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803 Summer Street, Third Floor / Boston, MA 02127 

AUGUST 31, 2026 

Rebecca Tepper, Secretary  

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Attn: MEPA Office 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 

RE: Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project – Final Environmental Impact Report,  

EEA #16913  

 

Dear Secretary Tepper, 

 

On behalf of The New England Power Company (“NEP”), BSC Group, Inc. (“BSC”) is pleased to submit this Final 

Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for asset maintenance and system improvements along the E5/F6 Electric 

Transmission Lines (“E5/F6 Lines”). Proposed work includes refurbishment and system improvements from Deerfield 

#4 Substation in Shelburne to the Millbury #305 Substation in Millbury. The E5/F6 Lines span approximately 

67 miles through the municipalities of Millbury, Auburn, Leicester, Spencer, East Brookfield, North Brookfield, West 

Brookfield, Ware, Belchertown, Pelham, Shutesbury, Leverett, Sunderland, Deerfield, Conway, Shelburne, and 

Buckland in Massachusetts. NEP has designated the Project as the Central to Western Massachusetts Energy 

Improvement Project (the “Project”). NEP is committed to completing the Project to improve asset condition, mitigate 

failure risks, and to enhance long-term reliability. 

 

This FEIR responds to the January 16, 2026 Secretary’s Certificate (the “Certificate”) issued by the Executive Office of 

Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Central to 

Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project (EEA #16913). This FEIR addresses the Scope outlined in the 

Certificate, and responds to comments received, as required per the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

(“MEPA”) General Laws of Massachusetts (“M.G.L.”) c. 30 §§ 61-62I) and MEPA regulations (301 CMR 11.00). The 

FEIR was prepared in accordance with the general guidelines found in Section 11.07 of the Massachusetts 

Environmental Protection Agency (“MEPA”) regulations.  

 

Please publish the Notice of Availability for this FEIR in the September 9, 2026 Environmental Monitor to initiate the 

37-day review period. In accordance with the Certificate and 301 CMR 11.16 of the MEPA regulations, the FEIR has 

been circulated to those who commented on the DEIR, permitting agencies, the MEPA Distribution List, and the 

Environmental Justice (“EJ”) Reference List (see Appendix B for the FEIR Distribution List).  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (617) 896-4346 or jgoldberg@bscgroup.com, or Mike Tyrrell with NEP  

at (603) 801-4140 or michael.tyrrell@nationalgrid.com with any questions or comments.  

 

Sincerely,  

BSC Group, Inc.   

  

 

Julie Goldberg, EIT, ENV SP  

Permitting Specialist and Civil Designer 

cc: Mike Tyrrell, NEP and the FEIR Circulation List 

http://www.bscgroup.com/
mailto:jgoldberg@bscgroup.com
mailto:michael.tyrrell@nationalgrid.com
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1  Project Overview 

1.1 Introduction 

On January 15, 2025, New England Power Company (“NEP” or the “Proponent”) submitted an Environmental 

Notification Form (“ENF”) to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) Office for the Central to Western 

Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project  (the “Project”), which includes the refurbishment and upgrade of 

existing electrical transmission infrastructure within an existing utility corridor. On March 10, 2025, the Secretary of 

the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) issued a Certificate on the ENF (EEA #16913), 

determining the Project required the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”). NEP prepared and 

submitted a DEIR on October 22, 2025. This Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) responds to the Certificate 

issued on the DEIR by the EEA Secretary (the “Certificate”) on January 16, 2026. 

The content of this FEIR follows the guidelines of Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations and addresses comments 

from the Certificate within the narrative of this FEIR and in Section 10, Response to Comments. A delineated version 

of the Certificate and Comment Letters can be found in Appendix C. A glossary of acronyms and technical terms is 

located at the beginning of this document. Appendix A through Appendix H include relevant supplemental information 

(e.g., figures and plans, the FEIR Distribution List, and technical memoranda). 

