
From: Michael DeChiara
To: Maureen Pollock
Subject: Heads Up about Eversource Transmission Line project
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2026 12:46:36 PM
Attachments: Open Letter to Governor Healey (1).pdf

WT 11 letter -Ongoing Concerns- 7-7-26.pdf

Dear Maureen and ConComm members, 
 
I am writing as a representative of a resident-led group, Western Mass Towns for a
Responsible Grid. We have been working to ensure that the proposed Eversource
transmission line project, WT-11, that will be running through 11 towns, including
Montague, minimizes clearcutting and other negative environmental impacts.
 
To date, we have been primarily engaging residents but we wanted to make sure that
town officials are also aware since the Final Environmental Impact Report will likely
be submitted to the state in December 2026. Proactive local engagement on this
matter will make the difference between a good project and a damaging one.
 
The following are resources to review and share:

An open letter to the Governor about our concerns sent on Sept 21. (attached)
A letter to EEA Secretary Tepper about our concerns sent on July 7 (attached)
A petition signed by almost 250 residents

For more information, please visit our website at NoClearcutForProfit.org (or
https://sites.google.com/view/responsiblegrid/eversource)
 
We can be reached at ResponsibleGrid@gmail.com
 
Thanks. We hope this is helpful.
 
Michael DeChiara
Shutesbury

-- 

Michael DeChiara 
Pronounced "day-key-ara"
mdechiara@gmail.com
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Preferred pronoun: he/him/his (why include this? --  about pronouns)
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Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid 


ResponsibleGrid@gmail.com 
September 21, 2026 


 
Dear Governor Healey: 
 
Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid urges you to prevent Eversource from unnecessarily 
clearcutting 278 acres in 11 towns. Their WT-11 project is the first of an extensive series of clearcuts 
they plan in Western MA, with another ~2000 acres facing the chainsaw next. State-designated 
categories of sensitive lands are included, as are places that generations of residents have 
cherished, with the surrounds of Buffam Falls Conservation Area as a case in point. People across 
the region would be furious and heartbroken to see your administration permit Eversource’s greed to 
ruin these places. 
 


Of course we want Eversource to be a responsible steward of a reliable power grid, and of course 
that involves some cutting. However, Eversource’s actual goal for this project is not to improve 
reliability – which it wouldn’t, for the reasons below – but to boost Eversource’s own profits while 
doing nothing for affordability. 
 


Eversource claims their intent is to improve reliability, but that’s a lie. Outages are almost never 
associated with large transmission lines. Unlike distribution lines, large transmission lines already 
have wide corridors, federally-mandated annual management, and redundant design for resilience. 


●​ Not a single tree has caused an outage, ever, on the line that makes up 28 of this project’s 
29.3 miles. Two have on the other, 1.3-miles of line, but it’s unclear if those trees should have 
been addressed by Eversource’s mandated annual management, and also whether the 
outages had any impact on customers or equipment, or were handled by redundancy. 


●​ Large transmission lines have proven themselves decisively in real-world conditions. Even in 
the historic storm of October, 2011, across the entire Northeast, not a single large transmission 
line outage was caused by a tree outside the corridor width that Eversource already has 
cleared. 


 


Eversource proposes to clearcut trees that couldn’t reach the lines. Their indiscriminate, 
straight-line swaths would approximately double their already-effective 125’-335’ corridor width. 
Thousands and thousands of the trees they’d cut are not hazards now – if they were, they’d have 
been addressed during annual management. Many of them will never become hazards, either. Even 
a cursory review of Eversource’s justification reveals biased assumptions and double-speak. For just 
one example, they propose to cut, now, every tree that might threaten the lines in the next 40 years. 
And, instead of a defensible way to project those 40 years of growth, they base their proposed cut 
zone on a fantasy that every tree will break current height records. With their proposal riddled by 
similarly faulty reasoning, we need government to demand objectivity and evidence. 
 


So why is Eversource really pursuing this aggressive clearcut? Cutting 40 years of hypothetical 
growth in one fell swoop would cut Eversource’s cost of annual maintenance. Nowhere in the 
hundreds of pages of their proposal does Eversource broach the topic of their obvious savings, let 
alone any thought of passing them along to improve affordability. In fact, Eversource has been known 







 
to use the cost of projects like this to justify raising rates. Notably, Eversource raised rates even when 
their profits doubled in 2024-2025.  
 


Tell Eversource: No Clearcut for Profit. Don’t let them force a one-size-fits-all approach across an 
entire, multistate service area. WT-11 alone includes tiers of region-defining and state-designated 
environments (e.g., 86 acres of Priority Habitat of Rare Species; 47 acres of wetlands and riverfront; 
and 21 vernal pools). Verbally, Eversource claims they’ll encourage their subcontractors to be 
discerning in the most sensitive areas, but Eversource must be told: 


1.​ Put it in writing. If they really do mean to be selective anywhere, that should be on their 
maps, and their precise intent should be detailed in their project narrative.  


2.​ Stick to selective cutting and pruning of soon-to-be hazardous trees wherever a 
substantial number of trees can be saved, at the very least in the environmentally sensitive 
areas of the project. This directive should apply in both the entire zone proposed for 
corridor-widening, and in the exceptional portions of the wire zone that Eversource has 
selectively maintained up until now. 


 


The EEA issued their certificate for Eversource’s WT-11 Draft Environmental Impact Report, and 
despite hundreds of residents’ public comments before then and our attempted communication with 
that office since, without a bold statement from state leadership, we expect that Eversource will be 
allowed to proceed. In the absence of unbiased evidence that the project is necessary, and that its 
approach minimizes destruction, it must be stopped. Please step in to ensure that trees that don’t 
threaten the lines will be left to beautifully provide their irreplaceable benefits to habitats, the climate, 
our watershed, the air, and the residents of Western Mass.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid 
More details at: NoClearcutForProfit.org 


 



http://noclearcutforprofit.org






Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 10th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
July 5, 2026 
 
 
Dear Secretary Tepper: 
 
We’re aware that WT-11 isn’t in a public comment period for its Environmental Impact Report, but many of us 
are alarmed with how the plan is progressing, and after several community meetings and the last round of 
comments, we’re not feeling heard. We’ve been in contact with our legislators, and we feel compelled to 
communicate our concerns to you.  
 
The minimum prerequisite for a reliability improvement project should be that it improves reliability. As we’ll 
explain, Eversource has not demonstrated that 1) there’s a substantial reliability risk to reduce, nor 2) that their 
plan would reduce it. Despite this project being well along the regulatory path, we emphatically ask you to 
evaluate it in terms of these fundamental criteria. We believe it does not pass the lowest bar. Those in our 
community who have reviewed project documents, attended information sessions, and conducted independent 
research note the following about each of these two prerequisites: 
 
1) The risk is NOT substantial: Eversource tries to portray an existing and evolving substantial risk, but that 
portrayal is misleading. 


●​ First, Eversource tried to create the impression of a history of outages. When pressed, they admitted 
there have been zero outages on the line that makes up 28 of the project’s 29.3 miles.  


●​ Your certificate mentions their claim of two outages on the remaining line, but when pressed in a 
community meeting, they back-peddled further. It turns out, they’re not distinguishing between outages 
that result in significant damage or customer impact and transient faults that the grid and its 
transmission lines are engineered to handle, with redundancy and resilience. 


●​ Even in the historic October 2011 storm, only one tree-caused outage impacted any 345KV line (i.e., 
the ones that already have wide corridors). That one outage was caused “when a sixty-five-foot tall tree 
located within a full right-of-way (forty-six feet from the nearest transmission line) fell,” per the DEIR 
(p.343). This was a true “danger tree” that utilities are mandated to manage on an annual basis. They 
apparently failed to do so, but that doesn’t mean that they should clear-cut a wider corridor instead.  
 


Eversource says that climate change is increasing risk, but their analysis doesn’t show that the past or that 
predicted future justifies a wholesale conversion from their current, selective management approach across 
their right-of-way to much more extensive clear-cutting. 


 
2) The plan is NOT targeted to reduce risk: Eversource contorts their alternatives analysis to try to make the 
case for their preferred plan. 


●​ Eversource is federally mandated to adhere to an annual work plan for “danger trees,” and in a recent 
community meeting, they confirmed that they are in compliance with this requirement. However, they 
egregiously omit this status quo in their alternatives analysis, substituting “No Action” instead, to 
artificially improve their preferred plan by comparison. The status quo of annual management should be 
part of the “robust alternatives analysis” that we were glad to see you note is “a fundamental aspect of 
MEPA reviews.”  


●​ Since Eversource already identifies and manages the danger trees that could come within a few feet of 
the lines if they fell, the thousands and thousands of additional trees that Eversource’s proposed plan 







would clear-cut are not danger trees. They could not threaten the lines if they fell. Cutting them does 
not increase reliability.  


●​ Eversource tries to redefine danger trees as every tree that might, if it broke records over the next 40 
years, reach the wires, plus all the other nearby trees with mature heights of >30’. You should reject 
that reframing as wildly excessive and blatantly self-serving. 


●​ Eversource tries to redefine selective management as eliminating six acres of their formerly-proposed 
project. As they well know, that’s not the industry-established, federally-defined meaning of the term. 
Selective management is, in fact, what they practice now, across their ROW, and they do so very 
effectively. We advocate for this continued practice. 


 
Without these distortions, Eversource’s analysis doesn’t demonstrate that their plan would improve reliability.  
 
 
Require an environmentally responsible approach, not a profit-maximizing one. Further 
corridor-clearing…: 
 
…violates the avoid, minimize, mitigate hierarchy: We’re heartened that your certificate calls for 
Eversource to “demonstrate that the project will take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable,” consistent with the principles of the 2024 Clean Energy Law. 
However, we’re not convinced that the 75’ alternative you encourage Eversource to pursue does so. 
Eversource has not demonstrated with data why the corridor they already have, plus the selective 
management they already practice, is insufficient to deliver reliability.  


●​ This proposal is characteristic of Eversource’s extreme aggressiveness in vegetation management. 
Among the peer utilities we reviewed, WT-11 stands out in that it both converts substantial forested land 
to permanently maintained corridor, and applies aggressive, mature-height-based removal across that 
newly widened area.  


●​ Whatever the right corridor width is, there’s enough outage data that it should not be arbitrary or based 
on a misleading and self-serving analysis. Claims that further clearing would improve reliability must be 
evidence-based. 


 
… increases profits, and not affordability: This so-called reliability improvement project could more 
accurately be called a profit improvement project. Cutting everything all at once would reduce Eversource’s 
annual management costs.  


●​ While energy affordability is a priority goal for the administration, there should be no illusion that 
increased profits would lead to lower rates for customers. In fact, Eversource substantially increased 
customers’ bills even while their net profits doubled between 2024 and 2025. Eversource expresses no 
intent to pass along any of their savings from this project. 


●​ Given the EEA’s commitment to promoting ecosystem services and climate resilience, allowing a utility 
to clear-cut forests to maximize their own profit would be bad policy. 
 


 
Many valid points were raised in the EENF certificate approved by the previous administration and in the two 
rounds of public comments. Eversource has chosen to disregard them, or to respond to them inadequately. 
Their proposed project deserves greater and continued scrutiny. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stacey McCullough, Pelham Planning Board 
Michael DeChiara,Chair, Shutesbury Energy and Climate Action Committee; Planning Board 
Judith S. Eiseman, Land Use and Environmental Planning Consultant 







Sharon Weizenbaum 
Lenore Bryck, Climate Action Now WMass​ ​ ​ ​  
Jeff Weston, Shutesbury Planning Board 
 
 
Cc: ​ Melissa Hoffer, Climate Chief 
Senator Comerford 
Senator Oliveira 
Rep. Domb 
Rep. Saunders 
​ ​ ​ ​  







 
Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid 

ResponsibleGrid@gmail.com 
September 21, 2026 

 
Dear Governor Healey: 
 
Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid urges you to prevent Eversource from unnecessarily 
clearcutting 278 acres in 11 towns. Their WT-11 project is the first of an extensive series of clearcuts 
they plan in Western MA, with another ~2000 acres facing the chainsaw next. State-designated 
categories of sensitive lands are included, as are places that generations of residents have 
cherished, with the surrounds of Buffam Falls Conservation Area as a case in point. People across 
the region would be furious and heartbroken to see your administration permit Eversource’s greed to 
ruin these places. 
 

