the Preferred Project given its 
substantially higher costs.” (FEIR, Answer c.69.) 
 
The Proponent therefore primarily bases it’s argument for MEPA certification of the “Preferred 
Route” on project cost. Yet, throughout the EFSB hearing and in filed testimony, the basis for 
this claim was refuted by experts from both the Town of Sudbury and Protect Sudbury. 
(Appendix 3a Protect Sudbury Initial Brief, Section D and Appendix 3b, Town of Sudbury Initial 
Brief, Section F (4)).  
 
Conceptual estimates, such as those presented in the DEIR are inherently uncertain. This level 
of uncertainty is reflected in the wide range of -25% to +50% assumed for these types of 
estimates. Moreover, conceptual estimates are not helpful in evaluating cost estimates for 
project alternatives where, as in this case, the project estimates are relatively close together 
and where there is a the wide range and variation of the competing projects (under street, 
underground and on an existing utility ROW.  
 
The Proponent indicated that they have had limited experience in building underground 
transmission lines in inactive rail beds. They do however have extensive experience in building 
under street transmission lines. Common sense alone would indicate that cost estimates 
associated with a project in which the Proponent has had limited experience will result in less 
accurate cost estimates with greater variability. On the other hand, constructing an under-
street route, which is routinely undertaken by the Proponent, would result in more accurate 
cost estimates with less variability.  
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2. Alternatives Analysis - Environmental Impact 

 
In a meeting in November 2016 between Eversource, VHB, Sudbury and Protect Sudbury, when 
questioned about the potential environmental impact of the MBTA ROW route, Marc Bergeron, 
VHB, Senior Project Manager/Wetland Scientist stated, “we acknowledge there are significant 
permanent negative environmental impacts with the MBTA route, overhead or underground, 
which would not be present with an under-street route.”  
 
Yet, despite this statement, Eversource’s route scoring methodology comes to the foregone 
conclusion that the MBTA ROW has substantially LESS environmental impact than the under-
street route. The Proponent’s self-created scoring system is fundamentally flawed, with no 
distinction between the temporary impact on the developed environment and the permanent 
impacts on the natural environment. The Proponent’s route scoring clearly illustrates that 
major damage will take place in every route except the under-street one.   Any damage done by 
an under-street route is temporary, while the damage to the environment in this case is 
permanent.  
 
This flawed route scoring methodology and results were included by the Proponent in both the 
DEIR and FEIR and resulted in an entirely spurious conclusion: From the DEIR; 
 

3.5.4.2 Environmental Analysis Results Summary 
In summary, Candidate Routes located along the MBTA ROW (with an underground 
design) had the lowest overall scores as these routes tend to balance impacts to both 
the developed and natural environment. Candidate Routes located entirely within public 
roadways have the least impact on the natural environment but the highest impact to 
the developed environment. 

 
In fact, when performing the relative route scoring calculation while using a statistically 
relevant denominator, the Proponent’s Preferred Route ranks 18th best, ranking significantly 
poorer than Under Street Alternatives. The Town of Sudbury EFSB Initial Brief, March 2, 2018, 
Section IV(D) presents a thorough analysis of the flawed Eversource route selection process. 
The Town of Sudbury EFSB Final Brief, Section II (c) of March 16, 2018, provides additional 
support for this argument. Appendix 3b, Section D.  
 
In testimony provided to the EFSB by both Sudbury and Protect Sudbury, we enumerated the 
flaws in the Eversource routing analysis between the MBTA ROW and the under-street route. In 
Sudbury, the MBTA ROW abuts 6,145 feet of protected open space with public access and 
contains or directly abuts 5,930 linear feet within state priority and estimated habitat areas. It 
has eight perennial stream crossings, and ten vernal pools located within 100’ of the MBTA 
centerline. Two National Wildlife Refuges, the Great Meadows National Wildlife Refuge, and 
the Assabet River National Wildlife Refuge, have a total of 4,185 linear feet of property line 
abutting the MBTA ROW in the project area. These lands were purchased through citizen 
dollars for the purposed of permanent protection of natural resources of the Town, the 
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Commonwealth, and the nation. The proposed project passes through three Zone 2 aquifers, 
areas containing endangered state-listed rare species, fragile wetland areas, and involves the 
clearing of 23.93 acres of trees and dumping 282 square feet of fill. Yet, the Eversource analysis 
incredibly (and falsely) concluded that the MBTA ROW route would somehow have LESS impact 
than an under-street route with virtually none of these environmental risks.  
 
There is no logical basis on which MEPA can grant a FEIR certificate with such a glaring 
inconsistency in the FEIR filing of the Proponent given the additional information provided by 
the expert testimonies of Sudbury and Protect Sudbury at the EFSB hearings and included here 
for your review and evaluation. 
 

3. No-Build Analysis: Deficient Analysis by Proponent 
 
The no-build analysis offered in both the DEIR and FEIR is deficient. Per 301 CMR 11.01(6)(f)(2) 
“the alternative of not undertaking the Project (i.e., the no-build alternative) for the purpose of 
establishing a future baseline in relation to which the Project and its alternatives can be 
described and analyzed, and its potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures can 
be assessed”. 
 
In the DEIR, the Proponent dismissed this requirement by stating in 3.3.1 that if the project 
were not built it would not address the identified reliability requirement. It provides absolutely 
no environmental baseline to measure the actual environmental impacts.  
 
For example, the Proponent has acknowledged that the MBTA ROW rail bed is likely 
contaminated, both by its nature as a rail bed and by the identified Mass EEA hazardous waste 
sites along the ROW corridor. There is no provision in the FEIR for determining the current 
characteristics of the water quality in proximity to the rail bed; i.e. baseline conditions. Further, 
there is no monitoring or testing of the water table during or after construction. In short, there 
is no base case established. Waiting for the test results that will measure the amount of 
contamination on the MBTA ROW does not excuse the Proponent from this requirement.  
Given the extent of the known contamination, these test results must be made available to 
MEPA prior to certification and evaluated by MEPA so that proper oversight can be ordered.   
 
Further, while the Proponent has identified the 23.93 acres of tree clearing in the FEIR, they are 
silent on the impact to the viewscape of properties near the MBTA ROW. Protect Sudbury will 
cover this topic in more detail further on, but again, the Proponent has not documented the 
current viewscape so that their impact can be measured and be effectively mitigated if needed. 
 
While the Proponent has acknowledged the presence of cold water fisheries, they fail to 
establish a baseline to assess and protect brook trout habitat in the Sudbury River tributary 
streams known to have wild brook trout populations.  Native Eastern brook trout (Salvelinus 
fontinalis) are a notable keystone species in the northeastern United States, inhabiting flowing, 
highly oxygenated, cold-water streams. While brook trout are still relatively common in 
western and central Massachusetts, eastern populations are greatly reduced. Today, the 
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Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture estimates that geographically isolated populations remain in 
only about 10% of the sub watersheds in eastern Massachusetts. The survival of these 
remaining populations is threatened by habitat degradation (e.g. streamflow and temperature 
changes due to increased watershed development), dams, undersized or inadequate road 
culverts, non-point source pollution, climate change, and by competition and predation by non-
native fish species (including rainbow and brown trout).  The FEIR is deficient in failing to 
address the findings of a remarkable 2014 study report “Protecting Trout-Bearing Streams in 
the Sudbury River Watershed” by OARS, USGS, Greater Boston Trout Unlimited, Sudbury 
Conservation Commission, and Sudbury Valley Trustees.  See Appendix 24 
 
Further, observations of juvenile bald eagles in Memorial Forest and the Plympton Trail 
adjacent to the Project, entered in the NHESP Vernal Pool and Rare Species Reporting System 
(A9622 and A9623) are not included in the FEIR.  The potential for impacts that result from 
human-induced alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when 
eagles are not present, as described by The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 
668-668c) should be addressed by the FEIR. 
 