NEP is proposing a refurbishment1 of the E5 and F6 69 kilovolt (“kV”) double circuit overhead electrical utility lines 

(“E5/F6 Lines” or the “Lines”) and seven interconnecting 69 kV Tap Lines (the “Tap Lines”). The E5/F6 Lines and the 

Tap Lines are located within an existing Right-of-Way (“the “Project ROW”) throughout Massachusetts, more 

particularly described as follows. The corridor2 containing the E5/F6 Lines traverses approximately 67.7 miles, 

connecting the Deerfield #4 Substation in Shelburne to the Millbury #305 Substation in Millbury, and runs through 

(from east to west) the Towns of Millbury, Auburn, Leicester, Spencer, East Brookfield, North Brookfield, West 

Brookfield, Ware, Belchertown, Pelham, Shutesbury, Leverett, Sunderland, Deerfield, Conway, Shelburne, and 

Buckland in Massachusetts (refer to Figure 1-1). The seven interconnecting Tap Lines include: 

▪ Pondville #26 Tap in Auburn 

▪ Leicester #21 Tap in Leicester  

▪ Harrington #2234 Tap in East Brookfield 

▪ Lashaway #525 Tap in North Brookfield 

▪ Quabbin Switch Tap in Belchertown  

▪ Shutesbury #704 Tap in Shutesbury 

▪ Deerfield #3 Tap in Shelburne 

 

 

The remainder of this page is intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 
1  Refurbishment is the process to address deficient structures, as determined by inspections, performance, and life expectancy. 

Through this process, NEP identifies structures in need of replacement within the existing ROW, while minimizing costs, 

environmental impact, and service disruption. 

2  “ROW" and “corridor” are both used to identify land currently owned/operated and managed by NEP and other utilities for 

transmission and sub-transmission assets. These terms will be used interchangeably throughout this section. 



BSC GROUP, INC. 

Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

1-2 | Final Environmental Impact Report – Project Overview 

This page is intentionally left blank. 



BSC GROUP, INC. 

Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

1-3 | Final Environmental Impact Report – Project Overview 

+ 

 

 



BSC GROUP, INC. 

Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

1-4 | Final Environmental Impact Report – Project Overview 

 This page is intentionally left blank.  



BSC GROUP, INC. 

Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

1-5 | Final Environmental Impact Report – Project Overview 

1.2 Public Interest Served by the Project 

The ENF and DEIR described the Project needs and benefits and established a framework for evaluating Project 

Alternatives. This section summarizes and expands on the Project needs and benefits content in the ENF and DEIR.   

The Project is necessary to address the long-standing history of poor performance on the E5/F6 Lines, which provide 

the sole transmission source for approximately 24,000 customers in 12 municipalities, and deliver electricity to a 

total of 26 municipalities. The Lines, constructed in the early 1900s, are among the oldest transmission lines in New 

England and are supported by the original lattice structures. The Lines have been among the least reliable on the 

NEP transmission system, with 61 outages in the past 5 years, due in large part to the original structure design, 

which makes them susceptible to lightning, trees, and avian interaction. A review of operating history, design, and 

physical condition of the Lines demonstrates that they should be refurbished to ensure reliable service. 

Poor reliability and performance are of specific importance because the Lines are the sole transmission source for 

12 Massachusetts municipalities. NEP is committed to completing required system improvements to address the 

poor asset condition, mitigate potential risks of electrical failure, and to provide long-term reliable delivery of 

electrical service and maintenance of the Lines. NEP’s goal is to meet the projected future demand on the 

transmission system resulting from the electrification of the energy system, essential to achieving the 

Commonwealth’s decarbonization goals. 

The Project also aligns with Massachusetts Governor Maura Healey’s Executive Order (“EO”) Number 654, To Secure 

Massachusetts’ Energy Future by Establishing an Energy Supply Plan that Drives Affordability and Reliability, issued 

March 16, 2026. The EO Number 654 prioritizes promoting Statewide and community energy independence by 

supporting renewable energy and distributed energy resources (“DERs”). To achieve this, the EO identifies working 

with distribution utilities, like NEP, on necessary improvements to the electrical transmission infrastructure to support 

interconnections. The Project, with the ability to operate at 115 kV in the future (should circumstances warrant), 

would provide the additional transmission capacity and voltage support needed along the E5/F6 corridor for 

increased electricity usage and the interconnection of future DER. Even when operating at 69 kV, the Lines will 

provide increased capacity due to the proposed use of Aluminum Conductor Steel-Supported (“ACSS”) conductor. 

The Project also includes installation of two new optical ground wires (“OPGWs”), one for each line, which will provide 

improved fault protection and an upgraded communications path that will allow for high-speed communication 

between the remote ends of the Lines. The installation of OPGW will enhance public safety by improving response 

time during storm-related emergencies and outages. 