Of course we want Eversource to be a responsible steward of a reliable power grid, and of course 
that involves some cutting. However, Eversource’s actual goal for this project is not to improve 
reliability – which it wouldn’t, for the reasons below – but to boost Eversource’s own profits while 
doing nothing for affordability. 
 

Eversource claims their intent is to improve reliability, but that’s a lie. Outages are almost never 
associated with large transmission lines. Unlike distribution lines, large transmission lines already 
have wide corridors, federally-mandated annual management, and redundant design for resilience. 

●​ Not a single tree has caused an outage, ever, on the line that makes up 28 of this project’s 
29.3 miles. Two have on the other, 1.3-miles of line, but it’s unclear if those trees should have 
been addressed by Eversource’s mandated annual management, and also whether the 
outages had any impact on customers or equipment, or were handled by redundancy. 

●​ Large transmission lines have proven themselves decisively in real-world conditions. Even in 
the historic storm of October, 2011, across the entire Northeast, not a single large transmission 
line outage was caused by a tree outside the corridor width that Eversource already has 
cleared. 

 

Eversource proposes to clearcut trees that couldn’t reach the lines. Their indiscriminate, 
straight-line swaths would approximately double their already-effective 125’-335’ corridor width. 
Thousands and thousands of the trees they’d cut are not hazards now – if they were, they’d have 
been addressed during annual management. Many of them will never become hazards, either. Even 
a cursory review of Eversource’s justification reveals biased assumptions and double-speak. For just 
one example, they propose to cut, now, every tree that might threaten the lines in the next 40 years. 
And, instead of a defensible way to project those 40 years of growth, they base their proposed cut 
zone on a fantasy that every tree will break current height records. With their proposal riddled by 
similarly faulty reasoning, we need government to demand objectivity and evidence. 
 

So why is Eversource really pursuing this aggressive clearcut? Cutting 40 years of hypothetical 
growth in one fell swoop would cut Eversource’s cost of annual maintenance. Nowhere in the 
hundreds of pages of their proposal does Eversource broach the topic of their obvious savings, let 
alone any thought of passing them along to improve affordability. In fact, Eversource has been known 



 
to use the cost of projects like this to justify raising rates. Notably, Eversource raised rates even when 
their profits doubled in 2024-2025.  
 

Tell Eversource: No Clearcut for Profit. Don’t let them force a one-size-fits-all approach across an 
entire, multistate service area. WT-11 alone includes tiers of region-defining and state-designated 
environments (e.g., 86 acres of Priority Habitat of Rare Species; 47 acres of wetlands and riverfront; 
and 21 vernal pools). Verbally, Eversource claims they’ll encourage their subcontractors to be 
discerning in the most sensitive areas, but Eversource must be told: 

1.​ Put it in writing. If they really do mean to be selective anywhere, that should be on their 
maps, and their precise intent should be detailed in their project narrative.  

2.​ Stick to selective cutting and pruning of soon-to-be hazardous trees wherever a 
substantial number of trees can be saved, at the very least in the environmentally sensitive 
areas of the project. This directive should apply in both the entire zone proposed for 
corridor-widening, and in the exceptional portions of the wire zone that Eversource has 
selectively maintained up until now. 

 

The EEA issued their certificate for Eversource’s WT-11 Draft Environmental Impact Report, and 
despite hundreds of residents’ public comments before then and our attempted communication with 
that office since, without a bold statement from state leadership, we expect that Eversource will be 
allowed to proceed. In the absence of unbiased evidence that the project is necessary, and that its 
approach minimizes destruction, it must be stopped. Please step in to ensure that trees that don’t 
threaten the lines will be left to beautifully provide their irreplaceable benefits to habitats, the climate, 
our watershed, the air, and the residents of Western Mass.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Western Mass Towns for a Responsible Grid 
More details at: NoClearcutForProfit.org 

 

http://noclearcutforprofit.org


Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge St. 10th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
July 5, 2026 
 
 
Dear Secretary Tepper: 
 
We’re aware that WT-11 isn’t in a public comment period for its Environmental Impact Report, but many of us 
are alarmed with how the plan is progressing, and after several community meetings and the last round of 
comments, we’re not feeling heard. We’ve been in contact with our legislators, and we feel compelled to 
communicate our concerns to you.  
 
The minimum prerequisite for a reliability improvement project should be that it improves reliability. As we’ll 
explain, Eversource has not demonstrated that 1) there’s a substantial reliability risk to reduce, nor 2) that their 
plan would reduce it. Despite this project being well along the regulatory path, we emphatically ask you to 
evaluate it in terms of these fundamental criteria. We believe it does not pass the lowest bar. Those in our 
community who have reviewed project documents, attended information sessions, and conducted independent 
research note the following about each of these two prerequisites: 
 
1) The risk is NOT substantial: Eversource tries to portray an existing and evolving substantial risk, but that 
portrayal is misleading. 

●​ First, Eversource tried to create the impression of a history of outages. When pressed, they admitted 
there have been zero outages on the line that makes up 28 of the project’s 29.3 miles.  

●​ Your certificate mentions their claim of two outages on the remaining line, but when pressed in a 
community meeting, they back-peddled further. It turns out, they’re not distinguishing between outages 
that result in significant damage or customer impact and transient faults that the grid and its 
transmission lines are engineered to handle, with redundancy and resilience. 

●​ Even in the historic October 2011 storm, only one tree-caused outage impacted any 345KV line (i.e., 
the ones that already have wide corridors). That one outage was caused “when a sixty-five-foot tall tree 
located within a full right-of-way (forty-six feet from the nearest transmission line) fell,” per the DEIR 
(p.343). This was a true “danger tree” that utilities are mandated to manage on an annual basis. They 
apparently failed to do so, but that doesn’t mean that they should clear-cut a wider corridor instead.  
 

Eversource says that climate change is increasing risk, but their analysis doesn’t show that the past or that 
predicted future justifies a wholesale conversion from their current, selective management approach across 
their right-of-way to much more extensive clear-cutting. 

 
2) The plan is NOT targeted to reduce risk: Eversource contorts their alternatives analysis to try to make the 
case for their preferred plan. 

●​ Eversource is federally mandated to adhere to an annual work plan for “danger trees,” and in a recent 
community meeting, they confirmed that they are in compliance with this requirement. However, they 
egregiously omit this status quo in their alternatives analysis, substituting “No Action” instead, to 
artificially improve their preferred plan by comparison. The status quo of annual management should be 
part of the “robust alternatives analysis” that we were glad to see you note is “a fundamental aspect of 
MEPA reviews.”  

●​ Since Eversource already identifies and manages the danger trees that could come within a few feet of 
the lines if they fell, the thousands and thousands of additional trees that Eversource’s proposed plan 



would clear-cut are not danger trees. They could not threaten the lines if they fell. Cutting them does 
not increase reliability.  

●​ Eversource tries to redefine danger trees as every tree that might, if it broke records over the next 40 
years, reach the wires, plus all the other nearby trees with mature heights of >30’. You should reject 
that reframing as wildly excessive and blatantly self-serving. 

●​ Eversource tries to redefine selective management as eliminating six acres of their formerly-proposed 
project. As they well know, that’s not the industry-established, federally-defined meaning of the term. 
Selective management is, in fact, what they practice now, across their ROW, and they do so very 
effectively. We advocate for this continued practice. 

 
Without these distortions, Eversource’s analysis doesn’t demonstrate that their plan would improve reliability.  
 
 
Require an environmentally responsible approach, not a profit-maximizing one. Further 
corridor-clearing…: 
 
…violates the avoid, minimize, mitigate hierarchy: We’re heartened that your certificate calls for 
Eversource to “demonstrate that the project will take all feasible measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable,” consistent with the principles of the 2024 Clean Energy Law. 
However, we’re not convinced that the 75’ alternative you encourage Eversource to pursue does so. 
Eversource has not demonstrated with data why the corridor they already have, plus the selective 
management they already practice, is insufficient to deliver reliability.  

●​ This proposal is characteristic of Eversource’s extreme aggressiveness in vegetation management. 
Among the peer utilities we reviewed, WT-11 stands out in that it both converts substantial forested land 
to permanently maintained corridor, and applies aggressive, mature-height-based removal across that 
newly widened area.  

●​ Whatever the right corridor width is, there’s enough outage data that it should not be arbitrary or based 
on a misleading and self-serving analysis. Claims that further clearing would improve reliability must be 
evidence-based. 

 
… increases profits, and not affordability: This so-called reliability improvement project could more 
accurately be called a profit improvement project. Cutting everything all at once would reduce Eversource’s 
annual management costs.  

●​ While energy affordability is a priority goal for the administration, there should be no illusion that 
increased profits would lead to lower rates for customers. In fact, Eversource substantially increased 
customers’ bills even while their net profits doubled between 2024 and 2025. Eversource expresses no 
intent to pass along any of their savings from this project. 

●​ Given the EEA’s commitment to promoting ecosystem services and climate resilience, allowing a utility 
to clear-cut forests to maximize their own profit would be bad policy. 
 

 
Many valid points were raised in the EENF certificate approved by the previous administration and in the two 
rounds of public comments. Eversource has chosen to disregard them, or to respond to them inadequately. 
Their proposed project deserves greater and continued scrutiny. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stacey McCullough, Pelham Planning Board 
Michael DeChiara,Chair, Shutesbury Energy and Climate Action Committee; Planning Board 
Judith S. Eiseman, Land Use and Environmental Planning Consultant 



Sharon Weizenbaum 
Lenore Bryck, Climate Action Now WMass​ ​ ​ ​  
Jeff Weston, Shutesbury Planning Board 
 
 
Cc: ​ Melissa Hoffer, Climate Chief 
Senator Comerford 
Senator Oliveira 
Rep. Domb 
Rep. Saunders 
​ ​ ​ ​  



From: Walter Ramsey
To: Maureen Pollock; Fern Smith
Subject: Fw: Report and summary email on Eversource"s proposed WT-11 Transmission project
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2026 5:36:30 PM
Attachments: Letter regarding Eversource"s Draft of WT-11.pdf

Report on Draft of Eversouce"s WT-11 Transmission Program (6) (1).pdf

This came from a non-resident. Just forwarding as requested. Distribute to your boards as you
see fit. I have not reviewed and this does not reflect a position of myself or the Selectboard.

Walter Ramsey, AICP  |  Montague Town Administrator  |  (413) 863-3200 x 110  | 
walterr@montague-ma.gov

From: Jeff Weston <jwest5678@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2026 2:11 PM
To: Walter Ramsey <walterr@montague-ma.gov>
Subject: Report and summary email on Eversource's proposed WT-11 Transmission project
 
Hi Walter, 

My name is Jeff Weston and I am a member of the Shutesbury Planning Board.

Thank you so much for taking my call and for giving me your email address. I do very much appreciate
your willingness to forward this email with the attached report and summary email about Eversource's
proposed project to your Select and Planning Boards as well as to the members of your Conservation
Commission. 

Eversource's proposed WT-11 Transmission Right-of Way project will affect the towns of Northfield, Erving,
Wendell, Montague, Leverett, Shutesbury, Pelham, Belchertown, Amherst, Granby and Ludlow. This broad-based
straight cut forest clearing proposed by Eversource would pass through Buffam Falls Conservation Area in Pelham.
Portions of the proposed project corridor intersect watershed contributing to important public drinking water
supplies. Shutesbury, Pelham and Belchertown lie within the watershed of the Quabbin Reservoir. Also, tributaries
to the Atkins Reservoir including Nurse and Dean Brooks flow through areas proposed for substantial tree clearing.