Observations of other rare species reported at the Sudbury substation in 2014 by Oxbow 
Associates (teaming with VHB for NSTAR), should likewise be included in the FEIR to establish a 
baseline.  These are observations (A2567 and A2568) in the NHESP VPRS system, as indicated in 
attached memo ‘substation-observations-2014.pdf’, obtained by Protect Sudbury via public 
records request from the Massachusetts Department of Fish and Game. Appendix 25 
  
The Proponent has also already identified a handful of significant historical sites, yet they offer 
no base case analysis for these historic structures and artifacts know to be present on the 
project site. Waiting for an additional assessment ordered by the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission (“MHC”) does not excuse the Proponent from this requirement. 
 

B. Historical and Archeological Interests: Many Potential Impacts Not Addressed by 
Proponent 

 
Protect Sudbury is aware that the “MHC” is in the process of conducting a field survey of the 
MBTA ROW. Protect Sudbury is an organization with local knowledge of historical and 
archeological remains, structures and artifacts on or in the immediate proximity of the MBTA 
ROW. We offer the following information to ensure that all such structures, remains, and 
artifacts are protected under the appropriate state and/or federal statutes.  
 
The FEIR is deficient to the extent that these sites have either not been identified to date by the 
Proponent or may not be found in the field survey being conducted by MHC.  
 

1. Native American Presence 
 
The history of Native American presence in Sudbury is well documented. Their presence in East 
and South Sudbury is an area in which many relics and artifacts have been discovered over the 
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years. Specifically referenced in the text of the “History of Sudbury” by Albert Hudson are 
locations adjacent to or in the areas now occupied by the MBTA ROW.  See Appendix 22 for 
representative samples.  
 

“Another place where relics have been found in abundance is on the Coolidge estate, by 
Lanham Meadows, a little south of the East Sudbury depot. “ 

 
“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” 

 
(From the History of Sudbury, Massachusetts 1638 – 1889, by Alfred Sereno Hudson) 

 
To proactively explore the MBTA ROW for Native American sites of cultural significance, Protect 
Sudbury, in cooperation with the Town of Sudbury, contracted with representatives from the 
Narragansett and Wampanoag tribes to do an initial field survey of the entire length of the 
MBTA ROW in Sudbury.  
 
On Friday, May 25th, 2018 a team consisting of members of Protect Sudbury, the Sudbury 
Historical Society, and preservations officers from two tribes conducted the survey.  
 
In the report prepared by the tribes, it was determined that two culturally significant sites were 
identified that will require further investigation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation 
Act and National Register of Historic Places guidelines. (Appendix 5a) 
 

2. Boston and Maine Railroad Section Tool House 
 
The Proponent identified the existence of the structure listed in the National Registry of Historic 
Places yet is silent on how this structure will retain the context of its historical significance or 
how construction activities would be safely conducted near this structure.  
 

3. Unidentified Archeological Site 
 
The foundation of what appears to be an early settlement was discovered in May 2018 in an 
area on the MBTA ROW. This site is subject to Section 106 review. Pictures and GPS coordinates 
are provided in Appendix 6.  
 

4. The Central Massachusetts Railroad 
The railroad itself has a rich history. In fact, it was instrumental in linking central and western 
Massachusetts with Boston in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s. On the MBTA ROW today, the 
original switch towers and other railroad apparatus still exist. These artifacts should be 
accounted for and evaluated by the Massachusetts Historical Commission for preservation and 
restoration.  
 

5. Historic Districts 
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The MBTA ROW runs through the Sudbury “George Pitts Historic District”. Adjacent to the 
MBTA ROW are eleven houses that are listed in the Massachusetts Historic Commission’s 
database of historic buildings. 

Including C Culter House 7 Maple Ave; 
Forrest D House, 10 Maple Ave; 
11 Maple Ave; 
F Bradshaw House 14 Maple Ave; 
15 Maple Ave; 
J Shedd House 19 Maple Ave; 
22 Maple Ave; 
25 Maple Ave; 
28 Maple Ave; 
31 Maple Ave; 
and 34-36 Maple Ave 

 
(Appendix 7a, 7b, 7c “Historic Homes - Maple Ave. Sudbury”) 

 
The MBTA ROW also bisects and directly abuts the Wayside Inn Historic District #2. There are 
homes both modern and historic that abut the MBTA ROW and are within the Wayside Historic 
District #2. (Appendix 8 “Wayside Inn Historic District”) 
 
It is incumbent on the Proponent to preserve lands surrounding these structures to maintain 
the appropriate and proper historical context.  
 

6. Historic Bridges 
 
The FEIR is deficient as the 75% design calls for the destruction of one historic bridge and the 
‘refurbishment’ of another historic bridge. The filing is also deficient in not fully describing the 
process of bridge demolition, construction, renovation and the associated environmental 
impact. Some of the deficiencies are set forth below.  
 
Hop Brook (Bridge 127) 
 
The Proponent’s FEIR 75% design now calls for the demolition of this bridge structure. See FEIR 
2.1.2.2.  
 
Note however, in the DEIR  the Proponent concludes that rehabilitation of the bridge is 
“feasible”.  No new information was presented in the FEIR to justify this change in approach. 
 
 
 
 
 



12 
 

Hop Brook (Bridge 128) 
 
The Proponent’s latest plan calls for refurbishment of this bridge. It is unclear what the 
Proponent means by refurbishment relative to maintaining the historic character of the bridge 
structure. The primary design objective for the Proponent is to facilitate the passage of 
construction vehicles. The placement of high voltage transmission lines on this structure in any 
location would be inconsistent with its historic character.  
 
Rationale for Proposed Construction Technique for Water Crossings 
 
Bridge demolition and bridge refurbishment clearly have greater environmental impact than 
other alternatives available such as the Horizontal Directional Drilling (“HDD”) technique the 
Proponent has discussed. According to the Proponent (See 2.1.2.3) the environmental 
risks/impact include, but are not limited to: 

 Unspecified amount of vegetation removal  
 Erosion of the river bank 
 Debris entering environmentally sensitive waterways 
 Installation of new bridge abutments creating high levels of suspended solids in 

environmental sensitive waterways.  
 
The most common practice in place for crossing narrow waterbodies used in the utility industry 
is HDD. It is also generally acknowledged that while equipment staging is typically required, 
overall disturbance within a sensitive area will be minimized. The Proponent has used such 
construction techniques throughout their service area for over 40 years and is thoroughly 
familiar with them. The MBTA ROW is ideally suited to the HDD technique due to the lack of the 
typical constraints found in residential and business areas. (existing utilities, narrow and limited 
work areas). The work area requirement noted in the FEIR (Section 3.2.4.2) is well within the 
space available at each of these bridge crossings. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(“FERC”) classifies the waterbody crossings at the two Hop Brook locations as “Intermediate”. 
As such, HDD is feasible and could be done at a significantly less cost  
 
Most importantly, the Proponent has acknowledged that the HDD is “feasible” for the projects 
waterbody crossings. (See FEIR Section 3.2.4.2 ) 
 
 
Proponent’s Rationale for Bridge Removal and Refurbishment 
 
The Proponent claims that a “turning platform” is required to turn construction vehicles around 
to facilitate construction. Nevertheless, other options are available to the Proponent. For 
example, the areas that would be cleared for splice boxes (50’ x 60’) are more than adequate to 
turn the vehicles. Of course, there is always the option of putting the vehicle in reverse and 
exiting the construction area in that fashion.  The need for any such “turning” structure, 
temporary or permanent has never been mentioned by the Proponent.  In fact, Eversource has 
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long recognized the feasibility of other options that do not involve bridge 
construction/reconstruction.  
 
Specifically, since the start of the public phase of this project in 2016, the Proponent has stated 
at public meetings in Sudbury, Hudson and Stow that the required maintenance for this 
transmission line could be easily accomplished by a non-contiguous access road. The access 
road has numerous street access points and any required maintenance access can easily be 
accomplished in this fashion. At the Stow Board of Selectman’s meeting, Feb. 23, 2016, Beverly 
Shultz, Eversource Project Manager stated, “We are not proposing a bike path. We’re proposing 
an access road that can be utilized. I would like to point out that, I was mentioning that there 
are some existing bridges. We do not plan to make use of those bridges. We don’t really know 
the condition of those bridges nor their ability to support our very large construction and 
maintenance vehicles. So, we will come from either direction from roads when we need to get 
to any part of the right of way. There are a number of roads that cross over the right of way.”  
Video recording available of this statement is available on the Town of Stow website in the 
Stow TV section. 
 
