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

subject to the conditions set forth below, the joint petition of Russell Biomass, LLC and Western

~ Massachusetts Electric Company for approval to construct a 115 kV transmission line,

approximately 5.3 miles in length, and an associated 115 kV switching station, for the purpose of
interconnecting a proposed 50 megawatt wood-burning generating facility in Russell,

Massachusetts, with the regional electric grid in New England. The Siting Board also grants the

Petitioners exemptions from certain provisions of the Zoning By-Laws of the Towns of Russell

and Montgomery and the City of Westfield, and denies exemptions from other Zoning By-Law

provisions of these municipalities. The Siting Board grants the Petitioners’ request for approval

pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 72.

. INTRODUCTION

A. Summarv of the Proposed Project

The proposed project (*Project”) consists of (1) an approximately 5.3-mile, 115 kilovolt

(“kV™) transmission line from the proposed Russell Biomass generating facility in Russell to

‘Western Massachusetts Electric Conipany’s (“WMECo”) transmission systefn in Westfield, and

(2) 2 new switching station facility in Westfield. The transmission line would travel through‘
Russell, Montgomery and Westfield to the proposed new switching station in Westfield, which
would be connected to the existing 115 kV WMECo #1512 transmission line in Westfield
(Exh. JP-1, at 1-1). The Project would be constructed by Russell Biomass, LLC (“Russell
Biomass™), and owned and operated by WMECo.

| B. Procedural Historv

On May 7, 2007, pufsuant to G.L.c. 164; § 69J, Russell Biomass and WMECo, a
subsidiary of Northeast Utilities (together, “Petitioners” or “Companies™) jointly filed a petition
with the Energy Facilities Siting Board (“Siting Board”™) for approval to construct an . .
approximately 5.3-mile 115 kV transmission line and ancillary facilities in the Towns of Russell

and Montgomery and in the City of Westfield, and ancillary facilities, including a switching

: station, n Westﬁeid. This matter was docketed as EFSB 07-4.

i7]
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On May 10, 2007, the Petitioners filed with the Department of Public Utilities
(“Department”): (1) a petition for individual zoning exemptions and a comprehensive zoning
exemption, pursuant to G.L. ¢. 404, § 3, from Russell, Montgbmery and Westfield for the |
proposed -Project; and (2) a petition, purSUaﬁt to G.L.c. 164, § 72, for authority to construct and
operate the Project. The Department docketed the zoning exemption petition as D.P.U. 07-35,

. and docketed the § 72 petition as D.P.U. 07-36.

On May 30, 2007, pursuant to G.L. c. 25, § 4, the Department issued a Consohdatmn
Order, which referred the two Department dockets to the Sltmg Board for review to gether with

~ the Siting Board docket, and consolidated the three dockets into a single proceeding, Russell Russell

Biomass/Western Massachusetts Electric Compa.ny EFSB 07 4/D.P.U. 07-35/07- 36

Accordingly, the Siting Board conducted a single adjudicatory proceeding, and a single

evidentiary record was ‘established.

On August 24 2007, the Presiding Officer granted the petitions to mtervene of the Town
of Montgomery, the City of Westfield, Christian Lent, Thomas and Elizabeth O’Connor, Brian
Janik, and Richard and Brenda Scott. The Presiding Officer also granted limited participant
status to Sarah Underwood, James E. and Robin L. Unger Chrlstopher R. Davis, and the Jacob’s
Ladder Scenic Byway Advisory Board. _

‘The Siting Board held evidentiary hearings on J anua’xy.lS , January 22, January 24,
January 25, and February 26, 2008. The Petitioners presented the testimony of eight wﬁnesses:
James Ramsey, a partner ih Russell Biomass, who presented testimony regarding project
development dnd permitting issues; Robert Fralley, Jr., President of Fralley Eieciﬁc Utility
Consultants, who presented testimony on technical and engineering aspects of the Project as they
relate to' the Petitioners’ project approach analysis, route and site selection proceés, electric and
magnetic field levels, and the cost and reliability analysis of the primary and noticed alternative
r()utés; Rebecca L. Sherer, P.E., an associate at Tighe & Bond, Inc., who testified with respéct to
environmental issues concerning the Petitioners’ project approach anaiysis, route and site
selection process, and the envirohmental analysis of the primary and noticed alternative routes;
Daniel E. Peaco and Mon-Ten Hong, consultants with LaCapra Associates, who testified with
respect to public benefits of the propdsed project; Kenneth B. Bowes, vice-president of

operations for Northeast Utilities, who testified on technical and engineering aspects of the

[8]



ekl

EFSB 07-4/D.P.U. 07-35/07-36 _ Page 3

proposed project; Eric J. Las, an associate with Beals and Thomas, Inc., who testified regarding
rare species and wetlands issues; and Tracy J. Adamski, a senior environmental scientist and |
planner with Tighe & Bond,A Inc., who testified with respect to land use and zoning issues. |

The City of Westfield presented two witnesses: Thomas E. Converse, a vice-president of
New England operations fdr SourceOne, who provided testimony on project approach analysis
and analysis of switching station sites; and Lawrence B. Smith, a city planner for the City of
Westfield, who testified concerning the City of Westfield’s zoning ordinance.

OVer 200 exhibits Wére entered into the evidentiary record. On April 11, 200_8, the City
of Westfield and the Town of Montgomery filed initial briefs, followed by the initial brief of the
Petitioners on April 18, 2008, The City of Westficld and the Town of Montgomery filed reply
briefs on April 25, 2008, and the Petitioners filed their reply brief on May 2, 2008. '

The Siting Board staff issﬁed a bench memorandum on September 19, 2008. The Siting
Board met on September 25, 2008, and October 2, 2008, to consider the Petitioners’ petition. At
the meeting on October 2, 2008, the Siting Board, by a uhanimous vote, directed the staff to draft
a Tentative Decision approving, with conditions, the petition of Russell Biomass and WMECo
(October 2, 2008, Siting Board meeting, Tr. at 5-46). |

C. The Northern Approach and the Southern Approach

Among potential approaches to intercormect to the Russell Biomass facility, the
Petitioners described possible construction of 115 kV transmission lines oﬁginating at the
Russell Biomass facility and going either south or north. The approach favored by the
Petitioners would consist of an approximately 5-milg, overhead, transmission line from the
Russell B1omass facility to a new swﬂchmg station connecting with WMECo’s #1512 ex1st1ng
transrmssmn line in Westfield (“Southern Approach™) (Exh JP-1, at 3-4). The alternative.
approach would consist of an approximately 10-mile overhead radial 115 kV line from the
proposed generating faciﬁty in Russell to an existing WMECo substation in Blandford,
Massachusetts (“Northern Approach™) (id. at 3-1 to 3-15).