The proposed project would expand the maintained width of an existing 29.3 mile, 345-kV transmission corridor
extending from the Northfield Substation to the Ludlow Substation through the above mentioned 11 communities in
western and central Massachusetts.  According to Eversource's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the
project would permanently remove approximately 278 acres of forest and permanently alter approximately 371 acres
of land including wetlands, riverfront areas, 21 vernal pools, 111.6 acres of Priority Habitat for Rare Species and
portions of important public water supply watersheds.

I am hoping that members of your boards will have the time to read the attached report and summary email that I
wrote on this project.  So far, only the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been written and submitted.
The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is expected to be submitted soon.  I am hoping that the members of
your boards will feel free to use any information in the the below attachments as they see fit.

mailto:WalterR@montague-ma.gov
mailto:mpollock@montague-ma.gov
mailto:ferns@montague-ma.gov
mailto:planner@montague-ma.gov



Dear Members of the Montague Select Board, Planning Board and Conservation Commission, 


I am writing to ask for your attention to Eversource Energy's proposed WT-11 Transmission 


Right-of-Way Reliability Program, which would substantially expand an existing 29.3-mile 


transmission corridor through eleven Massachusetts communities. 


Reliable electric transmission is essential, and responsible vegetation management is necessary 


to maintain a safe and dependable electric grid. The question is not whether Eversource 


should manage hazardous trees. The question is whether the extraordinary scale and 


permanent environmental impacts of this particular proposal have been adequately 


demonstrated to be necessary. 


According to Eversource's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the project would 


expand currently maintained corridor widths of approximately 125–335 feet to 252–576 feet 


which would substantially reduce major vegetation management for approximately 40 years. 


This broad-based straight cut forest clearing would permanently be removing approximately 278 


acres of forest and altering approximately 371 acres of land. Affected resources include 111.6 


acres of Priority Habitat for Rare Species, 21 vernal pools, wetlands, riverfront areas, and 


portions of important public drinking-water watersheds. 


The historical reliability record makes the scale of this proposal particularly important to 


examine. Information presented during the public review process indicates that Line 354, 


comprising approximately 28 miles of the 29.3-mile project corridor, has experienced no 


tree-caused outages. Two tree-related outages, one for 11 hours and 57 minutes and the second 


for 27 hours and 52 minutes have been identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile 


portion involving Line 312. Yet the information made available does not provide a complete 


account of the customer impacts associated these events or clearly explain why the two trees 


responsible could not have been addressed through selective removal, pruning or other measures 


within a recurring vegetation-management program. 


Given this record as well as the greatly improved redundancy, contingency capabilities and 


operational practices of their contemporary transmission system, Eversource should be required 


to provide a clear technical demonstration of why corridor expansion on this scale is necessary. 


Our review suggests viable and fiscally responsible alternative strategies. Other utilities 


operating under similar challenging northeastern climatic conditions use combinations of 


selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management, 


recurring maintenance cycles, and site-specific approaches. Eversource should clearly 


demonstrate why comparable, less environmentally damaging approaches would be insufficient 


along all or portions of this corridor—particularly in environmentally sensitive areas. 


There is also the important question of long-term financial and environmental costs. 


If substantially widening the corridor would reduce Eversource’s recurring vegetation-


management costs over the next 40 years, those anticipated savings should be disclosed and 


compared transparently with the costs of both less environmentally damaging alternatives as well 


as the current maintenance schedule. It is also important to understand that Minimizing the 







utility’s long-term maintenance expenditures is not the same as minimizing the long-term 


costs of the project to the Commonwealth and affected communities. 


Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds, and other natural systems provide valuable services over 


many decades, including water filtration and groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, 


carbon storage, climate resilience, protection of drinking-water supplies, wildlife habitat, and 


recreational and community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and degradation of wetland 


and watershed degradation will carry significant financial as well as environmental costs, some 


of which may ultimately be borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers, and landowner 


for generations to come. These costs may be difficult to quantify in dollars, but that does not 


make them any less real—or any less important when weighing the long-term costs and 


benefits of this project. 


Before final decisions are made, I respectfully ask that the review process require: 


• a stronger technical demonstration of project necessity and the engineering basis for the greatly 


enlarged proposed corridor widths; 


• a more comprehensive evaluation of less environmentally damaging vegetation-management 


and site-specific alternatives including a detailed transparent comparison of the long-term 


maintenance costs both with and without the proposed 40-year vegetation-management strategy. 


• an independent, interdisciplinary technical review involving specialists with expertise in 


transmission engineering, utility forestry, ecology, hydrology, conservation biology, watershed 


science, and environmental planning; and 


• additional opportunities for meaningful public technical discussion. 


 


These requests are not intended to delay necessary transmission improvements. They are 


intended to ensure that permanent environmental changes of this magnitude occur only after the 


evidence demonstrates that they are necessary and that reasonable opportunities to reduce their 


impacts have been fully evaluated. 


Massachusetts should not have to choose unnecessarily between a reliable electric grid and 


responsible stewardship of its forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and drinking-water 


resources. We should expect both. 


I respectfully ask you to support a complete and independent technical review of whether the 


proposed WT-11 expansion is necessary and that it represents the least environmentally 


damaging practicable means of achieving Eversource's reliability objectives. 


Thank you for your consideration. I have attached full report for additional information. 


Sincerely, 


Jeff Weston 


Member, Shutesbury Planning Board 
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Executive Summary 


Reliable electric transmission is essential to the safety, economy, and well-being of the 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Electric utilities have both the authority and the responsibility 


to maintain transmission corridors in ways that protect public safety and ensure dependable 


electric service. 


This review does not question that responsibility. Rather, it examines whether Eversource 


Energy’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) demonstrates that the proposed WT-11 


Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program is necessary at the scale proposed and 


represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving its stated 


reliability objectives. 


The proposed project would substantially expand the maintained width of an existing 29.3-mile, 


345-kV transmission corridor extending from the Northfield Substation to the Ludlow Substation 


through eleven communities in western and central Massachusetts. Currently maintained widths 


of approximately 125 to 335 feet would increase to approximately 252 to 576 feet. 


According to Eversource’s DEIR, the proposal would permanently remove approximately 278 


acres of forest and permanently alter approximately 371 acres of land, including 111.6 acres of 


Priority Habitat for Rare Species. The affected area includes 34 acres of bordering vegetated 


wetlands, 44 acres of other wetlands, 21 vernal pools, and portions of important public water-


supply watersheds, including the Quabbin and Atkins Reservoirs. 


These are substantial and long-lasting environmental impacts. Given their magnitude, the 


adequacy of the project’s technical justification—including a rigorous demonstration of project 


necessity and a thorough evaluation of less environmentally damaging alternatives—is central to 


review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 


This review therefore examines four principal questions: 


1. Has the current record demonstrated that the proposed corridor expansion is 


necessary? 


2. Have less environmentally damaging alternatives been fully evaluated? 


3. Are the anticipated environmental impacts proportional to the project’s stated 


objectives? 


4. Has the public review process fully supported informed decision-making? 


The analysis presented in this report raises significant concerns in each of these areas. Among 


them are whether the DEIR adequately explains the engineering basis for the proposed corridor 


widths; whether historical transmission reliability supports expansion at the proposed scale; 


whether selective cutting, pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), shorter 


maintenance cycles, and other practices used by comparable utilities could achieve reliability 
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objectives with substantially less environmental harm; and whether site-specific approaches 


could reduce impacts in particularly sensitive areas. 


Taken together, these findings support a central conclusion: before the proposed WT-11 


corridor expansion proceeds as currently designed, additional evidence and independent 


technical analysis are needed to demonstrate that the proposed expansion is necessary, that 


reasonable less-damaging alternatives have been adequately evaluated, and that the project 


represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving 


Eversource’s stated reliability objectives. 


 


 


INTRODUCTION 


The WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program raises an important public-policy 


question: How should the Commonwealth ensure reliable electric transmission while 


protecting forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, drinking-water resources, and other natural 


systems that provide lasting public benefits? 


These objectives need not be competing. Environmental review under MEPA is intended to 


ensure that necessary infrastructure improvements avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental 


impacts whenever practicable. The issue is therefore not whether Eversource should maintain its 


transmission system or remove trees that present genuine hazards. Those responsibilities are 


fundamental to a safe and reliable electric grid. 


The issue is whether a project that would permanently alter hundreds of acres of natural 


resources across eleven communities has been supported by a sufficiently rigorous 
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demonstration of necessity, a thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives, and careful 


consideration of opportunities to reduce permanent environmental impacts. 


The analysis that follows examines the project’s demonstrated need, the adequacy of its 


alternatives analysis, the proportionality of its environmental impacts, and the adequacy of the 


public review process. 


This report is intended to assist regulators, legislators, municipal officials, conservation 


commissions, and members of the public in considering these issues before decisions affecting 


significant natural resources are finalized. It is offered in the spirit of constructive environmental 


review: not to oppose necessary infrastructure improvements, but to encourage decisions 


grounded in rigorous technical analysis and careful consideration of ways to achieve reliability 


objectives while minimizing long-term environmental harm. 


PRINCIPAL QUESTION 1 


Has the Current Record of Transmission Reliability 


Demonstrated That the Proposed Corridor Expansion is 


Necessary? 


The central question is whether the transmission-reliability record and technical analysis 


presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) demonstrate the need for corridor 


expansion at the scale Eversource proposes. 


The DEIR describes the project’s reliability goals and proposed expansion of the maintained 


corridor. However, it does not provide sufficient detail regarding the engineering analyses used 


to determine the proposed corridor widths, the assumptions underlying those analyses, or why 


narrower or more site-specific approaches were determined to be insufficient, particularly in 


environmentally sensitive areas. 


Historical system performance is especially relevant to this determination. During the public 


review process, information presented by Eversource representatives indicated that 


Transmission Line 354—which comprises approximately 28 miles of the project’s 29.3-mile 


corridor—has never experienced a tree-caused outage. Two tree-related outages were 


identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile portion involving Line 312/393. 


Secretary Tepper’s certificate states that these two outages involving Line 312/393 occurred 


within the project footprint. These two outages may have occurred just on Line 312. One outage 


was listed as lasting 11 hours and 57 minutes; the second was listed as lasting 1 day, 3 hours, and 


52 minutes. 


The information made available by Eversource does not, however, provide a complete account of 


the customer impacts associated with these events or explain how they informed the design and 


scale of the proposed corridor expansion. Nor does the DEIR clearly explain why the trees 
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responsible for these events could not have been identified and addressed through selective 


removal, pruning, or other measures within a recurring vegetation-management program. 


The historical record therefore raises an important question. If approximately 28 miles of this 


29.3-mile corridor have reportedly operated without a tree-caused outage, what evidence 


demonstrates that broad-scale expansion of the maintained corridor along its full length is 


necessary to achieve acceptable reliability? 


The analysis should also consider the resilience, redundancy and operational flexibility of the 


contemporary transmission system. Since mandatory and enforceable NERC Reliability 


Standards took effect in 2007, transmission-system planning and operations have increasingly 


emphasized redundancy, contingency planning, and system resilience. These developments do 


not eliminate the need for vegetation management, nor do they establish that an outage on the 


WT-11 corridor would be without significant consequences. They do, however, make current 


system redundancy and operational practices relevant to evaluating the consequences of tree-


related events and the level of vegetation management necessary to maintain acceptable 


reliability. 