In addition, the only other rationale that the Proponent could provide was that it would benefit 
the DCR recreation trail. In fact, the Proponent under terms of the Memorandum of 
Understanding (“MOU”) in FEIR Appendix 2-4 Section 5.0 is required to “design, permit, and 
construct bridge improvements within the MCRT leased premises”.  
 
This agreement, however, should not be considered in any evaluation of Eversource’s filing. The 
rail trail is simply not an integral component of the transmission line project and provides no 
benefit to electric ratepayers.   
 
Accordingly, the Proponent’s statement the they project will somehow assist DCR in the 
construction of these bridges is unfounded and should be rejected.  
 
Bridges are Historic Structures 
 
All three bridges, Hop Brook (Bridge 127), Fort Meadow Brook (Bridge 130) and Hop Brook 
(Bridge 128) are considered historic resources by the State of Massachusetts. All are listed in 
the State Registry for Historic places database the Massachusetts Cultural Resource System. 
(“MACRIS”) 
 
The MHC database listing and description of these structures are contained in Appendix 7d and 
7e.  
 
In addition, applications have been submitted by the Sudbury Historic Commission (“SHC”) to 
the MHC for consideration for National Registry listing.  As the Proponent has pointed out in 
the DEIR, Section 2.6.1.1: 
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“No undertaking shall cause effects on properties listed on, determined to be eligible for listing 
on, or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, including 
previously unknown historic properties within the permit area, unless the Corps or another 
Federal action agency has satisfied the consultation requirements of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”). 
 
The FEIR is deficient in that both properties must go through the proper review by appropriate 
State and Federal agencies.  
 
 
Bridges - Summary and Conclusion 
 
MEPA’s priority is avoidance. The certain damage, destruction, and defacement of these 
historic structures can be avoided by instructing the Proponent to avoid any bridge 
replacement or refurbishment.    
 
There are many other avenues for the DCR to pursue that do not involve construction of an 
unnecessary and costly transmission line if it wishes to rehabilitate these bridges for use as a 
recreation trial, as it has done with so many other similar projects. In fact, it already has a 
willing partner to begin this process with; the Town of Sudbury.  
 

C. Project Segmentation, Macro Level: Circumventing MEPA Thresholds 
 
The Proponent’s filing is deficient at a macro level. It circumvents MEPA permitting thresholds 
by segmenting the construction of the project into three separate, but integral pieces; the 
Sudbury sub-station, the transmission line on the MBTA ROW and the Hudson sub-station. All 
three must be completed for the Proponent to address the reliability issue identified by ISO 
New England and then presented by the Proponent to the EFSB. This has resulted in an 
underestimation of the wetlands impact and the amount of bordering lands subject to flooding 
(“BLSF”) among other factors associated with environmental impact. MEPA permitting 
thresholds have been circumvented and have restricted MEPA’s regulatory authority.  
 
 As per 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c),  
 

“In determining whether a Project is subject to MEPA jurisdiction or meets or exceeds 
any review thresholds, and during MEPA review, the Proponent, any Participating 
Agency, and the Secretary shall consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely 
future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof. The Proponent may not 
phase or segment a Project to evade, defer or curtail MEPA review”. (emphasis added) 
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Transmission Line Project Segmentation 
 
The Proponent’s filing at the EFSB clearly defines the parameters of the proposed project,  
 

“Eversource Energy (“Eversource” or the “Company”), seeking approval from the Energy 
Facilities Siting Board (“Siting Board”) pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J (“Section 69J”) to 
construct, operate and maintain an approximately 9-mile, 115-kilovolt (“kV”) 
underground transmission line between Eversource’s Sudbury Substation located in 
Sudbury (“Sudbury Substation”) and the Hudson Light & Power Department’s (“HLPD”) 
Substation in Hudson (“Hudson Substation”) (the “New Line”)”. – Petition of NSTAR 
Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, 69J EFSB Case # 17-
02 

 
The FEIR discusses only one of the three components of the proposed project, the “New Line”. 
Missing is the expansion that was required at the Sudbury Sub-Station specifically for the 
interconnection equipment required for the “New Line”. Also missing is the extensive work to 
be performed at the Hudson Substation to interconnect the “New Line”. 
 
The illustration contained in the DEIR Figure 2 – 1 of the existing Sudbury Substation and the 
proposed Improvements clearly shows the extent of the new work being proposed at the 
Sudbury Sub-Station and the Proponents use of the expanded footprint of the sub-station. 
Appendix 9 
 
In the Proponent’s EFSB filing which describes the goal of the project as connecting the Sudbury 
Sub-Station to the Hudson Sub-Station, they clearly affirmed the relationship between the 
“New Line” referenced in the FEIR. They also clearly noticed the need to build out the footprint 
of the Sudbury sub-station for the “new line” to accommodate the new equipment required for 
interconnection the line with the sub-station. Although the Proponent chose to complete this 
portion of the project in 2014, the work performed at this time was a necessary component of 
the project described in the FEIR. Therefore, the impact of the Sub-Station project on wetlands 
and BLSF should be included in calculating the overall impact of the project in the FEIR. The 
Sudbury Substation Project Description submitted by Oxbow Associates and the various 
permitting application obtained by Protect Sudbury under public records request provides 
additional confirmation of the relationship of these projects as well as information regarding 
the wetland and environmental impact of this project.  
 
See, Appendix 10 ‘Sudbury Substation Project Description Oxbow Associates’. 
Appendix 11 ‘Sudbury Substation Permitting Process Files’.  
 
Included is an email from Beverly Schultz, Eversource Project Manager to Jody Kablack, Sudbury 
Town Planner (retired) obtained through a public records request, that clearly indicates that the 
work at the Sudbury substation was performed in anticipation of the 115 kV Transmission line 
proposed in this project. Appendix 12 
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In addition, the MOU between Eversource and the Town of Sudbury also provides a correlation 
between the Sudbury substation work and the proposed 115 kV line. (Appendix 13) 
 
The Proponent provides a description of specific components of the substation upgrade in 
Section 2.4 of the petition before the EFSB. (Appendix 14) 
 
Although the Hudson Sub-Station work to accommodate this new line is being constructed by 
Hudson Light and Power, it is required specifically and exclusively for the ‘new line’ being 
constructed by the Proponent.  
 
The executed agreement between Hudson Light and Power and Eversource obtained through a 
public record request made by Project Sudbury to Hudson Light and Power on April 12, 2016, 
confirms the relationship between these projects. (Appendix 15) 
 
The illustration contained in the DEIR (Figure 2 -2 Existing Hudson Substation and Proposed 
Improvements) clearly shows the proposed expansion and the potential environmental impact.  
 

D. Project Segmentation, Micro Level: HVTL and Rail Trail Require Different Construction 
Methods and therefore have Very Different Environmental Impacts 

 
The FEIR submitted by the Proponent attempts to further segment the project by attempting to 
combine a high voltage transmission line project with a project to construct a recreation trail to 
artificially minimize the environmental impacts and avoid more stringent MEPA regulations. At 
the heart of this deficiency in the Proponent’s filing is the assumption that the construction of 
an underground high voltage transmission line and the construction of a recreation trail 
fundamentally use the same construction methods, have a similar environmental impact and 
should, therefore, be permitted as such. This assumption led to the premise that rail trail 
development guidelines are adequate for providing the necessary construction and 
environmental guidance for trenching a 5’ x 5’ ditch for 7 miles, through a contaminated rail 
bed, and into the underlying water table. MEPA should evaluate and permit each project 
(transmission line and rail trail) individually under the appropriate construction and 
environmental guidelines. When these project activities cross paths, MEPA should consider the 
unintended consequences of building these projects simultaneously and apply even more 
rigorous and stringent standards and reject the Proponent’s attempt to piggyback these 
projects to avoid additional regulation. Guidelines should be put in place to account for the 
impacts combining two radically different projects in some of the most environmentally 
sensitive areas in the State.  
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E. Contamination – Groundwater – Water Supply 
 
The FEIR is deficient with respect to the handling of known and potential contamination 
throughout the project area.  
 