D. The Primary Route and Alternative Route

Among potential routes that could be used for the Southern Approach, the Petitioners

provided public notice of two route alternatives, the Companies’ preferred route (“primary

[9]
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route™) and the noticed alternative route ' (“Alternative Route™). The primary route begins at the
proposed Russell Biomass facility location, extends 5.3 miles south and east through Russell,
Montgomery, and Westfield on a route which is eést of both the Westfield River and the CSX
railway line, crossing over the Massachusetts Turnpike and continuing eastward on a cleared
utility right-of-way (“ROW™) to an interconnect with WMECo’s #1512 line in Westfield

(Exh. JP-1, at 1-1).

The Alternative Route extends within the U. S Route 20 ROW, which generaﬂy parallels
the west bank of the Westfield River and is designated the Jacob’s L.adder Trail Scenic Byway
through a portion of this route (id. at 1- 13) The Alternative Route passes through Russell and
Westfield, but does not enter Montgomery The transmission line would cross the Westfield
River from the Russell Biomass site and pass through the residential neighborhoods of Russell -
Village to intersect with U.S. Route 20. The line would then continue south and éasterly along
U.S. Route 20 to the intersection with the WMECo #1512 transmission line (Q) There is
currently an active above-ground distribution line within the U.S. Route 20 ROW. The
Alternative Route is approximately 5.2 miles long (id. at 1-14). '

E. Primary Route Variations

The priniary route initially included three variations (“roufe variations”) within the
northern portions of the route in Russell and Montgomery, as well as two possible switching
station sites at the southern terminus of the route in Westfield. The route variations were
designated as Route Variations 1a, 1b, and 1c. Route Variation 1a was later modified because
the Petitionér_s were unable to reach an agreement with the CSX Railroad (becoming “Route
Variation 1a modified”) and Route Variation 1b subsequently was withdrawn by the Petitioners.
The switching station sites were designated S-1 and S-2. |

Route Variation la modified and Route Variation 1¢, the two variations of the prirﬁary

route, travel distinct paths along Shatterack and Tekoa Mountains between the proposed Russell

- A Siting Board petition to construct a jurisdictional transmission line must present both
the applicant’s primary route and at least one alternative to that route (alternative route).
Published notice of each route is required, and only a route that has been noticed may be
approved by the Siting Board.

[10]
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Biomass facility and an intermediate route point where the two remaining variations converge in
Moﬁtgomery about 700 feet north of the Massachusetts Turnpike, from which the remainder of
the primary route continues along an existing WMECo right-of-way to WMECo’s #1512 line i'n
Westfield, a distance of approximately 1.9 miles (Exh. EFSB-SS-11). An active-23 kV
distribution line is located along approximately the last mile of this common segment. A map

showing the primary route variations is attached as Figure 1.

F. Switching Stations

The Petitioners presented two alternative sites, Switching Station S-1 and Switching
Station S-2, for the proposed switching station associated with the primary route (Exh. JP-1, at
4-17). The ultimate switching station site for the primary route would be the same regardless of

whether Route Variation 1a modified or Route Variation 1¢ of the primary route is used for the

© Project.

Switching Station S-1 would be located on a 2.1-acre site located slightly northwest of
the interconnection of the proposed transmission line with WMECo’s existing 115 KV #1512
transmission line for this alternative (id.). Access to this locatior; would be from the east and
would require the use of an existing private road, ap'proximately 1800 feet from the end of
Furowtown Road. No residences or other developments are located in the vicinity of Switching
Station S-1 (id, at 4-17, 4-18). |

Switching Station S-2 would be located on a 7.8 acre site Iocated approximately 700 feet
west of the interconnection of the existing WMECo easement and the 115 kV #1512
transmission line (Exh. JP-1, at 4-18). The proposed switching station would be located to the

‘south of the proposed transmission line and north of the ex1st1ng #1512 line. Access 0 this

location would be either the same as the access for SWltchlng Station S-1 or from the southwest
from Pochassic Road. No residences or other developments are located in the vicinity of
Switching Station S-2 (id.). The Petitioners seek Siting Board approval for both switching
station alternatives (Exh. JP-1, at 1-14). |

G. Jurisdiction and Scope of Review

The Petitioners filed their petition to construct the proposed transmission project pursuant

to G.L. c. 164, § 69H, which requires the Siting Board to implement its statutory authority so as

[11]
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to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the
environment at the lowest possible cost, and pursﬁant to G.L. c. 164,-§ 697, which requires a
project applicant to obtain Siting Board approval for the construction of proposed enérgy |
facilities before a construction permit may be issued by another state agency.

As a new electric fransmission line with a design rating of 69 kV or greater and a length
in excess of one mile, the Company’s proposed project falls within the definition of “facility” set

forth in G.L. c. 164, § 69G, which pfovides that the definition of a “facility” includes:

a new electric transmission line having a design rating of 69 kV or more and
which is one mile or more in length on a new transmission corridor. .

In accordance with G.L. ¢. 164, § 69], before approving a petition to construct facilities,
the Siting Board requires an applicant to justify its proposal in thrée phases. First, the Siting .
Board reQuires the applicant to show that add'itionlal energy resources are needed (see Section
ILA, below). Next, the Siting Board requirés the applicant to establish that, on balance, its
proposed project is superior to alternative approaches in terms 6f cost, environmental impact,
reliability and ability to address the identified need (see Section ILB, below). Finally, the Siﬁng
Board requires the applicant to show that it has considered a reasonable range of practical facility
siting alternatives and that the proposed site for the facil_ity is superior to a noticed alternative site

in terms of cost, environmental impac_:t, and feliability of supply (see Sections II1.C and [I1.D,

, Below).

II. PROPOSED PROJECT

A. Need

1. Standard of Review

The Siting Board’s review of proposed transmission facilities is conducted pursuant to
G.L. c. 164, § 69J. The Siting Board requires an applicant seeking to construct a transmission
line to interconnect a new or expanded generating facility to show: (1) that the existing
transmission _systém is inadequate to interconnect the new or expanded generator; and (2) that the
new or expanded generator is likely to be available to contribute to the regional energy supply.
Cape Wind Associates, LLC/Commonvwealth Electric Company d/b/a NSTAR Elecﬁ‘ic

[12]
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Company, 15 DOMSB 1, at 29 (2005) (“Cape Wind Dec_ision”).2 If the new or expé.nded

generator exists, or is under construction, the availability shovﬁng will be deemed to have been
made. If the generator is planned, and is subject to the Siting Board’s jurisdiction, that ShOWiI‘Ig‘
may be made by obtaining the Siting Board’s approval of the generating facility. Cambridge
Electric Light Company, 12 DOMSB 305, at 316-317 (2001) (“CELCo Decision™); ANP
Blackstone EnergVVCompanY, 8 DOMSB 1, at 201-203 (1999). Ifthe ger'lerator. is planned, and

not subject to the Siting Board’s jurisdiction, the showing may be made on a case-by-case basis
based on indicators of projéct progress (€.g., progress in permitﬁng or in obtaining project

financing). Cape Wind Decision at 28-29.