1.3 Project Description 

The Project description and scope of work is largely unchanged from the DEIR. NEP is committed to completing 

required system improvements to address the poor asset condition, mitigate potential risks of electrical failure, and 

to provide long-term reliable delivery of electrical service and maintenance of the Lines. NEP’s goal is to meet the 

projected future demand on the transmission system resulting from the electrification of the energy system, essential 

to achieving the Commonwealth’s decarbonization goals. Proposed activities include various general maintenance 

and system improvements for 711 existing structures, with 683 on the E5/F6 Lines and 28 structures on the Tap 

Lines across 17 municipalities. Refer to the FEIR Plans in Appendix A. 

A breakdown of ROW lengths and widths is provided in Table 1-1. The Project involves the removal of the existing 

double circuit towers, conductors, shield wire and related transmission components and the rebuilding of the E5/F6 

Lines. The Project also will replace all structures along the two Tap Lines noted below.  

 

 

The remainder of this page is left intentionally blank. 
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Table 1-1: Project Route Components – Approximate Right-of-Way Configuration 

Project Route 

Component 

Existing ROW Width 

 

Average Maintained ROW Width 

 

Approximate Mileage 

(rounded to the 

nearest tenth) 

Existing E5/F6 Line 

Right-of-Way (“ROW”) 

Varied width: 80 to 

200 feet (“ft”) 

Average Width: 125 ft 

Maintained width: 80-170 ft 

Average Existing Maintained Width: 100 ft 

Proposed Maintained Width: 125 ft 

67.0 miles 

Existing Quabbin 

Switch Tap Lines 

ROW 

80 to 200 ft1 Average Existing Maintained Width: 80 ft 

Proposed Maintained Width: 80 ft on ROW 

and 100 ft on fee-owned property 

0.1 miles 

Existing Deerfield Tap 

Lines ROW 

125 ft Maintained width: 80-125 ft 

Average Existing Maintained Width: 100 ft 

Proposed Maintained Width: 125 ft 

0.6 miles 

Total 67.7 miles 

1  The Quabbin Switch Tap Lines ROW corridor contains the Quabbin Switch Tap Lines and the B69 Lines. Where they are 

collocated on ROW, the width is approximately 80 ft. However, the Quabbin Switch Tap Lines are also located on a fee-owned 

parcel with a width of approximately 200 ft. 

Specifically, refurbishment activities will include: 

▪ Performing vegetation management (mowing and vegetative cover type conversion) to provide access to the 

proposed structure locations, to facilitate safe vehicle and equipment passage, to provide safe work sites for 

personnel, and to meet the conductor clearance requirements. 

▪ Performing access improvements, including grading and the addition of stone to existing access, as well as the 

construction of new access, where required. 

▪ Replacing existing structures with steel monopole vertical deadend, steel monopole double circuit davit arm, and 

steel monopole single circuit davit arm structures. The replacement structures will provide improved reliability and 

climate resilience. Structures will either be supported by concrete caisson foundations (213 on the E5/F6 Lines, 

14 on the Tap Lines), micropile foundations (302 on the E5/F6 Lines, four on the Tap Lines), or directly 

embedded into the ground (191 on the E5/F6 Lines). The directly embedded poles include 16 switch structures 

that will be installed at various locations throughout the ROW adjacent to proposed poles. The existing E5/F6 line 

has 683 existing structures and foundations on the main line and 28 tap structures and foundations, utilizing 

direct embed or concrete caisson foundations. 

▪ Replacing the existing copper conductor with 795 kcmils Aluminum Conductor Steel Supported (ACSS) conductor 

which will improve system reliability and allow the lines to carry more current, if needed in the future. 

▪ Replacing the existing shield wire with two OPGWs. These serve the dual function of providing shielding for the 

conductor, as well as allowing for high-speed communications between substations. 

▪ Construction mats will be temporarily installed during construction in sensitive areas, removed following 

completion of construction, and the area restored to re-establish pre-existing topography and hydrology, as 

necessary. 