The DEIR would therefore benefit from a more explicit analysis of how current transmission-


system redundancy, contingency capabilities, and operational practices affect the reliability 


justification for the proposed expansion. Such analysis would help decision-makers evaluate the 


relationship between vegetation risk, actual system consequences, and the scale of permanent 


environmental alteration being proposed. 


Why This Matters 


A complete record of historical transmission reliability—including the frequency, location, 


duration, and customer consequences of tree-related outages—is essential to evaluating the 


necessity and proportionality of the proposed project. That analysis should also account for 


current transmission-system reliability requirements, redundancy, and operational practices. 


Given the extent and permanence of the proposed environmental changes, the technical record 


should clearly establish why expansion at the proposed scale is necessary; how the proposed 


corridor widths were determined; why less environmentally damaging approaches would 


be insufficient; and whether narrower, targeted, or site-specific measures could achieve the 


required reliability objectives, particularly in environmentally sensitive areas. 


PRINCIPAL QUESTION 2 


Have Less Environmentally Damaging Alternatives Been 


Fully Evaluated? 


A central purpose of environmental review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 


(MEPA) is to ensure that reasonable alternatives are carefully evaluated before projects with 


significant environmental impacts are approved. This principle is especially important when a 
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proposal would permanently alter forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, vernal pools, public water-


supply watersheds, and other sensitive natural resources. 


The DEIR considers several broad alternatives, including underground transmission and 


reconstruction options. Applied across the entire 29.3-mile WT-11 corridor, these alternatives 


could involve substantial engineering challenges and significantly higher construction costs. 


However, the DEIR does not appear to fully evaluate whether such alternatives could be applied 


selectively in locations where environmental resources are particularly sensitive. 


For example, the Buffam Brook conservation area could warrant consideration of a site-specific 


engineering alternative, such as modifying or raising existing transmission structures to reduce 


the extent of tree clearing. Even if such an approach would be impractical or prohibitively 


expensive throughout the entire corridor, its feasibility at particularly sensitive locations deserves 


consideration. 


A more fundamental question is whether selective vegetation-management practices could 


achieve Eversource’s reliability objectives while avoiding some of the permanent impacts 


associated with broad-scale corridor expansion. Such approaches could include selective tree 


removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), recurring 


inspections and maintenance, and other site-specific vegetation-management measures. 


The DEIR dismisses targeted tree removal as “not a viable Project alternative because it would 


not achieve the Project’s goal of reducing tree fall-ins.” It further states that targeted removal 


“would likely compound the reliability problem by increasing the likelihood of tree fall-ins.” Yet 


utilities operating transmission systems under climatic conditions comparable to those in western 


Massachusetts employ combinations of selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, 


Integrated Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and site-specific approaches. 


This does not establish that practices used by other utilities can simply be transferred to the WT-


11 corridor. Each transmission system presents distinct engineering, environmental, and 


operational considerations. It does, however, raise an important question that the DEIR should 


address more fully: Why would vegetation-management strategies successfully employed 


elsewhere in similar climatic conditions be insufficient to achieve Eversource’s reliability 


objectives on all or portions of the WT-11 corridor? 


This question is particularly relevant because the proposed WT-11 approach differs substantially 


from the practices identified in our review of several other northeastern utilities. We have not 


identified a comparable utility proposing expansion of maintained transmission-corridor widths 


to approximately 252–576 feet through broad-scale straight cut forest clearing intended to 


substantially reduce major vegetation management for approximately 40 years. 


Even if Eversource demonstrates that substantial corridor expansion is necessary in some 


locations, it does not necessarily follow that the same approach is required throughout the 


entire 29.3-mile corridor. A combination of vegetation-management practices and site-specific 


engineering solutions may offer opportunities to reduce permanent environmental impacts while 


maintaining acceptable levels of transmission reliability. 
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This consideration is particularly important in wetlands, areas surrounding vernal pools, Priority 


Habitat for Rare Species, public water-supply watersheds, conservation lands, and other 


environmentally sensitive areas. A more comprehensive evaluation of localized and site-specific 


alternatives would provide decision-makers with greater confidence that opportunities to avoid 


or minimize permanent environmental impacts have been fully explored. 


Table 1. Comparison of Vegetation Management Approaches Used by 


Comparable Utilities 


Table 1. Comparison of Vegetation Management Approaches Used by Comparable  
Utilities  


Utility 


Geographic /  
Climate  


Conditions 


Primary Vegetation  
Management 


Approach 


Routine  
Maintenance 


Cycle 


Broad 


Straight Cut 
Corridor  


Expansion 


Comments 


Eversource  
(WT-11 


Proposal) 


New England. 


heavy snow, ice 


storms, 


hurricanes, 


nor’easters, 


mature forests 


Expansion of 
maintained corridor 
through broad scale 
straight line 40-year 
forest cutting across 
a corridor of  
approximately 252–


576 feet 


Intended to 
substantially 
reduce or 
eliminate major 
vegetation 
management for  
40 years 


Yes 


Proposed approach would 


permanently remove 


approximately 278 acres of 


forest and alter 


approximately 371 acres of 


land including 111.6 acres of 


Priority Habitat for Rare 


Species and 21 vernal pools. 


National Grid New England 


Integrated Vegetation 
Management (IVM),  
selective tree 


removal, pruning, 


directional pruning 


Recurring 


maintenance No 


Emphasizes targeted 


management while 


preserving stable vegetation 


communities whenever 


practical. 


Central Maine 


Power Maine 


Selective removal of 
hazardous trees and  
recurring corridor 


maintenance 


Approximately 


every 4 years No 


Maintains transmission 


reliability through regular 


inspections and recurring 


vegetation management 


rather than 40 year broad-


scale straight line forest 


cutting. 


Hydro-Québec Québec 


Section-by-section 


vegetation 


management using 


selective tree removal 


and recurring 


maintenance 


Variable  
(approximately 


3–13 years 


depending on 


corridor 


characteristics) 


No 


 


 


 


Table 1 illustrates differences between the WT-11 proposal and vegetation-management practices 


identified in our review of other electric utilities. Although these utilities operate under different 


local conditions, their practices demonstrate that multiple approaches to transmission vegetation 


management are in use, including selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated 


Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and section-by-section management. 


 


 







8 


 


This DEIR does not contain a cost analysis of alternatives which should extend beyond 


Eversource’s projected vegetation management costs. A strategy that possibly reduces the need 


for recurring maintenance over approximately 40 years may provide financial and operation 


benefits to the utility. However, possibly reducing the utility’s long-term maintenance 


expenditures must be evaluated and compared with the long-terms costs of the project to the 


Commonwealth and affected communities. 


This raises an important question of how costs are being measured. 


 


Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds and other natural systems provide economical and 


environmentally valuable services over many decades. These include water filtration and 


groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, carbon storage, improved air quality, climate 


resilience, protection of drinking water supplies, wildlife habitat as well as recreational and 


community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and alteration of wetland and watershed may 


diminish these services and may create significant environmental and financial costs that may be 


borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers and landowners. 


 
Why This Matters 


The alternatives analysis is a critical component of environmental review because it helps 


determine whether opportunities to avoid or reduce environmental impacts have been adequately 


considered. Given the scale and permanence of the proposed WT-11 clearing, a more 


comprehensive evaluation of selective vegetation management, recurring maintenance, site 


specific engineering measures, and combinations of these approaches is warranted before 


concluding that a very significant broad-scale straight line 40-year forest cutting corridor 


expansion represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving the 


project's stated reliability objectives. 


 PRINCIPAL QUESTION 3 


Are the Anticipated Environmental Impacts Proportional to 


the Project's Need and Stated Objectives? 


According to Eversource's DEIR, the WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program 


would permanently remove approximately 278 acres of forest and permanently alter 


approximately 371 acres of land across eleven Massachusetts communities. The affected 


resources include wetlands, riverfront areas, 21 vernal pools, approximately 111.6 acres of 


Priority Habitat for Rare Species, and portions of important public water-supply watersheds, 


including those associated with the Quabbin and Atkins Reservoirs. 


The significance of these impacts extends beyond the number of acres affected. Forests, 


wetlands, streams, and associated habitats function as interconnected ecological systems that 


provide important public benefits, including stormwater management, groundwater recharge, 


erosion control, carbon storage, wildlife habitat, flood resilience, hiking and protection of 


drinking-water resources. 
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Unlike temporary construction impacts, many of the proposed changes would be permanent. The 


DEIR indicates that newly expanded portions of the transmission corridor would continue to be 


maintained in a condition that prevents the re-establishment of mature forest. The project would 


therefore not simply remove trees during construction; it would permanently alter the vegetation 


structure and ecological function of substantial portions of the landscape. 


Priority Habitat and Wildlife 


The DEIR identifies approximately 111.6 acres of Priority Habitat for Rare Species within the 


proposed permanent clearing area, including permanent tree clearing within six habitat areas 


supporting species protected under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. These include the 


eastern box turtle, marbled salamander, wood turtle, and climbing fern. 


While the presence of Priority Habitat does not necessarily preclude development, impacts of 


this scale reinforce the importance of carefully evaluating opportunities to avoid, minimize, or 


mitigate permanent habitat loss wherever practicable. 


Wetlands and Vernal Pools 


Construction would require access by substantial heavy equipment, including flatbed trucks, 


mowing equipment, skidders, forwarders, bucket trucks, mechanical tree-cutting equipment, 


woodchippers, and log and chip trucks. The DEIR indicates that construction mats would be 


placed on approximately 8 acres of bordering vegetated wetlands and 4 acres of other 


wetlands to support equipment access. 


The potential effects of construction access and matting on wetland soils, vegetation, hydrology, 


and habitat warrant careful evaluation, particularly where repeated or prolonged equipment use is 


anticipated. 


The DEIR also identifies one certified vernal pool that would be permanently converted from a 


forested to a scrub-shrub community and acknowledges an additional 20 uncertified vernal pools 


within or adjacent to the project corridor. 


The distinction between certified and uncertified vernal pools is administrative rather than an 


indication that uncertified pools necessarily have less ecological value. Certification requires 


documentation of specified physical and biological characteristics, and ecologically significant 


pools may remain uncertified. 


Moreover, the ecological significance of vernal pools extends beyond the pools themselves. 


Wood frogs and spotted and marbled salamanders, for example, depend upon temporary, fish-


free pools for breeding but spend substantial portions of their lives in surrounding upland forest. 


Evaluating impacts only within pool boundaries may therefore understate effects on the species 


and ecological communities that depend upon them. 
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Forest Fragmentation 


Direct habitat removal is not the only potential consequence of corridor expansion. Widening an 


existing transmission corridor can increase forest fragmentation and edge habitat, potentially 


affecting temperature, humidity, sunlight, invasive-species dynamics, predator-prey 


relationships, and wildlife movement. 


For forest-dependent species, these effects may extend beyond the acreage directly cleared. 


Fragmentation and expanded forest edges should therefore be considered as part of the project's 


overall environmental impact. 


Drinking Water, Soils, and Watersheds 


Portions of the proposed project corridor intersect watersheds contributing to important public 


drinking-water supplies. Shutesbury, Pelham, and Belchertown lie within the watershed of the 


Quabbin Reservoir, one of the Commonwealth's most important drinking-water resources. 


The proposed corridor expansion crosses 101 mapped soil areas, including more than 40 soil 


types where erosion potential is described as severe. Removal of mature forest and changes in 


vegetation cover can increase the potential for erosion and sediment transport, particularly on 


vulnerable soils and slopes. 


Forested watersheds contribute to groundwater recharge, erosion control, water filtration, and 


maintenance of water quality. Changes in vegetation cover within important watersheds therefore 


warrant careful technical evaluation of how construction, clearing, and long-term vegetation 


management may affect these functions. 


The Atkins and Pelham Reservoirs provide approximately half of Amherst's drinking-water 


supply. Tributaries to the Atkins Reservoir, including Nurse Brook and Dean Brook, flow 


through areas proposed for substantial tree clearing. Potential effects of clearing, soil 


disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation within these watersheds merit particular attention. 