The Eversource evaluation of hazardous materials was conducted in accordance with the 
MassDEP guidance document entitled “Best Management Practices for Controlling Exposure to 
Soil During the Development of Rail Trails”. The Proponent’s project is, however, an 
underground utility installation with far greater potential to disturb/expose contaminated soils 
than the typical rail-trail project for which the MassDEP guidance document was developed. As 
an example, the proposed power transmission duct bank along the Preferred Route is shown 
with the bottom of the completed duct bank over 5 feet below finish grade. Construction 
measures necessary for utility installation typically require excavation below the bottom of the 
proposed duct bank. In comparison, the typical rail trail development would limit excavation 
activity to near the existing grade surface. Thus, the use of this MassDEP guidance document 
for evaluating the Preferred Route may significantly underestimate the potential impact of 
contaminated soils on the Preferred Route cost. Any contaminated soils encountered during 
the construction would need to be handled in accordance with the requirements of the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)(310 CMR 40.). Eversource should conduct an MCP 
Phase 1 level of investigation (310 CMR 40.0483) to further assess the contamination risks and 
potential costs. Eversource should conduct these tests and report the results to both the EFSB 
and MEPA before a final FEIR certificate is issued.  
 
The majority of the project extends along an unused rail corridor, which was operational for 90-
years. As outlined by VHB, railroad operations result in elevated levels of residual 
contamination consisting of carcinogenic PAHs, heavy metals and petroleum. Other than spills, 
typical railroad bed contaminants are not very soluble and do not generally represent a 
migrating source of contamination but the railroad ballast and more importantly the entrained 
fines and underlying soils do pose a significant of exposure, hence MassDEP establishment of 
BMPs (within the guidance document) requiring 12-inches of clean fill over a geosynthetic 
barrier. MassDEP Guidance goes on to say: 
 

“DEP does not believe that these BMPs are, by themselves, sufficient and appropriate 
for use without more extensive site investigation in industrial areas with known or likely 
non-railroad sources, or in rail yards.” 

 
Available data indicates groundwater depth at the property ranges from approximately 1.26 to 
6.13 feet below grade surface. That raises two key issues: 1) that the soils beneath the ballast 
would have received 90-years of relatively immobile contaminants being washed through the 
stone ballast to the organic soils below, and 2) the groundwater is relatively shallow meaning 
that industrial corridors will likely result in plumes beneath the project route that will require 
special handling and treatment during construction (at additional cost). The Eversource filing 
includes a representative sketch (EFSB17-02 Figure 5-15) that shows the typical duct bank 
trench detail as 4 feet wide and 5½ to 8 feet deep, depending on the design profile of the duct 
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bank. At a minimum, that places the bottom of the duct bank at 5 to 6 feet below grade, not 
only encountering area groundwater but also placing the excavation in the zone of higher 
contaminant concentration. While the MCP includes provisions to limit liability for 
contamination discovered during utility construction, it does not remove the responsibility for 
managing risk. 
 
The Proponent primarily relies upon the MassDEP’s Best Management Practices for Controlling 
Exposure to Soil During the Development of Rail Trails (“Rail Trail BMP”). See FEIR Section 9.4.4 
Project Mitigation Measures. The Proponent’s petition to the EFSB is for the construction of a 
high voltage underground transmission line, not a rail trail. As such, the ASTM Standard, Phase 
1 and 2, is the proper standard to apply to the underground transmission line project. In fact, 
the Rail Trail BMP states “the DEP does not believe that these BMPs, (referring to the Rail Trail 
Guidance) are sufficient themselves or appropriate to use without more extensive site 
investigation in industrial areas with known or likely non-railroad sources" of contamination.  
 
The Rail Trail Guidance is intended for constructing a rail trail using a capping technique on top 
of an existing rail bed to protect the contaminates from disturbance and potential migration 
into groundwater. The Rail Trail BMP does not account for construction of an underground 
transmission line, which in this case involves trenching a 5’ x 5’ trench into ten contamination 
sites in Sudbury identified within the Energy and Environmental Affairs data portal for waste 
sites and reportable releases.  
 
The regulations outlined under 310 CRM 40.000 are directly applicable to the underground 
transmission line and should be applied accordingly. Specifically, but not limited to the 
following Sections: 
 

General Law - Part I, Title XVI, Chapter 111, Section 160.pdf 
“Examination of water supply; assistance to cities, towns, and districts for groundwater 
aquifers and recharge areas” 
 
General Law - Part I, Title II, Chapter 21A, Section 11C.pdf 
“Prohibition on alteration or pollution of rivers and streams” 
 
General Law - Part I, Title II, Chapter 21C, Section 7.pdf 
“Collection, transportation, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste; licenses; 
underground drinking water sources” 
 
General Law - Part I, Title II, Chapter 21E, Section 8.pdf 
“Rules governing testing and analysis; quality assurance program; independent forensic 
laboratories” 

 
As a matter of precedent, MEPA has applied the 310 CRM 40.000 regulations in previous cases 
of a similar nature. Specifically, in the Eversource’s West Roxbury to Needham Reliability 
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Project; Boston, Dedham, Needham, MA; MEPA Draft Environmental Impact Report; EEA No. 
15529. The following is a representative example from that filing. 
 

Solid Waste 
” Proponent will manage contaminated soil or other material along the Preferred Route 
pursuant to the provisions of a Utility Release and Abatement Measures (URAM) 
regulated under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP, 310 CMR 40.0000).” 
 
Finally, while the Proponent provides brief mention to a section of 310 CRM 40.000, 
they leave the door open to disregard these requirements at their own discretion. From 
DEIR Section 9.3  
 
“Work will then likely be conducted as a Utility-Related Abatement Measure (URAM) 
pursuant to 310 CMR 40.0460 of the MCP” (emphasis added) 

 
Allowing the Proponent to arbitrarily apply rules more applicable to a rail trail would 
circumvent the appropriate MEPA permitting process.  
 

F. Contamination Sites: Proponent Omits Sites 
 
 
The FEIR is also deficient with respect to the issue of potential contamination by omitting 
known contamination sites.  The following sites are omitted from the Proponent’s filing.   
 

1. Former Sudbury Rod and Gun Club 
 
The Proponent claims that RTN 3-24573, Former Rod and Gun Club, 33 Bulkley Road, Sudbury 
poses “No Significant Risk”. (See DEIR Section 9.2.1 Environmental Database Review) 
 
As noted in the detailed filings and records within the MassDEP Waste Site Reportable Release 
database, this site contained high concentrations of lead because of its extensive use as a gun 
club. Remediation already performed in the site adjacent to the MBTA ROW required removal 
of hundreds of tons of topsoil. It is clear from historical sources that the orientation of the firing 
range resulted in the unintentional use of the MBTA ROW berm as the safety backstop for the 
range. As such, it is likely that the MBTA ROW is also highly contaminated with lead.  
 
A report created in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Water-Resources 
Investigation Report 02-4282, “Ground-Water Contamination from Lead Shot Prime Hook 
National Wildlife Refuge, Sussex County, Delaware” concludes that such sites pose a significant 
threat to groundwater and water supplies.  The former Sudbury Rod and Gun Club site poses a 
significant risk and must be investigated and remediated accordingly.  
 
The Proponent claims this site ‘has no significant risk’.  We disagree.  This EPA listed site 
presents significant risk for both the transmission line project and the recreation trail project. 
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MEPA must look at this site across both potential uses and consider the consequences of both 
disturbing the lead contaminated soil around a 5’ x 5’ trench into groundwater levels as well as 
the regular presence of the public near this contaminated site.  
 