2. Adequacy of Existing Transmission System

The Petitioners stated that,-without the proposed transmission line, there would be no
means by which to deliver energy from the proposed 50 megawatt (“MW?) (nominal net design
output) Russell Biomass generating facility to potential customers (Exh. JP-1, at 1-1, 2;3). The

Petitioners stated that existing circuits that supply Russell customers are not adequate'to deliver

the energy from the pmposed generating facility (Exhs. EFSB-N-VI; EFSB-N-3).

3. Permitting Status of Proposed Generating Facility

The Petitioners stated that Russell Biomass is in the process of obtaining the permits and
approvals necessary to construct and operate the proposed Russell Biomass generating facility

(Exh. JP-1, at 2-6). As of May 2007, Russell Biomass had filed an air permit application with

_ the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (“MADEP™), a permit application
for water withdrawal with the MADEP, and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

(“NPDES") permit with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (id. at 2-8). The Petitioners
indicated that there are a number of other required permits for the proposed generating facility,

including a wetlands Order of Conditions from the Russell Conservation Commission, a

: Beneficial Use Determination from the MADEP for ash reuse,' a Section 404 Clean Water Act

The Cape Wind Decision was affirmed on appeal in Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
v. Energy Facilities Siting Board, 448 Mass. 45, at 53 (2006).
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permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Chapter 91 License from the MADEP for an
intake/discharge structure at the Westfield River, and stack registration with the Federal Aviation
Administration (id. at 2- 6) In January 2008, the Petitioners indicated that they were in the mtdst

of working with the MADEP in furthering air, water, and wetlands permitting (Tr. 1, at 25-28).

On March 28, 2008, the project received a Certificate on its Final Environmental Impact Report
(Exh EFSB-G-5(S)2). _

‘The Department recently 1ssued orders conditionally grantmg in part, but denying in part,
the request of Russell Biomass for a zoning exemption from certain Town of Russell zoning by-

laws for the generation portion of the project. Russell Biomass, D.P.U. 06-60 (2008); Russell -

Biomass, D.P.U. 06-60-A (2009). However, the Department’s decision, while granting only .
some exemptions,'did not preclude the siting, construction, or operation of the proposed Russell
Biomass generating facility project; the Petitioners may ultimately obtain outstanding zoning

approvals and reach an agreement concerning fire response, traffic and other matters for the

project to the satisfaction of the Town of Russell. Russell Biomass, D.P.U. 06-60, at 82.

4. Analysis
Pursuant to the standard of review set forth above, the Siting Board requires an applicant
seeking to construct a transmission line to interconnect a new or expanded generating facility to
show: (1) that the existing transmission system is inadequate to interconnect the new or

expanded generator; and (2) that the new or expanded generator is likely to be available to

- contribute to the regional energy supply.

With respect to the first element of the standard of review, the record indicates that

Russell Biomass is proposmg to build a 50 MW electrtc generating facility in Russell,

Massachusetts. The record indicates that there is insufficient transmission capacity to transmit |

the output of the prbposed g_enerating facility to the regional transmission_ grid. The Siting Board
therefore rﬂnds that the existing transmission system is inadequate to irtterco_nnect the proposed
Russell Biomass generatmg facility. .

The proposed Russell Biomass generatmg facﬂtty has not yet obtained all necessary
project permits, and is not yet under construction. Therefore, to establish that the facility is

likely to be available to cbntribute to the regional energy supply, the Siting Board directs the

[14]
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Petitioners to submit to the Siting Board éopies of all permit approvals required for the
Petitioners to begin construction of the proposed generating facility in Russell. Consistent with
our standard of review, the Siting Board finds that at such time as the Petitioners comply Withr
this condition, the Petitioners will have demonstrated that there is a need for additional
transmission resources to interconnect the Russell Biomass facility with the regional
transmission grid. The Petitioners may not commence construction of the proposed transmission

project until they have complied with this condition.

B. Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternative Approaches

1. Standard of Review

General Laws, c. 164, § 69H requires the Siting Board to evaluate proposed projects in
térm_s of their consistency with providing a reliable energy supply to the Commonwealth with a
minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. In addition, G.L. c. 164, § 69J
requires a project proponent to present “alternatives to planned action” which may include:
(a) other methods of generating, manufacturing, or storing electricity or natural gas; (b) other

sources of electrical power or natural gas; and (c) no additional electric power or natural gas.’

Cape Wind Decision at 21, citing CELCo Decision at 321; Boston Edison Company, 6 DOMSB
208, at 252 (1997) (*1997 BECo Decision™). | '

In implementing its statutory mandate, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to show that,

on balance, ifs proposed project is superior to alternative approaches in-terms of cost,

environtental impact, and ability to meet the identified need. Cape Wind Decision at 21, ciling -
CELCO Decision at 321; 1997 BECo Decision at 252. In addition, the Siting Board requires a

petitioner to consider reliability of supply as part of its showing that the proposed project is

superior to alternative project approaches. Cape Wind Decision at 21-22.

General Laws, c¢. 164, § 69] also requires a petitioner to provide a description of “other
site locations.” The Siting Board reviews the Petitioners primary route, as well as other
possible routes, in Section [, below.

[15]
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2. Identification of Project Approaches for Analysis

| The Petitioners considered options for interconnecting with the regional grid by

extending a transmission interconnection in several different directions from the Russell Biorriass
site. The Petitioners identified six other substations within a 10-mile radius of the proposed
Russell Biomass generating facility site (Exhs. EFSB-PA-5; EFSB-PA-2; Tr. at 255).4 The-
Petitioners evaluated each of these possible substations based on various selection criteria
including the existence of current easements; significant topographical features; proximity to
private homeowners; and the presence of natural featurés such as proteéted species and habitat,
drinking water supply Watershéds, and recreational/conservation _opeh areas (Exh. EFSB-PA-5).
Based on this evaluation, the Petitioners concluded that only one of these substatioﬁs (the
Blandford Substation) would offer a feasible interconnection point (Ld.).s |

We find the Petitioners’ conclusion reasonable, and wifh the exception of the Blandford
Substation, other interconnection points do not warrant further consideration. The Siting Board
also finds that the interconnection via either the proposed approach, or via an alternative
approach that would connect to the Blandford Substation would meet the identified need, and
these approaches may provide potential tradeoffs between reliability, environmental impacts and
cost worthy of further analysis. Therefore, in the following sections, the Siting Board compares
the two .épproaches with respect to reliability, environmental impacts, and cost.

The proposed approach would consist of an apprdximately S-'mi'le, overhead, radial

115 kV transmission line from the proposed biomass generating facility in the Town of Russell

4 The six substations within a ten-mile radius of the Russell Biomass facility are Blandford

197 to the west, Cobble Mountain 18F to the south, and Buck Pond 34B, Gunn 15A,
- Elm 22G and Pochassic 37R substations to the east (Exh. EFSB-PA-2). The Cobble
Mountain and Elm substations are not owned by WMECo (id.).