Why This Matters 


Some environmental impacts may be unavoidable when necessary infrastructure is constructed 


or maintained. The relevant question is whether impacts of the magnitude, geographic extent, 


and permanence proposed for WT-11 are proportional to the demonstrated reliability need 


and whether opportunities to avoid or substantially reduce those impacts have been adequately 


evaluated. 


The reliability record discussed in Principal Question 1 and the alternatives discussed in 


Principal Question 2 are therefore directly relevant to this assessment. Together, they raise the 


question of whether permanent removal of approximately 278 acres of forest and alteration of 


approximately 371 acres of land are necessary to achieve the project's reliability objectives, 


particularly where sensitive natural resources could be affected. 
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PRINCIPAL QUESTION 4 


Has the Public Review Process Fully Supported Informed 


Decision-Making? 


Public participation is an important component of environmental review. Affected communities 


can contribute detailed knowledge of local wetlands, streams, wildlife habitat, drinking-water 


resources, conservation lands, recreational areas, and other site-specific conditions that may not 


be fully reflected in technical documents. Public dialogue also allows participants to understand 


the assumptions underlying a proposal and enables project proponents to respond to technical 


questions and identify potential alternatives. 


Eversource has conducted public outreach as part of the WT-11 environmental review process. 


However, our experience at the June 4 public information session at the North Amherst Library 


raised concerns about whether participants had sufficient opportunity for substantive discussion 


of important technical and environmental questions. 


Members of local Planning and Select Boards and other attendees raised questions concerning 


the need for the proposed corridor expansion and the potential use of less environmentally 


damaging vegetation-management practices. In one instance, Eversource's arborists were asked 


directly whether selective tree removal, pruning, or directional pruning could be used, at least in 


environmentally sensitive portions of the corridor, rather than broad-scale straight line cutting 


throughout the project area. The question referenced approaches used by other utilities, including 


National Grid, Central Maine Power, and Hydro-Québec. According to those present, the 


question did not receive a substantive response. 


This matters because the feasibility of selective and site-specific vegetation management is 


central to the project's alternatives analysis. Public information sessions provide an important 


opportunity for Eversource to explain why such approaches would or would not satisfy its 


engineering and reliability requirements. 


More broadly, participants at the June 4 meeting reported that a number of questions and 


concerns were not fully addressed through open group discussion. A more structured opportunity 


for technical dialogue—in which questions and responses can be heard by all participants—could 


improve transparency and provide a clearer record of the technical reasoning supporting the 


project. 


For a proposal involving permanent environmental changes across eleven communities, 


questions concerning project necessity, alternatives, environmental impacts, and site-specific 


conditions should receive clear responses wherever possible, with unresolved technical questions 


identified for further analysis. 
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Why This Matters 


Meaningful public engagement can strengthen environmental review by improving transparency, 


expanding the information available to decision-makers, and ensuring that local knowledge is 


considered alongside engineering and environmental analyses. 


Given the scale and permanence of the WT-11 proposal, additional opportunities for structured 


public and technical discussion would help ensure that significant questions raised by affected 


communities are addressed before final decisions are made. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The following recommendations are intended to ensure that decisions involving substantial and 


permanent environmental change are supported by a complete, transparent, and technically 


sound record. 


Recommendation 1: Strengthen the Demonstration of 


Project Necessity 


Before final permits are issued, the environmental record should more clearly demonstrate why, 


given the historical reliability of the WT-11 transmission corridor under existing vegetation 


management practices, the proposed scale of corridor expansion is necessary to achieve 


Eversource's stated reliability objectives. 


 


Eversource should provide the technical and engineering analyses supporting the proposed 


expansion of maintained corridor widths from approximately 125–335 feet to approximately 


252–576 feet. This analysis should explain how historical system performance, tree-related 


outage history, current transmission-system reliability requirements, and projected future risks 


were incorporated into the proposed design. 


 


A more complete technical demonstration of project necessity including present-day redundancy, 


contingency capabilities and operating practices would improve transparency and provide greater 


confidence that the proposed permanent alteration of approximately 371 acres of land is 


necessary and supported by a demonstrated reliability need and an appropriate engineering 


foundation. 


The record should also explain why the proposed approach is necessary throughout the entire 


29.3-mile corridor rather than in particular locations where documented risks and events warrant 


additional vegetation management. 


 


Secretary Tepper’s certificate states that two outages, one lasting 11 hours and 57 minutes and 


the second lasting 1 day, 3 hours and 52 minutes occurred on the 1.3-mile section of line 


312/393. Eversource needs to supply a complete account of the customer impacts associated with 


these events. They also need to explain why the trees responsible for these events could not have 
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been identified and addressed through selective removal, pruning or other measure within a 


recurring vegetation-management program. 


 


Recommendation 2: Expand the Evaluation of Reasonable 


Alternatives 


The alternatives analysis should include a more comprehensive evaluation of less 


environmentally damaging vegetation-management and engineering approaches, including 


Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), recurring maintenance cycles, selective tree removal, 


pruning, directional pruning, and site-specific engineering solutions where appropriate. 


The analysis should explain why approaches employed by utilities operating under comparable 


climatic conditions—including National Grid, Central Maine Power, and Hydro-Québec—would 


not adequately achieve Eversource's reliability objectives on all or portions of the WT-11 


corridor. 


Rather than evaluating broad alternatives only on a corridor-wide basis, Eversource should 


assess whether combinations of vegetation-management practices and site-specific engineering 


measures could reduce permanent impacts in wetlands, vernal pools, Priority Habitat for Rare 


Species, public water-supply watersheds, conservation lands, and other sensitive areas. 


Financial comparison between current and proposed maintenance costs 


Eversource should be required to give a detailed and complete transparent financial 


comparison between the projected long-term maintenance costs of their proposed 40-year 


broad based straight-line forest cut, the costs of less environmentally damaging alternatives 


as well as the long terms costs of their current maintenance schedule. 


A transparent comparison would allow regulators and the public to evaluate the full tradeoffs 


among reliability, maintenance costs, and environmental consequences. 


A strategy that may reduce the need for the same level of recurring maintenance over 


approximately 40 years may provide financial and operation benefits to the utility. Less 


environmentally damaging approaches may require more frequent maintenance and therefore 


may possibly impose higher recurring costs on the utility.  However, minimizing the utility’s 


long-term maintenance expenditures is not necessarily the same as minimizing the long-term 


costs of the project to the Commonwealth and affected communities.  


This raises an important question of how costs are being measured. A cost analysis of 


Eversource’s proposed corridor expansion should extend beyond their projected vegetation 


management costs.  


Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds and other natural systems provide economical and 


environmentally valuable services over many decades. These include water filtration and 
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groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, carbon storage, improved air quality, climate 


resilience, protection of drinking water supplies, wildlife habitat as well as recreational and 


community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and alteration of wetland and watershed may 


diminish these services and may create significant environmental and financial costs that may be 


borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers and landowners. 


Recommendation 3: Obtain an Independent, 


Interdisciplinary Technical Review 


The principal questions surrounding the WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program 


are technical and interdisciplinary. They concern the engineering basis for the proposed corridor 


expansion, alternative vegetation-management strategies, the environmental consequences of 


permanent forest conversion, and the relationship between those impacts and the project's stated 


reliability objectives. 


Given the scale and permanence of the proposed changes across eleven Massachusetts 


communities, an independent interdisciplinary technical review should be conducted before final 


project decisions are made. 


Relevant areas of expertise could include transmission engineering, utility forestry, ecology, 


hydrology, conservation biology, watershed science, and environmental planning. 


Such a review could independently assess the engineering assumptions underlying the proposed 


corridor widths; evaluate whether alternative vegetation-management and site-specific 


engineering approaches could achieve comparable reliability objectives; examine potential 


impacts on forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and water resources; and identify opportunities to 


avoid or reduce permanent environmental impacts. 


Independent technical review should not be viewed as an obstacle to necessary infrastructure 


improvements. It would strengthen the record available to regulators and the public and provide 


greater confidence that project necessity, reasonable alternatives, and environmental 


consequences have been evaluated objectively and comprehensively. 


Recommendation 4: Provide Additional Opportunities for 


Meaningful Public Engagement 


Eversource should provide additional opportunities for structured public technical presentations 


and question-and-answer sessions in which appropriate transmission engineering, utility forestry, 


and environmental specialists are available to respond directly to substantive questions. 


Such sessions would allow municipal officials and residents to contribute local ecological 


knowledge while giving Eversource an opportunity to explain the technical basis for its proposed 


approach and respond to questions concerning project necessity, alternatives, and environmental 


impacts. 
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Meaningful public participation benefits applicants, regulators, municipalities, and residents by 


improving both the quality and transparency of environmental decision-making. 


CONCLUSION 


The WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program presents an important opportunity 


to demonstrate that reliable electric transmission and environmental stewardship can be 


advanced together. 


Massachusetts depends upon a resilient electric grid to support homes, businesses, hospitals, 


emergency services, and economic activity. At the same time, the forests, wetlands, streams, 


wildlife habitat, vernal pools, and drinking-water resources affected by this proposal provide 


enduring ecological, economic, and public benefits to the Commonwealth. These 


responsibilities are complementary rather than competing. 


Eversource has identified a legitimate reliability objective: reducing the risk that trees could 


contact transmission lines. The question is whether their DEIR has demonstrated that the 


proposed response is necessary at the scale proposed.  


The present record raises significant questions. Information presented during the public review 


process indicates that Line 354, comprising approximately 28 miles of the 29.3-mile project 


corridor, has experienced no tree-caused outages, while two tree-related outages have been 


identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile portion involving Line 312/393. The 


information made available does not provide a complete account of the customer consequences 


of those events or fully explain how this historical record supports expansion throughout the 


corridor. 


At the same time, the environmental consequences are substantial and long-lasting: 


approximately 278 acres of forest would be permanently removed and approximately 371 


acres of land permanently altered, affecting wetlands, vernal pools, 111.6 acres of Priority 


Habitat for Rare Species, drinking-water watersheds, and other natural resources. 


The alternatives analysis also leaves important questions unresolved. Other utilities operating 


under challenging climatic conditions employ combinations of selective tree removal, pruning, 


directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and site-


specific approaches. These comparisons do not establish that another utility's practices can 


simply be transferred to WT-11. They do, however, reinforce the need for a clear technical 


explanation of why such approaches, individually or in combination, would be insufficient along 


all or portions of this corridor. 


Financial considerations should be part of that evaluation. If Eversource's proposed approach 


would substantially reduce recurring vegetation-management costs over approximately 40 years, 


those savings should be clearly documented and compared with the costs of less environmentally 


damaging alternatives as well as the cost of their current maintenance schedule.  


This critical analysis should also consider the long-term environmental and public costs 


associated with permanently altering hundreds of acres of natural resources. Possible short-term 
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or long-term savings to the utility should not, by themselves, determine what constitutes the 


best long-term outcome for the Commonwealth. 


This review therefore recommends four steps before final decisions are made: a stronger 


technical demonstration of project necessity; a more comprehensive evaluation of 


reasonable alternatives, including transparent long-term cost comparisons; an independent 


interdisciplinary technical review; and additional opportunities for meaningful public 


engagement. 


The central question is not whether reliable electric transmission is important or whether 


responsible vegetation management is necessary. Both are essential. The question is whether 


their DEIR has demonstrated that corridor expansion at the scale proposed is necessary and 


represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving Eversource's 


stated reliability objectives. 


Given the extent and permanence of the proposed environmental changes, that determination 


should rest on the strongest technical evidence reasonably available. Where opportunities exist to 


achieve necessary reliability objectives while preserving forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, 


vernal pools, drinking-water resources, and other sensitive natural systems, those opportunities 


deserve rigorous consideration. 