 

2. Former Raytheon Site – 528 Boston Post Road 
 
The FEIR is deficient with respect to performing an Environmental Site Assessment with 
Subsurface Investigation in substantial conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM 
Practice E 1527-13 with respect to 528 Boston Post Road, Sudbury, Massachusetts.  (Appendix 
17) 
 
The MBTA ROW is in immediate proximity to the northeastern portion of the former Raytheon 
property documented at this site. The conclusions reached by the Proponent in their hydrology 
report are that the known contaminants in this area are not likely to be released into the 
groundwater in this Zone 2 aquifer. Yet they also say that “Because portions of the overburden, 
where the clay layers are not present, are highly permeable sand and gravel, the Raymond 
Road aquifer is sensitive to surface spills and sources of contamination”. EFSB17-02 Appendix 
Groundwater Hydrology Assessment. 
 
The presence of CVOCs in groundwater was first identified between 1990 and 1991, and the 
Site was initially assigned RTN 3-3037. The initial investigations were requested by DEP as part 
of a regional investigation for the source of CVOCs in the Town of Sudbury’s Raymond Road 
well field. It is believed that the CVOCs migrated from this site and contaminated the water 
being drawn from the Town’s Raymond Road wellheads. While the groundwater concentrations 
have remained consistent with those detected during earlier studies, Raytheon, the former 
occupant of that site, elected to provide notification based on updated reporting requirements 
under the MCP. That notification was assigned RTN 3-27243. Raytheon then continued to 
perform groundwater quality monitoring at the Site since that time.  
 
The Proponent’s belief that additional groundwater contamination is ‘not likely’ is not 
consistent with the history of the site. Their assessment that contaminants at this Zone 2 
aquifer would not migrate to the drinking water supply is also in error. Adherence to the 
standards for Rail Trail development will not protect the Town of Sudbury’s water supply. MEPA 
must establish additional safeguards to protect Sudbury’s primary source of drinking water.  
 
Most of the reference documents in their hydrology assessment are derived from reports and 
tests performed between 1970 and the 1990’s. A more recent report by Sanborn Head 
Engineering provides their Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment with Subsurface 
Investigation for a property adjacent to the MBTA ROW. The report accurately defines the 
potential for groundwater contamination at their site and the proper monitoring and mitigation 
measure. This is the standard to which the Proponent should be held to. Reliance upon reports 
produced 30 to 40 years ago for this critical resource is just not adequate. See Appendix 23. 
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G. Viewshed 

 
The FEIR is deficient for not including a Visual Assessment Analysis of the “Preferred 
Alternative”. 
 
Protect Sudbury disagrees with the Proponent’s conclusion that the “Preferred Alternative” 
underground route on the MBTA ROW does not require a Visual Assessment Analysis. In fact, 
this analysis was performed for the Noticed Variation, one of three routes being considered by 
the EFSB and would be of significant value in assessing the impact on the viewshed on the 
“Preferred Alternative”. The Noticed Variation Visual Analysis is included as a reference. 
(Appendix 17) 
 
The Proponent submitted a Viewshed Analysis for the “Preferred Alternative” in a similar case; 
a West Roxbury to Needham transmission line. That visual analysis is also included as a 
reference. (Appendix 18) 
 
The Proponent asserts that ‘on average’ the required clearing is 22 feet. While even that 22’ 
footprint will contribute to the loss of viewshed, the points at which addition grading and fill 
are required will result in the taking of trees beyond the 22’ limit. Further, the installation of 
twenty-eight splice vaults along the MBTA ROW will result in clearings of up to 60’ x 50’ (See 
FEIR Figure 2-2). The Proponent fails to consider the extreme proximity of over 300 residences 
and businesses to the MBTA ROW.  
 
In certain cases, the areas adjacent to the ROW will essentially be clear-cut and will 
dramatically alter the viewshed of residences and businesses all along the route. The route also 
intersects two historic districts in Sudbury. The planned clearing will dramatically alter the 
historic nature of the settings in which these buildings are located.  
 
Photographic examples are included to illustrate the impact that such alterations will have on a 
select group of residences and businesses. (Appendix 19) 
 
The additional impact of a paved rail trail must also be considered when assessing visual 
impact. Such a recreational trail will invite a dramatically increased number of pedestrians, 
bicyclists, ambulances, police cars and runners. Non-authorized use will undoubtedly occur by 
other motorized vehicles. The Proponent has indicated that they too will deploy motorized 
maintenance vehicles at will and without notice. FEIR Appendix 2-4 Sec. 2.0  
Such access will be by foot, vehicle, truck, crane or other equipment, as deemed necessary in 
Eversource’s sole discretion through the property and to its facilities within and along the 
Massachusetts Central Branch Rail Line and the MCRT Leased Premises.” 
 
Mitigation measures for each residence, business, historic district and certain conservation 
areas should be determined by the Proponent prior to the issuance of a FEIR certificate. These 
measures are typical of such projects. The FEIR should contain clear commitments to 
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implement Viewshed mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed 
measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation, and contain a schedule for 
implementation. 
 
To accurately assess the impact on viewshed the Proponent should be instructed to do a field 
survey of the entire ROW as part of the Visual Impact Analysis. They must first establish the 
base case of the current viewshed and then assess the impact of the tree clearings at each 
location. Mitigation measure and options should then be specified and placed into the FEIR so 
that these property owners are protected. The mitigation offered in the FEIR of “allowing the 
area to revegetate… and actively revegetating areas only as necessary” is both inadequate and 
leaves the determination of what is “necessary” totally in the hands of the Proponent. (FEIR 
Section 5.5.2) 
 

H. Tree Clearances Not Defined 
 
The FEIR is deficient as the Proponent has not clearly defined tree clearing parameters.  
The Proponent has been inconsistent in their definition of the parameters and definition of a 
‘clearing’. The Proponent has been asked to define this term on several occasions in public 
forums. They consistently defined it to mean “Ground to Sky”, meaning that any tree adjacent 
to the defined clearing that had overhanging branches would also be removed. An example of a 
well-designed rail trail without ground to sky clearing is the rail trail in Dennis, MA.  Appendix 
20.  A ‘ground to sky’ clearing example is also included for comparative purposes.  Appendix 
20a.  
 
A “ground to sky” approach would have a much more significant impact on both the viewshed 
as well as the recreation trail. It also raises questions of whether such an approach in protective 
conservation areas would result in a violation of Article 97. 
 
An explicit definition of “clearing” is required from the Proponent for adequate MEPA 
evaluation of these impacts.  
 

H. EMF Radiation 
 
The FEIR is deficient in that proposed Electromagnetic Frequency (“EMF”) levels exceed 
recommended State levels.  
 
The Proponent has provided 75% design documents and maps that indicate the position of the 
115kv high voltage transmission line relative to the recreational rail trail. It is estimated that the 
transmission line occupies the center line of the recreational rail trail approximately one-third 
of the entire length of the MBTA ROW route. The Proponent acknowledges this design 
characteristic in the FEIR. (See FEIR Section 2.3.1.3). 
 
The Proponents EFSB filing provides EMF calculations for the “Project” at annual peak loading. 
(See EFSB17-02 Vol ii, Appendix 5-10, pg-116, Table A-3. 
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As indicated in the table, the EMF level directly above the cables on the rail trail is 88mG and 
99mG at the Manhole locations.  
 
The Proponent’s stated EMF levels are beyond levels deemed even remotely acceptable, e.g. 
85mG, particularly when considering that this project is proposed to include a rail trail. See 
EFSB15-04, Electric and Magnetic Field (EMF) Analysis for Woburn-to-Wakefield Junction 
Underground 345-kV Transmission Line, Table 2-2. (Appendix 20) 
 
These levels are particularly alarming when considering the nature of the proposed rail trail. 
While a typical under street route would limit exposure due to infrequent street crossings by 
pedestrians and the EMF shielding provided to automobile occupants traveling along such 
roads, a rail trail is quite a different matter. By its very nature, it is intended to attract walkers, 
runners, and cyclists and encourage frequent and prolonged usage potentially exposing users to 
prolonged EMF and herbicide exposure.  In fact, one hour spent by a child/or adult on the rail 
trail would exceed the recommended level of safe EMF exposure for an entire day, assuming 
otherwise normal exposure averaging 2mG/hour, and place that child/or adult at the upper 
95th percentile of all Americans for EMF exposure per the NIEHS/DOE EMF RAPID Program 
Study (2002).   
 