The Petitioners indicated that voltages other than 115 kV were considered for the
proposed project, and stated that a 46 kV or 69 kV line could be adequate to carry power
from a 50-MW generator (Exh. EFSB-PA-1; Tr.- 2, at 253-254). However, the Petitioners
stated that only the 115 kV transmission system in the region is extensive enough to
provide a robust set of electrical pathways for the power that would be produced (Tr. 2, at
255). The Petitioners indicated that using a 46 kV or 69 kV transmission voltage for the
proposed Project would require installation of a step-up transformer where the proposed
Project meets existing 115 kV transmission lines (Exh. EFSB-PA-1; Tr. 2, at 252-253).

[16]
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toa sw1tch1ng statlon connecting with WMECo’s #1512 existing transmission hne in Westfield
(the Southern Approach) The Southern Approach would 1nclude the constructlon of a new
switching station as well as new transmission to connect the generatmg project with WMECO s
existing 115 kV #1512 transmission line (Exh. JP-1, at 3-4, 3-6). As noted on page 5, above, the
switching station would be located at proposed Switching Station S-1, a 2.1-acre site in
Westfield, or proposed Switching Station S-2, a 7.8-acre site in Westfield. The alternative
approach would consist of an approximately 10-mile overhead radial 115 kV line from the
proposed generating facility in Russell to an existing WMECo substation in Blandford,
Massachusetts (the Northern Approach) (Exh. JP- 1 at 3-1 through 3-15).

The Northern Approach would follow an ex1st1ng easement northerly and westerly from
the proposed biomass generating facﬂlty approx1mate1y 10 miles to connect with an alternative

ex1st1ng 115 kV transmission line, the #1421/ 1512 line, at an existing substatlon in Blandford

'(Exh. JP-1, at 3-6, 3-11). The Northern Approach would extend northerly from the Russell

Biomass project, to the east of Montgomery Road in Russell and Carriﬁgton Road in
Montgomery (id. at 3-7, 3-11). The approach would then follow the existing éasement westerly,
crossing the Westﬁéld River Main Stem and the West Branch in Huntington, then turning |
southerly into Blandford (id.). Approximately 6 miles of the existing easement contains an
active 23-KV distribution line (Exh. COW-RR-2). Of these 6 miles, 0.7 miles of existing
easement would require the acquisition of an additional 50 feet of right-of-way to accommodate
both the 23 kV and new 115 kV lines. (id.).

The Petitioners also considered an alternative design involving underground construction
of the Southern Approach under two different scenarios, an underground a.lfemative where (1) -
the entire route woul& be constructed underground, and (2) only a portion of the route, on Tekoa
Mountain in Montgomery,r would be constructed underground. We consider these underground

design alternatives in Section I11.D.2.g and I11.D.2.i.i below.

The Southern Approach is not a single specific route, but instead is intended to
encompass the several different possible “southern” routes, including: (1) the Petitioners’
primary routes along the west side of the Shatterack and Tekoa Mountains, then over the
Massachusetts Turnpike to a new switching station in Westfield; and (2) the Alternatlve
Route along U.S. Route 20 (Exh. JP-1, at 1 10 through 1-14).

(17]
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a. Reliability
1. Arguments of the Parties _

- The Petitioners argue that the 5-mile Southern Approach is more reliable than the 10-mile
Northern Approach because it is only one-half as long (Petitioners Brief at 20-21).
According to the Petitioners, a longer route would “inherently result in lower reliability of

service” (Exh. COW-TI-4). Westfield’s witness, Mr. Convefse, testified that both lines would be -

classified as short lines that would have equal reliability (Tr. at 806). The Petitioners argued that

the Siting Board has previously held that when comparing interconnect approaches, there is a
reliability advantage associated with a shorter line. (Petitioners Brief at 22, citing Cape Wind

Decision at 39-41). In response, Westfield asserted that the Siting Board’s comment in

. Cape Wind Decision did not relate to a shorter overhead liné, but rather was directed to a length

of submarine cable that was both shorter and less complex than the proffered alternative

(Westfield Reply Brief at 15).

ii. Analysis
The Siting Board found in the Cape Wind Decision that the 32-mile length of the New
Bedford marine line may make it a less reliable alternative than the use of a 9-12 mile submarine
cable that would interconnect with the Barnstable Switching Station. Cape Wind Decision at
22-23. The Siting Board did not find, however, that a longer transmission line is inherently less
reliable as a general principle. Every proposed transmission line and its alternatives raise their

own unique facts and circumstances that must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis for the Siting

" Board to make appropriate findings concerning reliability. In this case, the record shows that the

Southern Approach would be more reliable than the Northern Approach, due to the difference in

their lengths, but that both routes are fairly short so this reliability difference would be small.

Therefore, the Siting Board finds that the Southern Approach would be slightly advantageous to
the Northern Approach with respect to reliability.

b. Enyironmental Impagcts . |

Siting Board precedent'fequires a reasoned analysis of project approach alternatives, but

does not prescribe the level of detail or methodology to be used by a petitioner to evaluafe

[18]
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. projéct approach alternatives.’ Iﬁitially, the Petitioners qualitatively compared the Northern and

Sopthem Approaches with respect to: (i) impacts to vegetation/trees; (ii) wetlands; (iii)
previously undisturbed soils; (iv) historic land and/or buildings; (v) rare or endangered.specieé;
(vi) state cohservation lands; and (vii) scenic views and viewscapes (Exh: EFSB-PA-7—S)_.
However, in response to a City of Westfield information request, the Petitioners provided a site |
selection screening analysis that included a lbomparison of the Northern Approach to the-
Southern Approach alternative routes, including Route Variation 1a modified (Exh COW-SS-
1'-1_). In this screening analysis the Petitioners assigned a numerical value to a set of scréening
criteria including: (1) rtec‘:hnical feasibility; (2) land use/human environment; (3) natural
environrﬁent; and (4) cost. Of these four categories, the specific cr_iteria relating to
environmental impacts are the following: (1) proximity to residences; (2) proximity to sensitive
receptors; (3) historic/archeological; (4) open space/parklands; (5) hazardous and solid waste
sites; (6) switching station impacts on the human environment; (7) visual impacts; (8) WetlaI;d
resource areas; (9) rare and endangered Specieé; (10} drinking water -supplie:s; (11) tree and
vegetation clearing; and (12) switching station impacts to the natural environment (Exh. COW-
SS-11-1). Using these twelve criteria, the Petitioners calculated a score for the Northern
Approach of 34, compared to the score of 33 calculated for Route Variation Ta modified within
the Southern Approach (id.). As designed, a lower score represents less environmental impact
from the Project than a higher score (Exh. JP-1, at Table 4-1). Table 1 sets forth the individual

scores assigned by the Petitioners to the twelve criteria.