Massachusetts should not have to choose unnecessarily between a reliable electric grid and 


responsible stewardship of its natural resources. The challenge—and the responsibility—is 


to achieve both. 


 


Jeff Weston 


Member, Shutesbury Planning Board 


 


 


 


 







If you or they believe that it would be useful to voice your opinions on this project to one or more of the permitting
agencies, or to your state representatives,  I believe that this would be the time to do so. 

If you or they have any questions and or concerns, please feel free to reach out to me via email or by phone at (413)
345-0651.

Thank you very much for your support in this area.

Sincerely,

Jeff Weston

Member, Shutesbury Planning Board



Dear Members of the Montague Select Board, Planning Board and Conservation Commission, 

I am writing to ask for your attention to Eversource Energy's proposed WT-11 Transmission 

Right-of-Way Reliability Program, which would substantially expand an existing 29.3-mile 

transmission corridor through eleven Massachusetts communities. 

Reliable electric transmission is essential, and responsible vegetation management is necessary 

to maintain a safe and dependable electric grid. The question is not whether Eversource 

should manage hazardous trees. The question is whether the extraordinary scale and 

permanent environmental impacts of this particular proposal have been adequately 

demonstrated to be necessary. 

According to Eversource's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the project would 

expand currently maintained corridor widths of approximately 125–335 feet to 252–576 feet 

which would substantially reduce major vegetation management for approximately 40 years. 

This broad-based straight cut forest clearing would permanently be removing approximately 278 

acres of forest and altering approximately 371 acres of land. Affected resources include 111.6 

acres of Priority Habitat for Rare Species, 21 vernal pools, wetlands, riverfront areas, and 

portions of important public drinking-water watersheds. 

The historical reliability record makes the scale of this proposal particularly important to 

examine. Information presented during the public review process indicates that Line 354, 

comprising approximately 28 miles of the 29.3-mile project corridor, has experienced no 

tree-caused outages. Two tree-related outages, one for 11 hours and 57 minutes and the second 

for 27 hours and 52 minutes have been identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile 

portion involving Line 312. Yet the information made available does not provide a complete 

account of the customer impacts associated these events or clearly explain why the two trees 

responsible could not have been addressed through selective removal, pruning or other measures 

within a recurring vegetation-management program. 

Given this record as well as the greatly improved redundancy, contingency capabilities and 

operational practices of their contemporary transmission system, Eversource should be required 

to provide a clear technical demonstration of why corridor expansion on this scale is necessary. 

Our review suggests viable and fiscally responsible alternative strategies. Other utilities 

operating under similar challenging northeastern climatic conditions use combinations of 

selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management, 

recurring maintenance cycles, and site-specific approaches. Eversource should clearly 

demonstrate why comparable, less environmentally damaging approaches would be insufficient 

along all or portions of this corridor—particularly in environmentally sensitive areas. 

There is also the important question of long-term financial and environmental costs. 

If substantially widening the corridor would reduce Eversource’s recurring vegetation-

management costs over the next 40 years, those anticipated savings should be disclosed and 

compared transparently with the costs of both less environmentally damaging alternatives as well 

as the current maintenance schedule. It is also important to understand that Minimizing the 



utility’s long-term maintenance expenditures is not the same as minimizing the long-term 

costs of the project to the Commonwealth and affected communities. 

Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds, and other natural systems provide valuable services over 

many decades, including water filtration and groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, 

carbon storage, climate resilience, protection of drinking-water supplies, wildlife habitat, and 

recreational and community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and degradation of wetland 

and watershed degradation will carry significant financial as well as environmental costs, some 

of which may ultimately be borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers, and landowner 

for generations to come. These costs may be difficult to quantify in dollars, but that does not 

make them any less real—or any less important when weighing the long-term costs and 

benefits of this project. 

Before final decisions are made, I respectfully ask that the review process require: 

• a stronger technical demonstration of project necessity and the engineering basis for the greatly 

enlarged proposed corridor widths; 

• a more comprehensive evaluation of less environmentally damaging vegetation-management 

and site-specific alternatives including a detailed transparent comparison of the long-term 

maintenance costs both with and without the proposed 40-year vegetation-management strategy. 

• an independent, interdisciplinary technical review involving specialists with expertise in 

transmission engineering, utility forestry, ecology, hydrology, conservation biology, watershed 

science, and environmental planning; and 

• additional opportunities for meaningful public technical discussion. 

 

These requests are not intended to delay necessary transmission improvements. They are 

intended to ensure that permanent environmental changes of this magnitude occur only after the 

evidence demonstrates that they are necessary and that reasonable opportunities to reduce their 

impacts have been fully evaluated. 

Massachusetts should not have to choose unnecessarily between a reliable electric grid and 

responsible stewardship of its forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and drinking-water 

resources. We should expect both. 

I respectfully ask you to support a complete and independent technical review of whether the 

proposed WT-11 expansion is necessary and that it represents the least environmentally 

damaging practicable means of achieving Eversource's reliability objectives. 

Thank you for your consideration. I have attached full report for additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Weston 

Member, Shutesbury Planning Board 
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Executive Summary 

Reliable electric transmission is essential to the safety, economy, and well-being of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Electric utilities have both the authority and the responsibility 

to maintain transmission corridors in ways that protect public safety and ensure dependable 

electric service. 

This review does not question that responsibility. Rather, it examines whether Eversource 

Energy’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) demonstrates that the proposed WT-11 

Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program is necessary at the scale proposed and 

represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving its stated 

reliability objectives. 

The proposed project would substantially expand the maintained width of an existing 29.3-mile, 

345-kV transmission corridor extending from the Northfield Substation to the Ludlow Substation 

through eleven communities in western and central Massachusetts. Currently maintained widths 

of approximately 125 to 335 feet would increase to approximately 252 to 576 feet. 

According to Eversource’s DEIR, the proposal would permanently remove approximately 278 

acres of forest and permanently alter approximately 371 acres of land, including 111.6 acres of 

Priority Habitat for Rare Species. The affected area includes 34 acres of bordering vegetated 

wetlands, 44 acres of other wetlands, 21 vernal pools, and portions of important public water-

supply watersheds, including the Quabbin and Atkins Reservoirs. 

These are substantial and long-lasting environmental impacts. Given their magnitude, the 

adequacy of the project’s technical justification—including a rigorous demonstration of project 

necessity and a thorough evaluation of less environmentally damaging alternatives—is central to 

review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 

This review therefore examines four principal questions: 

1. Has the current record demonstrated that the proposed corridor expansion is 

necessary? 

2. Have less environmentally damaging alternatives been fully evaluated? 

3. Are the anticipated environmental impacts proportional to the project’s stated 

objectives? 

4. Has the public review process fully supported informed decision-making? 

The analysis presented in this report raises significant concerns in each of these areas. Among 

them are whether the DEIR adequately explains the engineering basis for the proposed corridor 

widths; whether historical transmission reliability supports expansion at the proposed scale; 

whether selective cutting, pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), shorter 

maintenance cycles, and other practices used by comparable utilities could achieve reliability 
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objectives with substantially less environmental harm; and whether site-specific approaches 

could reduce impacts in particularly sensitive areas. 

Taken together, these findings support a central conclusion: before the proposed WT-11 

corridor expansion proceeds as currently designed, additional evidence and independent 

technical analysis are needed to demonstrate that the proposed expansion is necessary, that 

reasonable less-damaging alternatives have been adequately evaluated, and that the project 

represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving 

Eversource’s stated reliability objectives. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program raises an important public-policy 

question: How should the Commonwealth ensure reliable electric transmission while 

protecting forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, drinking-water resources, and other natural 

systems that provide lasting public benefits? 

These objectives need not be competing. Environmental review under MEPA is intended to 

ensure that necessary infrastructure improvements avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental 

impacts whenever practicable. The issue is therefore not whether Eversource should maintain its 

transmission system or remove trees that present genuine hazards. Those responsibilities are 

fundamental to a safe and reliable electric grid. 

The issue is whether a project that would permanently alter hundreds of acres of natural 

resources across eleven communities has been supported by a sufficiently rigorous 
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demonstration of necessity, a thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives, and careful 

consideration of opportunities to reduce permanent environmental impacts. 

The analysis that follows examines the project’s demonstrated need, the adequacy of its 

alternatives analysis, the proportionality of its environmental impacts, and the adequacy of the 

public review process. 

This report is intended to assist regulators, legislators, municipal officials, conservation 

commissions, and members of the public in considering these issues before decisions affecting 

significant natural resources are finalized. It is offered in the spirit of constructive environmental 

review: not to oppose necessary infrastructure improvements, but to encourage decisions 

grounded in rigorous technical analysis and careful consideration of ways to achieve reliability 

objectives while minimizing long-term environmental harm. 

PRINCIPAL QUESTION 1 

Has the Current Record of Transmission Reliability 

Demonstrated That the Proposed Corridor Expansion is 

Necessary? 

The central question is whether the transmission-reliability record and technical analysis 

presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) demonstrate the need for corridor 

expansion at the scale Eversource proposes. 

The DEIR describes the project’s reliability goals and proposed expansion of the maintained 

corridor. However, it does not provide sufficient detail regarding the engineering analyses used 

to determine the proposed corridor widths, the assumptions underlying those analyses, or why 

narrower or more site-specific approaches were determined to be insufficient, particularly in 

environmentally sensitive areas. 

Historical system performance is especially relevant to this determination. During the public 

review process, information presented by Eversource representatives indicated that 

Transmission Line 354—which comprises approximately 28 miles of the project’s 29.3-mile 

corridor—has never experienced a tree-caused outage. Two tree-related outages were 

identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile portion involving Line 312/393. 

Secretary Tepper’s certificate states that these two outages involving Line 312/393 occurred 

within the project footprint. These two outages may have occurred just on Line 312. One outage 

was listed as lasting 11 hours and 57 minutes; the second was listed as lasting 1 day, 3 hours, and 

52 minutes. 

The information made available by Eversource does not, however, provide a complete account of 

the customer impacts associated with these events or explain how they informed the design and 

scale of the proposed corridor expansion. Nor does the DEIR clearly explain why the trees 
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responsible for these events could not have been identified and addressed through selective 

removal, pruning, or other measures within a recurring vegetation-management program. 

The historical record therefore raises an important question. If approximately 28 miles of this 

29.3-mile corridor have reportedly operated without a tree-caused outage, what evidence 

demonstrates that broad-scale expansion of the maintained corridor along its full length is 

necessary to achieve acceptable reliability? 

The analysis should also consider the resilience, redundancy and operational flexibility of the 

contemporary transmission system. Since mandatory and enforceable NERC Reliability 

Standards took effect in 2007, transmission-system planning and operations have increasingly 

emphasized redundancy, contingency planning, and system resilience. These developments do 

not eliminate the need for vegetation management, nor do they establish that an outage on the 

WT-11 corridor would be without significant consequences. They do, however, make current 

system redundancy and operational practices relevant to evaluating the consequences of tree-

related events and the level of vegetation management necessary to maintain acceptable 

reliability. 

The DEIR would therefore benefit from a more explicit analysis of how current transmission-

system redundancy, contingency capabilities, and operational practices affect the reliability 

justification for the proposed expansion. Such analysis would help decision-makers evaluate the 

relationship between vegetation risk, actual system consequences, and the scale of permanent 

environmental alteration being proposed. 

Why This Matters 

A complete record of historical transmission reliability—including the frequency, location, 

duration, and customer consequences of tree-related outages—is essential to evaluating the 

necessity and proportionality of the proposed project. That analysis should also account for 

current transmission-system reliability requirements, redundancy, and operational practices. 