1.4 Project Schedule 

A summary of the major Project elements and their corresponding target milestone dates is provided in Table 1-2, 

and an updated status of regulatory requirements is provided in Table 1-3. 
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Table 1-2: Anticipated Project Schedule 

Project Component Estimated Start Date 
Estimated End 

Date 

Access Route Construction, Re-establishment, and Improvements April 2028 April 2033 

Rebuild of Existing Lines and Tap Lines September 2029 December 2034 

Removal of Existing Lines and Tap Lines January 2030 April 2035 

Right-of-Way (“ROW”) Restoration  April 2028 April 2035 

 

Table 1-3: Status of Regulatory Requirements 

Agency Permit/Review/Approval Status 

Federal 

United States Army Corps of 

Engineers (“USACE”) 

Section 404 Nationwide Permit Authorization 

via Pre-Construction Notification (“PCN”) and 

associated consultations under Section 106 

of National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) 

and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 

(“ESA”) 

Target filing for August 2026 

United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (“EPA”) 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (“NPDES”) General Permit for 

Stormwater Discharges and Construction 

Dewatering Activities/Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) 

Target filing for the electronic Notice of 

Intent (“eNOI”)  at least 2 weeks prior to 

start of construction 

The SWPPP is being prepared in 

advance and will be filed in draft with 

the 401 Water Quality Certification 

(“WQC”) application, with a target filing 

for August 2026 

State 

Massachusetts Executive Office of 

Energy and Environmental Affairs 

(“EEA”) 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

(“MEPA”) Review/Certificate of the Secretary 

(EEA #16913) 

Filed the Environmental Notification Form 

(“ENF”) January 15, 2025; received 

Certificate March 10 

Filed the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (“DEIR”) October 22, 2026; 

received the Certificate January 20, 2026 

Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection 

(“MassDEP”) 

Section 401 Individual Water Quality 

Certification (“WQC”) and Variance  

Target filing for August 2026 

Natural Heritage and Endangered 

Species Program (“NHESP”) 

Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 

(“MESA”) – Determination of “Take” or “No 

Take;” anticipated Conservation & 

Management Permit (“CMP”) 

MESA checklist target filing for September 

2026 

CMP target filing for 2027 

Consultation within NHESP is ongoing 

Massachusetts Historical 

Commission (“MHC”) 

Consultation under M.G.L. c. 9 in accordance 

with 950 CMR 70-71 

Consultation with MHC is ongoing 

Energy Facility Siting Board (“EFSB”) M.G.L. c. 164, §69J Petition for Approval to 

Construct Transmission Lines 

Filed EFSB March 2025 

Massachusetts Department of Public 

Utilities (“DPU”) 

M.G.L. c. 164, §72 Petition for Determination 

of Public Necessity and Convenience 

NEP filed motions with EFSB and the DPU 

requesting that the Section 72 Petition be 

referred to the EFSB and consolidated for 

hearing with the Section 69J Petition in 

March 2025 
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Agency Permit/Review/Approval Status 

Massachusetts Department of 

Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) 

Watershed Protection Act (“WsPA”) Permit;  

Construction Access Permit (“CAP”) for State 

Parks and Recreation; and the  

Quabbin/Ware River Vehicular Access/Short-

term Access Permits 

Target filing with DCR Division of Water 

Supply Protection, Office of Watershed 

Management (“DWSP”), August 2026 

Target filing with DCR State Parks and 

Recreation August 2026 

Consultation with DCR is ongoing 

Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation (“MassDOT”) 

Permit to Access State Highway/Non-

Municipal Utility Permits for crossing over 

state roads with utility lines. 

Following consultation with MassDOT, 

permit submittals are not anticipated till 

October 2027 

Local 

Conservation Commissions in the 17 

municipalities  

Order of Conditions (“OOC”) per the 

Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act 

(“WPA”)1 and local bylaws. 

Summer through Fall 2026 

1 WPA Orders of Conditions are local permits, unless and until a superseding OOC is issued by MassDEP. 

1.5 Coordination with Agencies Since Filing the DEIR 

NEP is committed to working with municipal officials, local businesses, residents, communities along the Project 

ROW, and any interested stakeholders to maintain proactive and transparent communication throughout the life of 

the Project. NEP has also maintained the Project website (https://www.cmatowmaenergy.com/index.php) and email 

address (info@CMAtoWMAenergy.com), through which stakeholders may submit questions or comments. Table 1-4 

identifies meetings with regulatory agencies to date and provides a brief description of these meetings. 

Table 1-4: Agency Outreach and Consultations Post-Draft Environmental Impact Report Filing 

Agency Date(s) Notes 

Department of Conservation and 

Recreation (“DCR”) State Parks and 

Recreation Division 

9/24/2025 Site visit of Conway State Forest (Conway) and 

Steam Mill Road (Deerfield) with DCR State Parks 

and Recreation Division. 