It would be difficult to create a single set of screening criteria that could be applied to
project approaches that may differ significantly from each other. For example, if a
petitioner were to compare a demand-side management alternative to the construction of
a transmission line, the two approaches would share few characteristics (other than cost)
that would permit selected criteria to be compared between the two project approaches.

[19]
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Table 1. Transmission Route Scoring for Environmental Criteria

Screening Criteria - Southern Approach | Northern
' {Route Variation 1a | Approach
modified)

Proximity to residences 2 4
Proximity to sensitive receptors 2 2
Visual impacts 3 9
Historic/Archeological 2 4
Open space/parklands 2 2
Hazardous and solid waste sites 1 2
Switching facility impacts to ) 2
human environment
Wetland resource areas 4 6

' Rare and endangered species 6 6
Drinking water supplies I 9
Tree and vegetation clearing 6 6
Switching Station impacts to 2 2
natural environment :
TOTAL 33 54

Exh. COW-8S-11-1.

i

Petitioners’ Position

P.age 14

The following is a summary of the Petitioners’ compzirisdn of the impacts for each of

these environmental elements.

Impacts to Vegetation/Trees

The Petitioners stated that the Northern Approach would require more extensive tree

clearing along greater lengths of the utility corridor than would the Southern Approach (Exh.

EFSB-PA-7-S at 2). The Southern Approach experienced a significant forest fire that resulted in -

the loss of a significant number of mature trees (id.). According to the Petitioners, as a result of .

the forest fire the Southern Approach would require clearing of successional trees and shrubs for

20}
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approximately 3 milés. By comparison,l the Northern Approach will require the clearing of an
additional 40 feet of vegetation for four miles of the corridor id).

Wetland Impacts

According to the Petitioners, the Southern Approach would fequire the crossing of four
perennial streams: Shatterack Brook, Cooley Brook, Moose Meadow Brook, and an unnamed
perennial stream (Exh. EFSB-PA-7-S at 2). The Northern Approach would cross nine perennial
streams including the West and Main branches of the WestﬁeldrRiver, Beardon Brook, Roaring
Brook, Gibbs Brook, Bedlam Brook, and three unnamed perennial streams (id.). Given that the
Northern Approach is twice as long as the Southern Approach, and that there are significantly
more perennial stream systems and proportionately more wetland resource areas, the Petitioners
argue that the Northern Approach would have significantly more intersecting wetlands and
comrespondingly greater wetland impacts (id. at 3).

Historic Land and/or Buildings

The Petitioners stated that no historical buildings are likely to be affected by either route
because both routes are located in areas where a minimal number of buﬂdings are located (Exh.
EFSB-PA-7-S at 3).

Rare or Endangered-Species.

The Massachusetts National Heritage and Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”)
mapping indicates that much of the Southern Approach is located within areas mapped for rare
and endangered species, including'much of its corridor from the proposed generating facility site
to thé proposed switching station area (Exh. EFSB-PA-7-S at 4). The Northern Approach also
has mapped rare and endangered species in the corridor associated with and immediately
adjacent to the Westf_iéld River (id.). The Petitioners noted that since species mapped within the
Northern Appfoach are associated only with the Westfield River, only temporary impacts to
species, related to construcﬁon, are anticipated (id.). In contrast, the Petitioners stated that it is
anticipated that some permanent impacts to species may result on the Southern Approach, and
that a conservation management plan would be implemented with NHESP to mitigate these
impacts (id.}). Although the Petiﬁoners_ gave the same score to both routes, the Petitioners stated
that the impacts associated with the Southern Approach would be slightly more significant than
those associated with thel Northern Approach (id.}). ' '

211
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State Conservation Lands

The Petitioners indicated that state conservation lands and protected lands are located

- along both routes (Exh. EFSB-PA-7-S at 4). The Southern Approach (on the prirhary roufe) is

located within conservation land owned by the Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife
(“MADFW™) (id.). The Northern Approach east of U.S. Route 20 and the Westfield River is
within protected lands associated with Outstanding Resource Waters that are tributaries to public

drinking water supplies (id. at 5). The Northern Approach intersects tributaries that feed the

‘Black Brook Reservoir, a drinking water source for the Town of Russell (id. at 6). According to

the Petitioners, the Northern Approach also intersects tributaries that feed Cobble Mountain
Reservoir, a water supply for the City of Springﬁeld, Massachusetts (id. at 5. '

Scenic Views and Viewscapes .

The Petitioners stated that the Northern Approach crosses both the West and Main
branches of tﬁe Westfield River just south of the village of Huntington, where it is designated as
a National Wild and Scenic River (Eﬁ{h. EFSB-PA-7-S at 5). According to the Petitioners, the
Northern Approach would also cross U.S‘. Route 20, which is designated as J acob’s Ladder
Scenic Byway (id.). There are forty or more homes along fhe Northern Approach that are within
500 feet of the casement (id.). The Petitioners maintained that there are api)roximately 12 homes
within the same proximity along the Southern Approach (id.). |

| According to the Petitioners, leaves will significantly obscure the view of the Southern
Approach during the summer months, and it will also be difficult to see during the spring and fall
for the same reason (Exh. EFSB-V-1). The corridor would rbecome more visible in certain areas
during'fhe winter (id.). The elevation and location of the corridor would also affect its visibility
(id.). The Petitioners state that portions of the Southern Approach may be visible during the
winter months by residents in an estimated 50-75 homes primarily located in Woronoco Village
and the easterly roadways of Russell Village, adjacent to the proposed biomass generating
facility (Exh. EFSB-V-1). According to the Petitioners, a portion of the Southern Approach
would be viéible crossing West Road, in"Westﬁeld, and the Massachusetts Turnpike
(Exh. EFSB-V-2). The Petitioners maintained that greater impacts are expected with respect to

scenic views and viewscapes for the Northern Approach because the utility corridor along this

[22]



Jen il L

EFSB 07-4/D.P.U. 07-35/07-36 | Page 17

route crosses both a Wild and Scenic River and a Scenic Byway, and will be visible to
significantly more homes along the route (Exh. EFSB-PA-7-S at 5).
| Summary _ | _

| Overall, the Petitioners maintained that the Northern Approach has greater environmental
impacts than the Southern Approach with respect to vegetation/tree clearing, wetlands, drinking
water resources and scenic views and viewscapes (Exh. EFSB-PA-7-S at 6). The Petitioners
stated that among the potential environmental impacts, the Northern Approach would be
preferable only with réspect to rare or endangered species (id.). |

- With respect to the use of the Petitioners’ screening analysis, which included a
cbmparison of the Northern and Southern Approach alternatives, the Petitioners noted that
screening criteria, weighting _systém, and ranking systemn were originally designed specifically to
analyze and compare the route alternatives available along the Southern Approach (Exh. COW-
SS-11). The Petitioners stated that “[t]here are significant differences™ between the Northern
Approach and the routes analyzed for the Southern Approach and that the screening criteria,
weighting system and ranking system used in the Petition to study 6nly Southern Approach
alternatives do not “completely capture,” such as the crossing ofa designated National Wild and