Given the extent and permanence of the proposed environmental changes, the technical record 

should clearly establish why expansion at the proposed scale is necessary; how the proposed 

corridor widths were determined; why less environmentally damaging approaches would 

be insufficient; and whether narrower, targeted, or site-specific measures could achieve the 

required reliability objectives, particularly in environmentally sensitive areas. 

PRINCIPAL QUESTION 2 

Have Less Environmentally Damaging Alternatives Been 

Fully Evaluated? 

A central purpose of environmental review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

(MEPA) is to ensure that reasonable alternatives are carefully evaluated before projects with 

significant environmental impacts are approved. This principle is especially important when a 
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proposal would permanently alter forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, vernal pools, public water-

supply watersheds, and other sensitive natural resources. 

The DEIR considers several broad alternatives, including underground transmission and 

reconstruction options. Applied across the entire 29.3-mile WT-11 corridor, these alternatives 

could involve substantial engineering challenges and significantly higher construction costs. 

However, the DEIR does not appear to fully evaluate whether such alternatives could be applied 

selectively in locations where environmental resources are particularly sensitive. 

For example, the Buffam Brook conservation area could warrant consideration of a site-specific 

engineering alternative, such as modifying or raising existing transmission structures to reduce 

the extent of tree clearing. Even if such an approach would be impractical or prohibitively 

expensive throughout the entire corridor, its feasibility at particularly sensitive locations deserves 

consideration. 

A more fundamental question is whether selective vegetation-management practices could 

achieve Eversource’s reliability objectives while avoiding some of the permanent impacts 

associated with broad-scale corridor expansion. Such approaches could include selective tree 

removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), recurring 

inspections and maintenance, and other site-specific vegetation-management measures. 

The DEIR dismisses targeted tree removal as “not a viable Project alternative because it would 

not achieve the Project’s goal of reducing tree fall-ins.” It further states that targeted removal 

“would likely compound the reliability problem by increasing the likelihood of tree fall-ins.” Yet 

utilities operating transmission systems under climatic conditions comparable to those in western 

Massachusetts employ combinations of selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, 

Integrated Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and site-specific approaches. 

This does not establish that practices used by other utilities can simply be transferred to the WT-

11 corridor. Each transmission system presents distinct engineering, environmental, and 

operational considerations. It does, however, raise an important question that the DEIR should 

address more fully: Why would vegetation-management strategies successfully employed 

elsewhere in similar climatic conditions be insufficient to achieve Eversource’s reliability 

objectives on all or portions of the WT-11 corridor? 

This question is particularly relevant because the proposed WT-11 approach differs substantially 

from the practices identified in our review of several other northeastern utilities. We have not 

identified a comparable utility proposing expansion of maintained transmission-corridor widths 

to approximately 252–576 feet through broad-scale straight cut forest clearing intended to 

substantially reduce major vegetation management for approximately 40 years. 

Even if Eversource demonstrates that substantial corridor expansion is necessary in some 

locations, it does not necessarily follow that the same approach is required throughout the 

entire 29.3-mile corridor. A combination of vegetation-management practices and site-specific 

engineering solutions may offer opportunities to reduce permanent environmental impacts while 

maintaining acceptable levels of transmission reliability. 
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This consideration is particularly important in wetlands, areas surrounding vernal pools, Priority 

Habitat for Rare Species, public water-supply watersheds, conservation lands, and other 

environmentally sensitive areas. A more comprehensive evaluation of localized and site-specific 

alternatives would provide decision-makers with greater confidence that opportunities to avoid 

or minimize permanent environmental impacts have been fully explored. 

Table 1. Comparison of Vegetation Management Approaches Used by 

Comparable Utilities 

Table 1. Comparison of Vegetation Management Approaches Used by Comparable  
Utilities  

Utility 

Geographic /  
Climate  

Conditions 

Primary Vegetation  
Management 

Approach 

Routine  
Maintenance 

Cycle 

Broad 

Straight Cut 
Corridor  

Expansion 

Comments 

Eversource  
(WT-11 

Proposal) 

New England. 

heavy snow, ice 

storms, 

hurricanes, 

nor’easters, 

mature forests 

Expansion of 
maintained corridor 
through broad scale 
straight line 40-year 
forest cutting across 
a corridor of  
approximately 252–

576 feet 

Intended to 
substantially 
reduce or 
eliminate major 
vegetation 
management for  
40 years 

Yes 

Proposed approach would 

permanently remove 

approximately 278 acres of 

forest and alter 

approximately 371 acres of 

land including 111.6 acres of 

Priority Habitat for Rare 

Species and 21 vernal pools. 

National Grid New England 

Integrated Vegetation 
Management (IVM),  
selective tree 

removal, pruning, 

directional pruning 

Recurring 

maintenance No 

Emphasizes targeted 

management while 

preserving stable vegetation 

communities whenever 

practical. 

Central Maine 

Power Maine 

Selective removal of 
hazardous trees and  
recurring corridor 

maintenance 

Approximately 

every 4 years No 

Maintains transmission 

reliability through regular 

inspections and recurring 

vegetation management 

rather than 40 year broad-

scale straight line forest 

cutting. 

Hydro-Québec Québec 

Section-by-section 

vegetation 

management using 

selective tree removal 

and recurring 

maintenance 

Variable  
(approximately 

3–13 years 

depending on 

corridor 

characteristics) 

No 

 

 

 

Table 1 illustrates differences between the WT-11 proposal and vegetation-management practices 

identified in our review of other electric utilities. Although these utilities operate under different 

local conditions, their practices demonstrate that multiple approaches to transmission vegetation 

management are in use, including selective tree removal, pruning, directional pruning, Integrated 

Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and section-by-section management. 
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This DEIR does not contain a cost analysis of alternatives which should extend beyond 

Eversource’s projected vegetation management costs. A strategy that possibly reduces the need 

for recurring maintenance over approximately 40 years may provide financial and operation 

benefits to the utility. However, possibly reducing the utility’s long-term maintenance 

expenditures must be evaluated and compared with the long-terms costs of the project to the 

Commonwealth and affected communities. 

This raises an important question of how costs are being measured. 

 

Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds and other natural systems provide economical and 

environmentally valuable services over many decades. These include water filtration and 

groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, carbon storage, improved air quality, climate 

resilience, protection of drinking water supplies, wildlife habitat as well as recreational and 

community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and alteration of wetland and watershed may 

diminish these services and may create significant environmental and financial costs that may be 

borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers and landowners. 

 
Why This Matters 

The alternatives analysis is a critical component of environmental review because it helps 

determine whether opportunities to avoid or reduce environmental impacts have been adequately 

considered. Given the scale and permanence of the proposed WT-11 clearing, a more 

comprehensive evaluation of selective vegetation management, recurring maintenance, site 

specific engineering measures, and combinations of these approaches is warranted before 

concluding that a very significant broad-scale straight line 40-year forest cutting corridor 

expansion represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving the 

project's stated reliability objectives. 

 PRINCIPAL QUESTION 3 

Are the Anticipated Environmental Impacts Proportional to 

the Project's Need and Stated Objectives? 

According to Eversource's DEIR, the WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program 

would permanently remove approximately 278 acres of forest and permanently alter 

approximately 371 acres of land across eleven Massachusetts communities. The affected 

resources include wetlands, riverfront areas, 21 vernal pools, approximately 111.6 acres of 

Priority Habitat for Rare Species, and portions of important public water-supply watersheds, 

including those associated with the Quabbin and Atkins Reservoirs. 

The significance of these impacts extends beyond the number of acres affected. Forests, 

wetlands, streams, and associated habitats function as interconnected ecological systems that 

provide important public benefits, including stormwater management, groundwater recharge, 

erosion control, carbon storage, wildlife habitat, flood resilience, hiking and protection of 

drinking-water resources. 
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Unlike temporary construction impacts, many of the proposed changes would be permanent. The 

DEIR indicates that newly expanded portions of the transmission corridor would continue to be 

maintained in a condition that prevents the re-establishment of mature forest. The project would 

therefore not simply remove trees during construction; it would permanently alter the vegetation 

structure and ecological function of substantial portions of the landscape. 

Priority Habitat and Wildlife 

The DEIR identifies approximately 111.6 acres of Priority Habitat for Rare Species within the 

proposed permanent clearing area, including permanent tree clearing within six habitat areas 

supporting species protected under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. These include the 

eastern box turtle, marbled salamander, wood turtle, and climbing fern. 

While the presence of Priority Habitat does not necessarily preclude development, impacts of 

this scale reinforce the importance of carefully evaluating opportunities to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate permanent habitat loss wherever practicable. 

Wetlands and Vernal Pools 

Construction would require access by substantial heavy equipment, including flatbed trucks, 

mowing equipment, skidders, forwarders, bucket trucks, mechanical tree-cutting equipment, 

woodchippers, and log and chip trucks. The DEIR indicates that construction mats would be 

placed on approximately 8 acres of bordering vegetated wetlands and 4 acres of other 

wetlands to support equipment access. 

The potential effects of construction access and matting on wetland soils, vegetation, hydrology, 

and habitat warrant careful evaluation, particularly where repeated or prolonged equipment use is 

anticipated. 

The DEIR also identifies one certified vernal pool that would be permanently converted from a 

forested to a scrub-shrub community and acknowledges an additional 20 uncertified vernal pools 

within or adjacent to the project corridor. 

The distinction between certified and uncertified vernal pools is administrative rather than an 

indication that uncertified pools necessarily have less ecological value. Certification requires 

documentation of specified physical and biological characteristics, and ecologically significant 

pools may remain uncertified. 

Moreover, the ecological significance of vernal pools extends beyond the pools themselves. 

Wood frogs and spotted and marbled salamanders, for example, depend upon temporary, fish-

free pools for breeding but spend substantial portions of their lives in surrounding upland forest. 

Evaluating impacts only within pool boundaries may therefore understate effects on the species 

and ecological communities that depend upon them. 
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Forest Fragmentation 

Direct habitat removal is not the only potential consequence of corridor expansion. Widening an 

existing transmission corridor can increase forest fragmentation and edge habitat, potentially 

affecting temperature, humidity, sunlight, invasive-species dynamics, predator-prey 

relationships, and wildlife movement. 

For forest-dependent species, these effects may extend beyond the acreage directly cleared. 

Fragmentation and expanded forest edges should therefore be considered as part of the project's 

overall environmental impact. 

Drinking Water, Soils, and Watersheds 

Portions of the proposed project corridor intersect watersheds contributing to important public 

drinking-water supplies. Shutesbury, Pelham, and Belchertown lie within the watershed of the 

Quabbin Reservoir, one of the Commonwealth's most important drinking-water resources. 

The proposed corridor expansion crosses 101 mapped soil areas, including more than 40 soil 

types where erosion potential is described as severe. Removal of mature forest and changes in 

vegetation cover can increase the potential for erosion and sediment transport, particularly on 

vulnerable soils and slopes. 

Forested watersheds contribute to groundwater recharge, erosion control, water filtration, and 

maintenance of water quality. Changes in vegetation cover within important watersheds therefore 

warrant careful technical evaluation of how construction, clearing, and long-term vegetation 

management may affect these functions. 

The Atkins and Pelham Reservoirs provide approximately half of Amherst's drinking-water 

supply. Tributaries to the Atkins Reservoir, including Nurse Brook and Dean Brook, flow 

through areas proposed for substantial tree clearing. Potential effects of clearing, soil 

disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation within these watersheds merit particular attention. 

Why This Matters 

Some environmental impacts may be unavoidable when necessary infrastructure is constructed 

or maintained. The relevant question is whether impacts of the magnitude, geographic extent, 

and permanence proposed for WT-11 are proportional to the demonstrated reliability need 

and whether opportunities to avoid or substantially reduce those impacts have been adequately 

evaluated. 