This issue speaks directly to the danger of combining the construction of a high voltage 
transmission line with a rail trail. This is only one of the many unintended consequences 
associated with combining these two disparate projects. Perhaps this is exactly why the 
Proponent, when questioned at the Siting Board hearing could provide no example of such a 
combined construction project. At a minimum, MEPA needs to apply the appropriate public 
safety standards to prevent such exposure to the public or deny the FEIR.  
 

J. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
 
The concern for greenhouse gas emission is rooted in our overall concern about their impact on 
global warming. In addition to what the proponent might contribute to this impact, equally 
important are the destructive activities that contribute to global warming. Therefore, the FEIR is 
deficient in that it fails to determine how much the proposed amount of tree clearing will 
impact carbon storage. Tree cutting, and clearing is recognized as a major anthropogenic 
disturbance that affects terrestrial carbon storage, in turn, contributes to global warming.  
 
From the inception of this proposed project, Protect Sudbury was concerned about this 
potential impact and did a study of the impact of tree clearing in the MBTA ROW on carbon 
storage. Based on the current estimate by the Proponent of 24 acres of disturbance, we 
estimate a loss of over 10,000 trees being removed from the corridor. Such a disturbance would 
result in the loss of over approximately 900 tons of carbon storage on forested land.  
That loss is equivalent to: 

Over 7,000,000 miles of miles driven by average passenger vehicle 
Over 300,000 gallons of gasoline consumed 
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Over 3,000,000 pounds of coal burned and  
Over 400 homes use of electricity for one year 
 

The proponent should be denied a FEIR certificate when an under-street alternative exists that 
carries none of these adverse environmental effects. The Proponent should be held 
accountable by MEPA for this valuable loss of precious environmental resource and their direct 
contribution to global warming. The Protect Sudbury study is contained in Appendix XX. 
 

V. Conclusions and Summary 
 
As noted above, the FEIR is deficient in the following key areas: 

 Project Alternatives 
 No Build Alternatives 
 Bridge Construction 
 Project Segmentation 
 Groundwater Contamination 
 Viewshed 
 EMF Exposure and 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
Many of these deficiencies identified are largely explained by the Proponent ‘cherry picking’ in 
its reporting, particularly in the way they have scaled the environmental impact of their routes.  
It is clear Eversource’s proposal will result in permanent and significant environmental damage. 
Considering all the risks, costs, potential delays, and adverse effects it remains baffling as to 
why the Proponent continues to pursue this course of action and has been intractable in their 
position. There are a range of alternatives available to them - such as the under-street route - 
that would do little or no environmental harm and which the communities would accept if this 
project were to be proven necessary. We ask that MEPA focus squarely on their mandate to 
AVOID, then minimize and mitigate.  
 
Regards,  
 

 
Ray Phillips 
President, Protect Sudbury Inc. 
 

 
www.protectsudbury.org 
 
 

http://www.protectsudbury.org/


From: Brian White
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: Sudbury-Hudson Electrical Reliability Project
Date: Thursday, September 06, 2018 10:57:24 PM

Hi Page,
My wife and I are citizens of Hudson and are writing to express continued concern 
with the proposed route for the Subury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project.  The 
proposed primary route and noticed variation will have dramatic consequences for 
established wetlands, wooded land, and conservation areas.  Most notably, the route 
could damage the wetlands that protet a major water source, for the town of Hudson. 
While the route utilizes an existing ROW, this route wouldn't have been built under 
modern regulations and the land has started to heal, since the ROW was abandoned. 
These areas will be stressed by clear cutting and routine maintenance, which will 
disrupt the recovery, damage the wetlands, and endanger the wild life. The wetlands 
in particular need to be aggressively preserved and protected in order to maintain 
healthy drinking water for the town, natural habitats, and biodiversity in 
Massachusetts.  For this reason, we ask that the primary route and noticed variation, 
utilizing the MBTA-ROW, be rejected.

If, in your judgment the transmission project is necessary, we request that you give 
preference to the Noticed Alternative Route or other underground routes that use 
established roadways or active ROWs.

Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

Brian White & Catherine Schoenleber
29 Loring St.
Hudson, MA 01749
978-568-0724

mailto:page.czepiga@mass.gov
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From: Todd Billings
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: My comment regarding the Sudbury to Hudson Electrical Reliablity Project,
Date: Friday, September 07, 2018 11:09:50 AM

Page Czepiga.

Please hear and pass on my concern that the transmission line must run under
ground under the street for its entirety through Hudson.

I vehemently reject any transmission line that will, run overhead, under/along rail road
beds, under vegitation, or near to or have a proximity to any public/private water
source.

Thank you.

Todd Billings

33 Temple Ave.

Hudson, MA  01749

tbill864@comcast.net

mailto:page.czepiga@mass.gov
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Sudbury Valley Trustees FEIR Comment Letter 

    Conservation, Collaboration, and Community since 1953 
 
September 7, 2018 
 
Secretary of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office, Page Czepiga 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 
Boston, MA  02114 
 
Re:  Comments on FEIR filed August 8, 2018 

EEA #15703, Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Please accept our comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared by VHB for 
the Eversource Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project.   We previously filed public 
comments on the Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”) and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (“DEIR”). 
 
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 preferred 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.  Established in 1953, SVT is as a regional conservation 
organization that works to protect natural areas and wildlife habitat throughout a 36-town region 
west of Boston. 
 
While the preferred Eversource route appears to be a practical straight line between two points, it 
also happens to go through one of the most significant natural areas in Metrowest Boston.  The FEIR 
and 75% plans present a proposal that reduces environmental impacts from the DEIR for the 
underground route and we were pleased to see some impact reductions, such as the reduction of 
the size of the splice vaults and the narrowing of the construction corridor.  However, there is no 
doubt that the proposed project will still have significant short and long term impacts on rare 
species and sensitive habitats.   There is a clear alternative that entirely avoids the extensive 
impacts to this unique conservation area.   
 
Of foremost concern to SVT  is  the failure of the FEIR to include an assessment of the below-
streets alternative.  The lack of this assessment runs contrary to the MEPA requirement to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate environmental impacts.    In the Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR, Table #1 
indicates that the Noticed Alternative (under roads) would have significantly less environmental 
impacts.  We strongly believe that the FEIR is not complete without a full assessment of the 
environmental impacts of the below-streets option.   
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Concerns that we expressed in previous comment letters are still relevant: 
 

• The Preferred Route, 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 
private, local, state and federal tax dollars, and the wilderness character of this natural 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.  Today, one can find safe and well-
maintained trails, cold water streams that support native brook trout and a diverse array of 
wildlife habitats.  The proposed project would put this investment at risk. 

  
• 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, wood turtle, blue spotted salamander, and several moth species.  The 
only whip-poor-will that has been heard calling in recent surveys has been next to the 
MBTA ROW.  Construction and maintenance of the utility line and proposed rail trail will 
directly disrupt breeding habitat of the whip-poor-will.  SVT also documented the presence 
of three state-listed moth species in the area:  Pine Barrens Zanclognatha (Zanclognatha 
martha), Coastal Swamp Metarranthis (Metarranthis pilosaria), and Gerhard’s underwing 
(Catocala herodias gerhardi).   

 
• The ONLY remaining population in this area of the watch-listed species wild lupine is 

located directly on the MBTA ROW.  The FEIR proposes to slightly reroute the rail trail 
partially around this lupine population, which will almost certainly result in severe impact to,  
if not complete elimination of this population.  We have witnessed the destruction of a nearby 
lupine population due to recreational impacts.  