Scenic River (id.).

ii. Westfield’s Position

Westfield acknowledged that the Northern Approach would cross branches of the
Westfield River; however, Westfield maintained that the crossing would occur in a location
whére there is already a 23-kV distribution line crossing the river (Exh. COW-RR-2; Tr. at 554-
555). Westfield arguéd that the addition of the Northern Approach line across the river is

unlikely to be any more noticeable in the area than the present distribution line (Westfield Brief

-at 20). Westfield agreed with the Petitioners that the Northern Approach crosses tributaries to

drinking water supplies, which the Southern Approach does not (id. at 21). But, according to
Westfield, the portion of the Northern Approach where those tributaries are located is already
home to the 197 23 kV WMECo distribution line (id.). Westfield contended that both
alternatives run through areas with rmapped' rare and endangered species (id. at 21). Westfield

argued that the weighted score of 9 for the Northern .Approach’s visual impacts was

[23]
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inappropriate because such a score required that the route be “Vlsua.lly promment in an historic
district,” which it is not (Westfield Reply Brief at 28-29). Westfield objected to the scoring .
methodology used for open space/parklands because it relies too heavﬂy on the number of
parcels rather than the size of the land parcels along the route of the easement (id. at 29).
Westfield argued that the results of the screening analysis that incorporates scoring for
the Northem Approach are unreligble because the-'scoring criteria were not originally dosigned to

include the Northern Approach (Westfield Brief at 27). According to Westfield, the scoring of.

the Northern Approach was incorrect based on a variety of purported flaws and errors in the

Petitioners’ analysis (Westfield Reply Brief at 19-31). The Petitioners did not reply to
Westfield’s eritique of the route selection analysis because the Petitioners maintained that Siting

Board precedent does not require the application of route selection analysis to the Northern

-Approa‘ch (Petitioners’ Reply Brief at 10, n.8).

iii.  Analysis
Using the specific criteria relating to environmental impacts in the Petitioners’ screening
analysis, the Northern Approach received a score of 54, which is less desirable than the score of
33 received for the Southern Approach. Westfield argues that several of the scores assigned by
the Petitioners should be adjusted to reflect various countervailing considerations or

methodological errors. We need not analyze the merit of Westfield’s arguments for individual

score changes because if we accept them here, the result is little cha.nged.g

As we find in our later discussion of the route selection analysis for the Southern

Approach alternatives in Section III, the results of a petitioner’s screening matrix are an

In response to Westfield’s arguments, the staff considered the effect of adjusting the

. weighted score for the Northern Route’s visual impacts from 9 to 3 and the open
space/parklands weighted score from 2 to 1. The staff also considered the effect of
adjusting the rare and endangered species weighted score for the Southern Approach
from 6 to 9 because the Petitioners stated that a greater portion of the Southern Approach
would run through areas with mapped rare and endangered species than would the
Northern Route. These adjustments would have resulted in a total weighted score for the
Southern Approach of 36, and a total weighted score for the Northern Route 0f 47 (see
Table 1 above).

[24] .
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instructive tool, but are hot properly used as a single determinative measure of which route is
superior and should u.ltimately be sclected.

We do not agree with Westfield’s argument that the results of the screening analysis aré
unreliable as afaplied to the Northern Approach because the scoring criteria were not originally
designed to include the Northern Approach. The fact that the Northern Approach and the
Soﬁthem-Approach are reasonably similar transmission lines that would travel through
reasohably similar terrain supports the application of the samme criteria to the Northern Approach.
In this case we identify no additional considerations that w0u1d.suggest that the Northern
ApprOach is superior to the Southern Approach with respect to environmental impacts.

The record indicates that the Southern Approach'would be superior to the Northern.
Approach regarding environmental impacts based on the advantages of the Southern Approach
with respect to: the number of residences along the route, the number of stream crossings, its
avoidance of surface drinking water resources, and less vegetation and tree clearing
requirements. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds.that the Southern Approach is superior to the -

Northern Approach with respect to environmental impacts.

c.  Cost

i Argument of the Parties

The Petitioners maintained that the estimated cost of the Northern Approach
($40.2 million) is significantly higher than the estimated cost for the Southern Approach ($25.3
million) (Exh. JP-1, at 23). The Petitioners cost comparison includes the cost of a new '
substation for both the Northern and Southern Approach because, according to the Petitioners,
either a new substation or a reconfigured substation would be required at the existing Blandford
Station for the pu_rpdse of completing the Northern Approach alternative (Tr. 1, at 129).
According fo the Petitioners, the Project cost estimate shows that the cost of coristructing the
transmission line (without substation costs) for the approximately 10-mile transmission line
required for the Northern Approach ($32.1 million) is almost double the construction cost of the
line required for the Southern Approach ($17.2 millionj (Exh. IP-1, at 3-13, Table 3-1).

Westfield argued that the Petitioners’ evidence is insufficient to demonstrate that the cost

of the Southern Approach is less than the cost of the Northern Approach (Westfield Reply Brief

[25]
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at 15). In particular, Westfield argued that the failure to include land acquisition costs in the
Petitioners cost estimate is not reasonable (Westfield Brief .at 24). - According to Westfield, the
Petitioners’ cost estimate also failed to include the costs associated with the necessary easement
swap for the Southern Approach which would include expenses assoclated with an Article 97
legislative action to allow such a swap (id. at 25). Westfield argues that these costs are easily
quantified and sﬁouid be included in the cost-analysis to provide a fair comparison between the
Northern and Southern Approach alternatives (id.).

| The Pet.'itione.rs acknowledged that there would be land acquisition costs for the Southern
Approach to coﬁstruct the proposed. substation, but argued that the Northern Approach would
also :equire land acquisition costs even though the Blandford Substation already exists
(Petitioners Brief at 25). According to the Petitioners, Westfield provided no evidence indicating
whether the necessary land for the substation expansion is available and what it would cost (id.).
As a mitigating consideration in 1l‘:he cost coinparison between the two routes, the Petitioners
maintained that even though they assumed equal Coﬁstruction costs for both alternatives, in fact
the cost of feconﬁguring the Blandfbrd Subeation would actually be more expensive than the
construction costs for the new sw1tch1ng station for the Southern Approach (Petltloners Reply
Brief at 8-9). Citing Berkshire Gas Company, 25 DOMSC 1, at 44, fn.62 (1992) (“Berkshne

Gas Decision’), the Petitioners also argued that Siting Board precedent does not require that land -

acquisition costs be addressed at the project-approach level (Petitioners Brief at 26). -

i -Analysis

| The record demons_trateé that the Northern Approach would be approximately
$.15 million more expensive tha.ﬁ the Southern Approach; However, the Petitioners’ estimate
does not include necessary land acquisition costs or costs associated with obtaining legislative
Article 97 approval needed for a land swap involving the Southern Approach. The Petitioners’
assertion that land acquisition costs need not be included in the cost estimate is not an accurate
assessment of Siting Board precedent. The Siting Board recogﬁizes that a petitibner may not be -
able to provide a detailed cost estimate for laﬁd acquisition costs at an early stage in a project’s |
" development, but a petitioﬂér should be able to establish a basic estimate using reasonable |

assumptions for recent comparable land purchases. If the land needed for construction is-
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significantly more expensive than the land cost for an alternative route, then this information
should be factored into the comparotive cost analysis. Similarly, a cost estimate for efforts made
to obtain legislative Article 97 approval, if substantial, could have affected the total cost |
comparison between the Northern and Southern Approaches because the Northern Approach
does not require any legislative action.