The reliability record discussed in Principal Question 1 and the alternatives discussed in 

Principal Question 2 are therefore directly relevant to this assessment. Together, they raise the 

question of whether permanent removal of approximately 278 acres of forest and alteration of 

approximately 371 acres of land are necessary to achieve the project's reliability objectives, 

particularly where sensitive natural resources could be affected. 
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PRINCIPAL QUESTION 4 

Has the Public Review Process Fully Supported Informed 

Decision-Making? 

Public participation is an important component of environmental review. Affected communities 

can contribute detailed knowledge of local wetlands, streams, wildlife habitat, drinking-water 

resources, conservation lands, recreational areas, and other site-specific conditions that may not 

be fully reflected in technical documents. Public dialogue also allows participants to understand 

the assumptions underlying a proposal and enables project proponents to respond to technical 

questions and identify potential alternatives. 

Eversource has conducted public outreach as part of the WT-11 environmental review process. 

However, our experience at the June 4 public information session at the North Amherst Library 

raised concerns about whether participants had sufficient opportunity for substantive discussion 

of important technical and environmental questions. 

Members of local Planning and Select Boards and other attendees raised questions concerning 

the need for the proposed corridor expansion and the potential use of less environmentally 

damaging vegetation-management practices. In one instance, Eversource's arborists were asked 

directly whether selective tree removal, pruning, or directional pruning could be used, at least in 

environmentally sensitive portions of the corridor, rather than broad-scale straight line cutting 

throughout the project area. The question referenced approaches used by other utilities, including 

National Grid, Central Maine Power, and Hydro-Québec. According to those present, the 

question did not receive a substantive response. 

This matters because the feasibility of selective and site-specific vegetation management is 

central to the project's alternatives analysis. Public information sessions provide an important 

opportunity for Eversource to explain why such approaches would or would not satisfy its 

engineering and reliability requirements. 

More broadly, participants at the June 4 meeting reported that a number of questions and 

concerns were not fully addressed through open group discussion. A more structured opportunity 

for technical dialogue—in which questions and responses can be heard by all participants—could 

improve transparency and provide a clearer record of the technical reasoning supporting the 

project. 

For a proposal involving permanent environmental changes across eleven communities, 

questions concerning project necessity, alternatives, environmental impacts, and site-specific 

conditions should receive clear responses wherever possible, with unresolved technical questions 

identified for further analysis. 
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Why This Matters 

Meaningful public engagement can strengthen environmental review by improving transparency, 

expanding the information available to decision-makers, and ensuring that local knowledge is 

considered alongside engineering and environmental analyses. 

Given the scale and permanence of the WT-11 proposal, additional opportunities for structured 

public and technical discussion would help ensure that significant questions raised by affected 

communities are addressed before final decisions are made. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations are intended to ensure that decisions involving substantial and 

permanent environmental change are supported by a complete, transparent, and technically 

sound record. 

Recommendation 1: Strengthen the Demonstration of 

Project Necessity 

Before final permits are issued, the environmental record should more clearly demonstrate why, 

given the historical reliability of the WT-11 transmission corridor under existing vegetation 

management practices, the proposed scale of corridor expansion is necessary to achieve 

Eversource's stated reliability objectives. 

 

Eversource should provide the technical and engineering analyses supporting the proposed 

expansion of maintained corridor widths from approximately 125–335 feet to approximately 

252–576 feet. This analysis should explain how historical system performance, tree-related 

outage history, current transmission-system reliability requirements, and projected future risks 

were incorporated into the proposed design. 

 

A more complete technical demonstration of project necessity including present-day redundancy, 

contingency capabilities and operating practices would improve transparency and provide greater 

confidence that the proposed permanent alteration of approximately 371 acres of land is 

necessary and supported by a demonstrated reliability need and an appropriate engineering 

foundation. 

The record should also explain why the proposed approach is necessary throughout the entire 

29.3-mile corridor rather than in particular locations where documented risks and events warrant 

additional vegetation management. 

 

Secretary Tepper’s certificate states that two outages, one lasting 11 hours and 57 minutes and 

the second lasting 1 day, 3 hours and 52 minutes occurred on the 1.3-mile section of line 

312/393. Eversource needs to supply a complete account of the customer impacts associated with 

these events. They also need to explain why the trees responsible for these events could not have 
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been identified and addressed through selective removal, pruning or other measure within a 

recurring vegetation-management program. 

 

Recommendation 2: Expand the Evaluation of Reasonable 

Alternatives 

The alternatives analysis should include a more comprehensive evaluation of less 

environmentally damaging vegetation-management and engineering approaches, including 

Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM), recurring maintenance cycles, selective tree removal, 

pruning, directional pruning, and site-specific engineering solutions where appropriate. 

The analysis should explain why approaches employed by utilities operating under comparable 

climatic conditions—including National Grid, Central Maine Power, and Hydro-Québec—would 

not adequately achieve Eversource's reliability objectives on all or portions of the WT-11 

corridor. 

Rather than evaluating broad alternatives only on a corridor-wide basis, Eversource should 

assess whether combinations of vegetation-management practices and site-specific engineering 

measures could reduce permanent impacts in wetlands, vernal pools, Priority Habitat for Rare 

Species, public water-supply watersheds, conservation lands, and other sensitive areas. 

Financial comparison between current and proposed maintenance costs 

Eversource should be required to give a detailed and complete transparent financial 

comparison between the projected long-term maintenance costs of their proposed 40-year 

broad based straight-line forest cut, the costs of less environmentally damaging alternatives 

as well as the long terms costs of their current maintenance schedule. 

A transparent comparison would allow regulators and the public to evaluate the full tradeoffs 

among reliability, maintenance costs, and environmental consequences. 

A strategy that may reduce the need for the same level of recurring maintenance over 

approximately 40 years may provide financial and operation benefits to the utility. Less 

environmentally damaging approaches may require more frequent maintenance and therefore 

may possibly impose higher recurring costs on the utility.  However, minimizing the utility’s 

long-term maintenance expenditures is not necessarily the same as minimizing the long-term 

costs of the project to the Commonwealth and affected communities.  

This raises an important question of how costs are being measured. A cost analysis of 

Eversource’s proposed corridor expansion should extend beyond their projected vegetation 

management costs.  

Forests, wetlands, intact watersheds and other natural systems provide economical and 

environmentally valuable services over many decades. These include water filtration and 



14 

 

groundwater recharge, erosion and flood control, carbon storage, improved air quality, climate 

resilience, protection of drinking water supplies, wildlife habitat as well as recreational and 

community benefits. Permanent forest conversion and alteration of wetland and watershed may 

diminish these services and may create significant environmental and financial costs that may be 

borne by municipalities, taxpayers, water suppliers and landowners. 

Recommendation 3: Obtain an Independent, 

Interdisciplinary Technical Review 

The principal questions surrounding the WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program 

are technical and interdisciplinary. They concern the engineering basis for the proposed corridor 

expansion, alternative vegetation-management strategies, the environmental consequences of 

permanent forest conversion, and the relationship between those impacts and the project's stated 

reliability objectives. 

Given the scale and permanence of the proposed changes across eleven Massachusetts 

communities, an independent interdisciplinary technical review should be conducted before final 

project decisions are made. 

Relevant areas of expertise could include transmission engineering, utility forestry, ecology, 

hydrology, conservation biology, watershed science, and environmental planning. 

Such a review could independently assess the engineering assumptions underlying the proposed 

corridor widths; evaluate whether alternative vegetation-management and site-specific 

engineering approaches could achieve comparable reliability objectives; examine potential 

impacts on forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and water resources; and identify opportunities to 

avoid or reduce permanent environmental impacts. 

Independent technical review should not be viewed as an obstacle to necessary infrastructure 

improvements. It would strengthen the record available to regulators and the public and provide 

greater confidence that project necessity, reasonable alternatives, and environmental 

consequences have been evaluated objectively and comprehensively. 

Recommendation 4: Provide Additional Opportunities for 

Meaningful Public Engagement 

Eversource should provide additional opportunities for structured public technical presentations 

and question-and-answer sessions in which appropriate transmission engineering, utility forestry, 

and environmental specialists are available to respond directly to substantive questions. 

Such sessions would allow municipal officials and residents to contribute local ecological 

knowledge while giving Eversource an opportunity to explain the technical basis for its proposed 

approach and respond to questions concerning project necessity, alternatives, and environmental 

impacts. 
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Meaningful public participation benefits applicants, regulators, municipalities, and residents by 

improving both the quality and transparency of environmental decision-making. 

CONCLUSION 

The WT-11 Transmission Right-of-Way Reliability Program presents an important opportunity 

to demonstrate that reliable electric transmission and environmental stewardship can be 

advanced together. 

Massachusetts depends upon a resilient electric grid to support homes, businesses, hospitals, 

emergency services, and economic activity. At the same time, the forests, wetlands, streams, 

wildlife habitat, vernal pools, and drinking-water resources affected by this proposal provide 

enduring ecological, economic, and public benefits to the Commonwealth. These 

responsibilities are complementary rather than competing. 

Eversource has identified a legitimate reliability objective: reducing the risk that trees could 

contact transmission lines. The question is whether their DEIR has demonstrated that the 

proposed response is necessary at the scale proposed.  

The present record raises significant questions. Information presented during the public review 

process indicates that Line 354, comprising approximately 28 miles of the 29.3-mile project 

corridor, has experienced no tree-caused outages, while two tree-related outages have been 

identified within the remaining approximately 1.3-mile portion involving Line 312/393. The 

information made available does not provide a complete account of the customer consequences 

of those events or fully explain how this historical record supports expansion throughout the 

corridor. 

At the same time, the environmental consequences are substantial and long-lasting: 

approximately 278 acres of forest would be permanently removed and approximately 371 

acres of land permanently altered, affecting wetlands, vernal pools, 111.6 acres of Priority 

Habitat for Rare Species, drinking-water watersheds, and other natural resources. 

The alternatives analysis also leaves important questions unresolved. Other utilities operating 

under challenging climatic conditions employ combinations of selective tree removal, pruning, 

directional pruning, Integrated Vegetation Management, recurring maintenance cycles, and site-

specific approaches. These comparisons do not establish that another utility's practices can 

simply be transferred to WT-11. They do, however, reinforce the need for a clear technical 

explanation of why such approaches, individually or in combination, would be insufficient along 

all or portions of this corridor. 

Financial considerations should be part of that evaluation. If Eversource's proposed approach 

would substantially reduce recurring vegetation-management costs over approximately 40 years, 

those savings should be clearly documented and compared with the costs of less environmentally 

damaging alternatives as well as the cost of their current maintenance schedule.  

This critical analysis should also consider the long-term environmental and public costs 

associated with permanently altering hundreds of acres of natural resources. Possible short-term 
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or long-term savings to the utility should not, by themselves, determine what constitutes the 

best long-term outcome for the Commonwealth. 

This review therefore recommends four steps before final decisions are made: a stronger 

technical demonstration of project necessity; a more comprehensive evaluation of 

reasonable alternatives, including transparent long-term cost comparisons; an independent 

interdisciplinary technical review; and additional opportunities for meaningful public 

engagement. 

The central question is not whether reliable electric transmission is important or whether 

responsible vegetation management is necessary. Both are essential. The question is whether 

their DEIR has demonstrated that corridor expansion at the scale proposed is necessary and 

represents the least environmentally damaging practicable means of achieving Eversource's 

stated reliability objectives. 

Given the extent and permanence of the proposed environmental changes, that determination 

should rest on the strongest technical evidence reasonably available. Where opportunities exist to 

achieve necessary reliability objectives while preserving forests, wetlands, wildlife habitat, 

vernal pools, drinking-water resources, and other sensitive natural systems, those opportunities 

deserve rigorous consideration. 

Massachusetts should not have to choose unnecessarily between a reliable electric grid and 

responsible stewardship of its natural resources. The challenge—and the responsibility—is 

to achieve both. 

 

Jeff Weston 

Member, Shutesbury Planning Board 
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