 
• Post-construction maintenance issues continue to be a tremendous concern.  All of the 

“best management practices” on paper do nothing to safeguard the resources and the public 
in practice. The Eversource proposal assigns long-term maintenance of the corridor to DCR. 
Lack of sufficient funding regularly prevents DCR from providing adequate management of 
their park lands.    It is improbable that they would have funding to maintain the proposed 
rail trail according to their BMPs.  Furthermore, contractors hired by Eversource to 
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maintain or perform other work along the utility lines are notorious for wreaking havoc and 
not following best management practices.  SVT has observed on numerous occasions how 
utility companies do not adequately supervise the contractors that they hire for this type of 
work. 
 

In addition to the complete lack of an alternatives analysis, Eversource failed to address several 
items required by the Secretary’s Certificate on the DEIR. The FEIR is incomplete because it does 
not include the following: 
 

• Rare species surveys and wildlife habitat evaluations are underway but have not been 
completed.  It is impossible to provide an adequate assessment of significant impacts to rare 
and declining species without this information. 
 

• The wetlands delineations were not completed and approved prior to the filing of the FEIR; 
therefore, the FEIR does not account for this updated information. 

 
• Handling of construction materials and especially hazardous waste continues to be of 

concern and the FEIR does not provide sufficient detail for how these materials will be 
addressed. 
 

• The FEIR does not specify how construction practices will mitigate the import of invasive 
plants and seeds.  As is typically the case, large construction projects like this proposed 
project will inadvertently import invasive seeds and plant materials to the site.  The 
construction activity will also disturb established vegetation and soils which inevitably also 
promotes growth of invasive plant seeds already on site.  Allowing the disturbed areas to 
regrow naturally is a good practice in most areas, but Eversource is not proposing to 
monitor and remove invasive plants following construction.  Invasive species continue to be 
one of the greatest threats to our native habitats, plants and wildlife and SVT has expended 
considerable private resources on their control.  DCR is unlikely to be able to implement the 
best management practices it proposes to manage invasive plants along the proposed rail 
trail. 

 
Overall, even with improved planning to reduce environmental impacts, it is clear that sensitive 
habitats and species will be impacted during construction.  For example, construction is planned to 
occur immediately adjacent to numerous vernal pools.  It is highly unlikely, even with erosion 
control in place that impacts can be avoided given the proximity and precarious slopes.  
Additionally, the construction will remove canopy cover that is a critical element to maintaining the 
micro-climates of the vernal pools.  The resulting open corridor will also eliminate some of the 
upland habitat of the vernal pools. 
 
The FEIR specifies time-of-year restrictions on construction so as to minimize impacts to state-
listed and other significant wildlife species; however, the report then goes on to say numerous 
times that the time restrictions will only be followed “to the extent practicable.”  That qualification 
nullifies the time restrictions, so that while work may be planned to occur outside of those time 
frames, any inconvenience may override those time restrictions. 
 
The narrowing of the construction footprint from 30 ft. to 22 ft. is not fully controlled and limited 
based on the engineering plans.  All of the “typical sections” shown in the FEIR indicate that the 
Limit of Clearing varies rather than being kept to either 22 feet for the transmission line/rail trail or 
just to 40 feet for the splice vault construction.  How is Eversource actually limiting work to 22 and 
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40 feet as claimed in the text?  What factors would influence this varied construction width and are 
there any limitations on the variation?  Such variations should be specified on the plans and 
narrative but remain unclear in the FEIR. 
 
The FEIR specifies that the stormwater management ditch and check dams areas designed for two-
year storms as per DCR’s standards for conveyance of a 2-year storm.  It is unclear how this proposal 
will meet the DEP Stormwater Standards for TSS removal.  In addition, this minimal design is 
grossly inadequate given the increased frequency of high intensity rainfall events we have been 
experiencing and which will only get worse with continued climate change patterns.  A recent 
example from a project under construction in Marlborough illustrates this point.  Marlborough’s 
Environmental Monitor reported on conditions during an intense, short duration rain event on 
August 8, 2018.   Despite additional proactive measures taken by the contractor (such as 
augmenting the erosion control barrier with additional temporary impoundments and a hefty berm 
of stump grindings) there was a major breach of the erosion control barrier.  The erosion controls 
were blown apart by the stormwater and hay bales were washed 30 feet from the barrier.  The 
monitor noted sediment deposition for about 30 feet through the breach with scouring and flow 
paths for an additional 70 feet.  These types of storm events and stormwater control issues are 
becoming much more frequent.  SVT is concerned for the proximity of Vernal Pools to the steep 
slopes of the ROW and the lack of specified outfall points and sediment controls for them.  Thus, 
while the proposed stormwater plan may comply with MassDEP SMS it doesn’t seem at all adequate 
especially in an environmentally sensitive area that contains perennial streams, a cold water 
fishery, vernal pools, and extensive BLSF. 
 
Installing a major utility corridor right through the heart of this significant conservation 
land will generate unacceptable long-lasting, recurring impacts and environmental damage.  
We have experience to show that utility companies and their contractors frequently do not follow 
best management practices.  SVT has witnessed these issues within the last year at several of our 
properties.  Stream banks were severely damaged and never remediated in the case at Memorial 
Forest.  Wetlands were filled at a site in Framingham.  Public safety was put at risk at a case in 
Framingham and Ashland when unannounced large machinery sent large woody material flying 
into the woods and nearby trails.  We cannot count on contractors to follow best management 
practices in their construction and maintenance practices.  Conservation landowners are left to deal 
with the resulting damages and remediation is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to obtain.  
 
In closing, SVT remains strongly opposed to the proposed preferred underground route 
along the MBTA abandoned rail line.  We continue to encourage Eversource to pursue the 
under street alternative which will have much lower environmental impacts.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lisa Vernegaard 
Executive Director 
 























 

Page Czepiga  
MEPA offices   
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114 
 

September 7, 2018 
 
Christine Nelson 
31 Parmenter Road 
Hudson, MA 01749 
 

Ms. Czepiga, 

I am writing to you to submit my public comments related to the Eversource Energy 
Sudbury to Hudson Electrical Reliability Project. EEA#15703 EFSB 17-02/D.E.P. 16-17.  
 
After reading the Final Environmental Impact Report, my concerns about this 
environmentally destructive project remain as they have always been for the past 2.5+ 
years. Eversource has failed to prove that the devastation of 9 miles of environmentally 
sensitive land abutting town water supplies which serves as the home to naturally 
sensitive, protected species is any less disruptive to the environment nor less costly to 
build than an under the road route. 
 
My main concerns are as follows. Eversource still has not adequately addressed the 
use of herbicides, the idea of building a bicycle path over high voltage power lines is 
ludicrous, and the glaring lack of any further information provided in this FEIR since the 
DEIR was submitted. 
 
Eversource still does not address how herbicides will be used. There are no details 
regarding the chemical controls and Eversource maintains that the DCR will, within one 
year after the powerlines are constructed, be responsible managing invasive plants 
including chemical treatment of the adjacent land (p.75). Who oversees DCR’s future 
compliance? How is this not the perpetual responsibility of Eversource? Will DCR or 
Eversource really comply with the first recommended practice of hand pulling weeds for 
9 miles along this route? Will their mechanical control result in continued disruption of 
sensitive species and noise pollution for abutters?  
 
A DCR proposed bike path over an unshielded 115K volt utility corridor does not 
mitigate the clear and evident environmental damage that will occur if Eversource’s 
preferred route is approved. The fact that Eversource is trying to sweeten the deal by 
proposing a bicycle path with DCR is preposterous. 
 
In the FEIR Eversource repeats word for word their responses to multiple DEIR public 
comments. For example, their response to the protection of the wild lupine species 
identified along the route is inadequate, repetitive and vague. They state that the 



proposed work will avoid the “majority” of the plants and that they will “continue to refine 
the design to determine whether it will be possible to avoid these plants entirely” (p. 138 
and cut and paste repeat reply on p.141).   When does the public have an opportunity in 
the future to review these future design refinements and who oversees these processes 
including their estimates of the “majority” of plants? The replies by Eversource in this 
FEIR continue to be vague and repetitive and offer no further details than those posted 
in the DEIR. 
 