The Petitioners’ reliance on Berkshire Gas Decision is misplaced because a difference in

land acquisition costs was not at issue in the Berkshire Gas Decision. Rather, the underlying
assumption in that case was that the alternatives would all require a meter facility of comparable
cost. Here, however, the assumption of similar costs for alternative routes was challenged by
Westfield and the Petitioners should have been prepared to provide a basic land acquisition cost
comparlson '

The proponents of a project bear the burden of proof to demonstrate that another route is
not clearly superior as a result of cost. Such a showing can only be made where all the primary
elements of construction, including land acquisition costs, are considered. We recognize,
however, that costs of land acquisition are but one component of the total cost of a project, and
may constitute a relatively small portion of total project cost in many cases. '

Land acqulsltron costs appear to be the vast majority of any costs that might increase the
cost of the Southern Approach. The land acquisition costs for the Southern Approach would
have to be larger than any cost differential including any land acquisition attributable to using the
Northern Approach in order to have the Northern Approach be less costly overall. Based on the
proximity of land in the two alternative approaches, we do not believe it is reasonable to
conclude that the costs of purchasing either the 2.1 acre or 7.8 acre switching station site or other '

additional costs for the Southern Approach would be so large as to offset the estimated $14.9

million cost differential for using the Northern Approach. Based on the foregoing, we find that

the proposed Southern Approach is superior to the Northern Approach with respect to total cost.

3. Conclusions: Weighing Need, Reliability, Environmental Impacts and
Cost

- As stated above, Siting Board precedent requires a petitiorrer to present alternative project

approaches to demonstrate that the petitioner’s proposed project approach is, on balance, -
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superior to alternative approaches in terms of cost, environmental impact, and ability to meet the

identified need. Cape Wind Decision at 21. The Siting Board places the burden of proof on the

Petitioners, in this case to demonstrate that, on balance, the Southern Approach is superiorto -
alternative approaches. | ' '

Once a general project approach is chosen, a route selection analysis then examines
alternative routes or sites to implement that approach. The two separate analyses (project |
approach and route selection) are intended to accomplish complementary objectives. Project
approach analysis is a broader review of different ways to accomplish a similar obj ective. Asset
forth in Section III below, once a particular app'foach (e.g., transmission at a particular voltage to
a particular end point) is identified as the best approach, route selection analysis establishes that
a clearly superior alternative route has not been overlooked. |

The Siting Board has found that the Southern Approach would be shghtly advantageous
to the Northern Approach with respect to reliability. The Siting Board also-found that the
Southern Approach is -superior to the Northern Approach with respect to environmental impacts
and cost. Acoordingly, the Siting Board finds that the Southern Approach woold be preferable to
the Northern Approach with respect to prov1d1ng a reliable energy supply to the Commonwealth,

- with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost.

1.  ANALYSIS OF THE PRIMARY AND ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

A. Site Selection

1. Standa:rd of Rev1ew '

GL.c. 164 § 691 prov1des that a petition to construct a proposed fac111ty must include
“a description of alternatives to [the applicant’s] planned action” including “other site locations.”
In past reviews of alternative site locations identified by an applicant, the Siting Board has
required the applicant to demonstrate that it examined a reasonable range of practical siting
alternatives. Cape Wind Decision 15 DOMSB 1, at 45; CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB 305, at -
326; New England Power Company, 7 DOMSB 333, at 374 (1998) (“1998 NEPCo Decision™).

In order to determine whether an applicant seeking to construct a non-generating facility (e.g., a
transmission facility) has considered a reasonable range of practical alternatives, the Siting

Board has required the applicant to meet a two-pronged test. First, the applicant must establish

[28]
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that it developed and applied a reasonable set of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternative
sites in a manner that ensures that it has not overlooked or eliminated any sites which, on
balance, are clearly superior to the proposed site. Second, the applicant must establish that it

identified at least two noticed sites or routes with some measure of geographic diversity.

2. Site Selection Process

. The Companiés indicated that they evaluated three Southern Approach route alternatives
between the proposed Russell Biomass plant and the existing WMECo 115kV #1512 line in
Westfield (Exh. JP-1, at 4-1 to 4-4). These were: (1) Route Alternative 1, which became the

primary route, comprising three variations; (2) Route Alternative 2, along U.S. Route 20, which
became "Lhe. alternative route; and (3) Route Alternative 3, along the CSX railroad line
(“CSX route™) (Exh. JP-1, at 4-1),
The Companies indicated that these routes were identified by applying a number of
threshold criteria to a study area bounded by Main Street in Russell to the north, the peaks of the
" Shatterack and Tekoa Mountains to the west, additional mountains to the Wesi, and the WMECo
115 kV line to the south (Q at 4-4). Thé Companies stated that these liﬁlits were established to
avoid the visual and environmental impacts of clearing the right-of-way over the crests of the -
ridges located cast and west of the narrow Westfield River Valley (id. at 4-4). |
The threshold criteria by which the routes were evaluated included the foilowing: using
existing routes; avoiding close contact with railroad tracks; avoiding, to the extent feasible,
 residential, school, and hospital areas; avoiding, as practicable, private property; minimizing

turning points; minimizing impacts to environmentally sensitive areas; and minimizing impacts

;

to endangered species and their habitats (Exh. JP-1, at 4-5). The Companies stated that they
solicited routé selection iﬁput from the Massachusetts Departmient of Fish and Wildlife
(“MADFW”), NHESP, Massachusetts Highway Department (“MHD”)}, Massachusetts Turnpike |
Authority, and CSX (id. at 4-6). As a result of this process, three routes within the study area
including one with three variations were identified (id.).