Please keep in mind that the following publicly appointed government officials have 
opposed this route from the very beginning and continue to do so: US Senator Ed 
Markey, Rep. Kate Hogan, Senator Elizabeth Warren, Representative Tsongas, 
Representative Clark, Senator Jamie Eldridge, State Representative Carmine Gentile 
and the Board of Selectmen in Sudbury and Hudson.  
 
Additionally, numerous environmental groups have also unanimously opposed this route 
from the beginning: the US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Environmental League of Massachusetts, Clean Water Action, Sudbury Valley Trustees, 
Massachusetts Sierra Club, Mass Audubon Advocacy Department, OARS for the 
Assabet, Sudbury, and Concord Rivers, Friends of the Assabet River National Wildlife 
Refuge, Sudbury State Water District and the Hudson, Sudbury ,and Marlboro 
Conservation Commissions.  
 
This project continues to advocate for the widespread destruction of miles of 
environmentally sensitive land encompassing wetlands, vernal pools, rare, 
microhabitats for protected species including the Eastern Box Turtle, Eastern Whip-
poor-will, and wild lupine, to name a few, for the sole purpose of benefitting one 
corporation: Eversource. No amount of mitigation will ever repair the permanent 
environmental damage this project will produce along this precious ROW. 
 
I thank you for your time and dedication to preserving the mission of MEPA to 
“ensure clean air, land and water … and to preserve the state's wetlands… resources.” I 
urge you to continue to advocate for the avoidance of environmental destruction and to 
oppose this project along this route. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christine Nelson 



 

 
 
 
 

 

Charles D. Baker 
Governor 
 
Karyn E. Polito 
Lieutenant Governor 
 

Matthew A. Beaton 
Secretary 

 
Martin Suuberg 
Commissioner 

 
 

This information is available in alternate format. Contact Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Director of Diversity/Civil Rights at 617-292-5751. 
TTY# MassRelay Service 1-800-439-2370 

MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
Printed on Recycled Paper 

 

Memorandum 
 
To:   Page Czepiga, Environmental Analyst, MEPA/EEA 
 
From: Jerome Grafe, Waterways Regulation Program, MassDEP/Boston 
 
Cc: Ben Lynch, WRP Section Chief  
 
Re:   Comments from the Chapter 91 Waterways Regulation Program  ̶  EEA #15703 

FEIR, Eversource - Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability Project  
 
Date:   September 7, 2018 
 
 
The Department of Environmental Protection Waterways Regulation Program (WRP) has 
reviewed the above referenced FEIR (EEA #15703), submitted by Vanasse Hangen, Inc. on 
behalf of Eversource (“the Proponent”) for construction of a new 115-kV transmission line 
between Sudbury and Hudson on Central Mass Branch ROW owned by the MBTA.  
   
Chapter 91 Jurisdiction:   
The project site is located on filled tideland and flowed trustlands of Hop Brook and Fort 
Meadow Brook and therefore subject to a Chapter 91 jurisdiction.  
 
Water Dependency: 
The Department has determined that this project is a water-dependent infrastructure crossing 
facility pursuant and public service project pursuant to 310 CMR 9.02. 
 
WRP Comments: 
The Proponent proposes the maintenance, renovation or replacement of existing railroad bridges, 
installation of new electric transmission lines, and adaptive reuse of the bridge structures as 
necessary to accommodate a future shared use path as part of the Massachusetts Central Rail 
Trail.  WRP has determined that proposed bridge work does not have an adverse impact on 
navigability and has met with the proponent to determine appropriate regulatory action. 
 



 
 
If you have any questions regarding the WRP’s comments, please feel free to contact Jerome Grafe 
at (617) 292-5708 or jerome.grafe@state.ma.us 
 
 
 

mailto:jerome.grafe@state.ma.us
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       September 7, 2018 

 

 

 

Matthew A. Beaton, Secretary     

Executive Office of       

  Energy & Environmental Affairs       

100 Cambridge Street  
Boston MA, 02114 

 

Attn: MEPA Unit 

 

 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

 

  

 

 The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection's (“MassDEP”) Northeast 

Regional Office (NERO) has reviewed the FEIR for the Sudbury-Hudson Transmission Reliability 

Project (the “Project”) in Sudbury, Marlborough, Stow, and Hudson.As described in the FEIR, 

NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy (“Eversource”) proposes to construct, operate 

and maintain an approximately nine (9) mile long, 115 kilovolt underground transmission line 

extending from the Sudbury Substation on Boston Post Road in Sudbury to Hudson Light and 

Power Department’s substation at Forest Avenue in Hudson.  In addition, Eversource is working in 

collaboration with the Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) to extend the 

Massachusetts Central Rail Trail (“MCRT”) on the same path over the transmission line.  The 

MCRT is a proposed multi-use trail managed by DCR.  The Department provides the following 

comments. 

 

 In coordination with DCR, Eversource has designed its project to incorporate the future 

construction of the MCRT.  The 14-foot wide gravel access road proposed in Eversource’s 

transmission line project will serve as the base for the MCRT 10-foot wide paved multi-use trail.  

Work associated with the MCRT is located within Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW), 

Riverfront Area, Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF), Land Under Water and Inland Bank, 

RE: Sudbury-Hudson  

Transmission Line FEIR 
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and within the 100-foot Buffer Zone of BVW and Bank.  A portion of the MCRT path will pass 

through two Zone IIs in Hudson and one Zone II in Sudbury.  In addition, approximately 16 vernal 

pools are located within the Eversource Right of Way that extends through the project site.  As the 

MCRT path will be paved, it will be required to meet stormwater management standards  under 310 

CMR 10.05(6)(k) of the Wetlands Protection Act Regulations.  Bike paths, footpaths, bikepaths and 

other paths for pedestrian and/or non-motorized vehicle access are required to meet the stormwater 

management standards to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). 

   

 

Wetlands 

 

 The FEIR does not include calculations demonstrating compliance with Stormwater 

Standard 2.  Standard 2 requires that the post-development peak discharge rates be equal to or less 

than the pre-development discharge rate from the 2-year and the 10-year 24-hour storms.  This 

information, along with calculations showing pre vs post construction discharge rates, and an 

evaluation of the 10-year storm event, should be submitted with the NOIs for the project.  MassDEP 

notes that, based on the detail in the project plans, the “swale” proposed to be utilized to convey 

stormwater run-off appears to be constructed as a Grass Channel or Drainage Channel.  Neither of 

these BMPs provides peak flow attenuation. 

 

 The FEIR also does not include calculations to demonstrate compliance with Stormwater 

Standard 3.  Standard 3 requires that the annual recharge from the post-development site must 

approximate the annual recharge from the pre-development site.  Grass Channels or Drainage 

Channels cannot be utilized to meet Standard 3. 

  

 The FEIR states that sections of the MCRT path will run within two Zone IIs in Hudson,  

and one in Sudbury.  There are also approximately 16 Vernal Pools adjacent to the  

MCRT path located within BVW.  It is unclear how stormwater from the MCRT path in   

these critical areas will be managed, but this information should be provided in the NOIs. 

    

 Wetland resource areas should be delineated under the state regulations for permitting           

 under the Wetlands Protection Act.  Delineations under local bylaws should be shown  

 and accounted for separately.  MassDEP notes that the boundary of Riverfront Area is not    

 shown on the project plans. 

 

          The FEIR indicates that the project will not require a 401 Water Quality Certification             

 because proposed wetland fill is less than 5000 s.f.  MassDEP concurs with this, provided   

 that none of the thresholds under 314 CMR 9.04 trigger the need for an application. 

 

 MassDEP anticipates that any other issues relevant to the Wetlands Protection Act 

Regulations will be addressed as part of the permitting process.  
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 The MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed project.  Please 

contact Rachel.Freed@state.ma.us at (978) 694-3258 for further information on wetland issues. 

If you have any general questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 

John.D.Viola@state.ma.us or at (978) 694-3304.   

 

 

 

                                       Sincerely, 

 

        
  

 

        John D. Viola 

                                         Deputy Regional Director 

        

 

 

 

 

 

 

cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission 

 Rachel Freed, Eric Worrall, MassDEP-NERO  
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