The three identified routes were next subjected to an extensive screening analysis. The
routes were screened on the b‘asisl of technical feasibility criteria (railroad encroachment, |

roadway crossings, transmission robustness, steep terrain, access, and property ownership);

[29]
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human impact criteria (including proximity to residences and other sensitive receptors, visual

1mpacts and historic/archaeological impacts); natural environment impacts (including rare and

_ endangered species, wetlands, and vegetation clearing); and costs (mcludmg construction,

operation, and maintenance costs) (Exh. JP-I, at 4-26 to 4-35). These criteria were weighted
(1,2, or 3) based on their relative importance, and routes were scored (1,2, or 3) on each of the
criteria (resulting in Weighted scores of 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 9 for each criteria), with lowér scores
being preferred. As screened, the original three Route 1 vaﬁations scored 76 to 87.° Route
Altemative: 2, along U.S. Route 20, scored 106, and Route Altemative 3, along the CSX railway,
scored 113 (id. at 4-41). ' ' '

.Route Alternative 3 involved conflicts with CSX_ stemming from its proposed location in
an active railroad right-of-way (Exh. JP-1, at 4-24, 4-6, 4-26, 4-27). Potential concefns include-
safety during transmission line construction and maintenance activities, and the interference with
railroad activities that a damaged transmission structure could pose to railroad operations (id. at
4-6). The Petitioners indicated that, in the future, CSX (1) anticipates constructing a second set
of tracks in this ROW and therefore wants to retain sufficient ROW width for this purpose; and
(2) may wish to use its rails to carry electriéal signals, an activity with which a transmission line

might interfere (id. at 4-8). The Petitioners also indicated that CSX would charge annual permit

. fees for a transmission line located in the CSX right-of-way (id.). Finally, the Companies stated

that language in the sta,ndard CSX draft aerial occupancy agreement gives CSX the right to
requlre a lessee to vacate the easement with 60 days’ notice (id.). The Compames state that
transmission facilities cannot be moved in a 60-day penod (id.). Onthe ba31s of these conflicts,
the Companies eliminated Route Alternative 3 from further consideration (id. at 4-9).

In past decisions, the Siting Board has found various types of criteria to be appropriate
for identifying and evaluating route options for transmission lines and related facilities. These |
types of criteria include natural resource issues, land use issues, community impacf issues, cost -
and réliability. Cape Wind Decision at 45-49; Boston Edison Company d/b/a NSTAR Electric,
14 DOMSB 233, at 277 (2005); New England Power Company, 4 DOMSB 109, at 167 (1995).

The Company subsequently provided an analysis showing that the score for Route
Variation la modified (described below in Section II1.B) is 72 under the same scoring
regimen (Exh. EFSB-SS-31(1)). ' :
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The Siting Board also has found the specific design of séoring and weightilig methods for chosen . .

criteria to be an important part of an appropnate site selection process, and in some cases has
identified the appropriate allocation of weights among the broad categories of env1ronmenta1 _
concerns, cost and reliability. CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB 305, at 331; 1997 BECo Dec1510n
6 DOMSB 208, at 285; Boston Edison Company, 19 DOMSC 1, at 38-42 (1989).

Here, the Petitioners developed 22 screening criteria, which it used to evaluate the

- routing Qpﬁons. These criteria generally encompass the types of criteria that the Siting Board

previously has found to be acceptrable.]O The Petitioners also developed a quantitative system for
ranking routes based on compilation of weighted scores across all criteria; this is a type of
evaluation approach the Siting Board previously has found to be acceptable. A

The record shows that the Petitioners evaluated a small number of routes within a study '
area selected for the project. 'fhe record shows that Route Alternative 3 scored poorly and is
rélativelf inféasible. While Route Alternative 2 was scored as inferior to Route Alternative 1,
with respect to environmental impacts, cost, and reliability factors, the Companies’ selection of
Route Alternative 1 and Route Alternative 2 for further analysis was reasonable.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the Petitioners have developed and applied a
reasonable set of criteria for 1dent1fymg and evaluating alternative routes in a manner which

ensures that the Petitioners have not overlooked or ehrmnated any routes which are clearly

' superior 1o the proposed pI‘O_]eCt.

B. Geo graphm Dwersrw

Of the three routes evaluated by the Petitioners, one is to the west of the CSX rlght-of-
Way and _the Westﬁeld River, one is to the east of CSX and the Westfield River, and one follows
CSX in its entirety, east of the Westfield River (Exh. JP;I, at fig. 5-1, fig. 5-2). Although all the
routes generally follow the Westfield River valley, the extent to which the routes physically

overlap is Very small (id.). One route follows a road, one follows a railroad, and one partly

10 For example, the CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB 305, at 331, the Company used weighted
scores to balance the community/environmental impacts, technical issues and costs, and
the Siting Board stated that the allocation of approximately half of the overall weight to
community/ environmental and half to technical/cost was reasonable.
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follows an existing distribution line and partly goes through the woods (id.). No other existing
corridors were identified within the corridor study area (id.).
Thus, the Petitioners considered three geographically diverse transmission line routes to

connect the Russell Biomass facility site and the existing WMECo 115 kV #1512 line in ,

. Westfield. Consequently, the -Siﬁhg Board finds that the Compaﬁies have identified a range of

practical route alternatives with some rheasure of geographic diversity.

C. Description of the Primary and Alternative Routes

The primary rdﬁte originally was presented with a total of three variations, 1a, 1b, and lc

(Exh. JP-1, at 4-9 to 4-25). Among these, Route Variation 1a was later modified to
accommodate restricﬁons imposed by CSX, and Route Variation 1b was evéntually dropped
because it had no fdentiﬁed advantages compared to Route Variation 1a modified (Exhs. EFSB-
G-5(S) at 4-34 to 4-39; EFSB-3; EFSB-RR-3). Thé Petitioners requested that the Siting Board
approve both Route Variation 1a modified and Route Variation 1¢ because the Compa.nies could
not be assured that MADFW, as land manager, would be able to finalize the authorizations -
needed to allow the use of Route Variation 1a modified. The Companies provided maps
showing these routes (Exhs. EFSB-G-1(1), EFSB-G-1(2), EFSB-G-1(3), EFSB-G-1(4)).

- Route Variation 1c follows an existing'I‘OO-foot-wide‘electric transmission easement

from the proﬁosed Russell Biomass generating facility, south-and east across the slopes of

~ Shatterack and Tekoa Mountains in Russell, crossing through a corner of Montgomery, to a

crossing of the Massachusetts Turnpike (Exh. JP-1, at 4-13, 4-15, 4-16, 5-36). South of the -

. Turnpike, Route Variation lc continues eastward within the easement for approximately 1 mile

in Westfield to a crossing of West Road (id.). Route Variation l¢ then continues along the

~ easement another approximately 1 mile to an interconnection with the existing WMECo 115 kV

#1512 line (id. at 4-17). Up to the crossing of West Road, the transmission easement is not
lbccupied by any transmission line nor is it fully cleared, former lines haViﬁg been removed years
ago (Exhs. EFSB-RV-21(1); EFSB-RV-21(2); TOM-RV-1(1)). The easement from West Road
to the interconnection point already carries a lower voltage distribuﬁon line operated by
Westfield Gas and Electric Company (Ekh. EFSB-RV-21(2); Tr.1, at 91-92). South of the -

Turﬁpike, Route Varjation 1¢ passes through an active gravel pit operation, farmlands, and

[32]







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