DCR State Parks and Recreation Division 10/22/2025 Site visit of Spencer State Forest (Spencer) with 

DCR State Parks and Recreation Division. The 

Appalachian Mountain Club (“AMC”) was also 

invited. 

DCR Division of Water Supply Protection, 

Office of Watershed Management 

(“DWSP”) 

10/29/2025 Site visit of the access locations to the west of the 

Quabbin Reservoir. 

DCR DWSP  12/2/2025 Virtual meeting to review access to the east of the 

Quabbin Reservoir. 

Energy Facilities Siting Board (“EFSB”) 1/13/2026 to 

1/14/2026 

Site visit and public hearings. 

Amherst Department of Public Works 

(“DPW”) 

3/11/2026 Meeting to discuss the project and access. 

DCR DWSP  6/1/2026 Virtual meeting to review access scope 

modifications. 

UMass Amherst Department of 

Conservation 

6/12/2026 Meeting to discuss the project and access. 

Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”) 

Waterways Program 

6/30/2026 Virtual meeting to review perennial stream 

crossings. 

https://www.cmatowmaenergy.com/index.php
mailto:info@CMAtoWMAenergy.com
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Agency Date(s) Notes 

MassDEP 401 Program 7/21/2026 Prefile meeting with MassDEP Boston (lead 

reviewer),the Western Regional Office (“WERO”) 

and Central Regional Office (“CERO”). Site visit 

scheduled to review mitigation areas on August 28, 

2026; September 1, 2026; and September 3, 

2026.  

Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation (“MassDOT”) 

8/14/2026 Virtual meeting to discuss access and utility 

permits. MassDOT stated that permits may be 

staggered and may remain active for up to five 

years.  

Amherst DPW 8/25/2026 Site visit to review off-ROW access. 

Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 

Program (“NHESP”) 

Held monthly Virtual meetings have been held on an approximate 

monthly basis since October 2024.  

1.6 Project Changes Since the DEIR 

Planning and design of a utility project is a dynamic process involving a balance of environmental, regulatory, and 

engineering considerations. The Project’s design standard parameters are unchanged since the DEIR filing, but 

ongoing coordination with regulatory agencies and internal design review has resulted in refinements to the Project’s 

design. These modifications and updates do not significantly alter the analyses and conclusions provided in the DEIR, 

but in general have resulted in an increase of temporary impacts, as described further in Section 1.7, mainly due to 

portions of originally proposed, permanent gravel work areas being replaced with temporary construction matting in 

sensitive resource areas (i.e., wetland resource areas and rare species habitat), and an increase in conservative 

boundaries for the work area limits of disturbance. These changes represent an overall decrease in permanent 

impacts, but an increase in temporary impacts. Additionally, changes to off-ROW access plans have occurred since 

the DEIR, resulting in a decrease of approximately 6.9 acres in off-ROW selective tree removal (refer to Section 1.7.1 

for additional information). NEP has also identified parcels that require additional private easement rights to meet 

design criteria since filing the DEIR; these additional easements do not involve parcels subject to Article 97. The DEIR 

stated that one new off-ROW access route in Deerfield and limited work areas in Millbury would require additional 

easement rights. After subsequent design changes and conversations with private landowners, there are 10 parcels 

on-ROW and three off-ROW access routes that require additional easement rights, as detailed in Section 3.1.1.  

NEP has designed the Project to avoid environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable and as the Project 

design has progressed, the extent of potential permanent impacts to resource areas has been generally reduced. 

Updated FEIR Plans are provided in Appendix A. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been 

outlined in each section of the DEIR as well as summarized in Section 8, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Measures of this FEIR. 

1.7 Summary of Overall Project Impacts 

Since the DEIR, the Project has shifted impacts from permanent to temporary; in some areas, this results in a net 

increase of total temporary impacts in order to minimize permanent impacts. The updated values in Table 1-5 reflect 

the conservative work area limits of disturbance for both temporary and permanent impacts, and are shown in the 

FEIR Plans in Appendix A. Temporarily impacted land will be consistent with regulatory agency requirements and/or 

restored to existing conditions. 
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Table 1-5: Summary of Project Impacts Associated with the Project Activities 

Resource Area Temporary Impacts Permanent Impacts/Conversion 

New Land Altered 

 

Total – approximately 330.3 +/- acres1 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats, work 

pads, and pull pads  

▪ Temporary access improvements 

▪ Construction mats for access 

Total – approximately 319.5 +/- acres  

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types 

(233.1 +/- acres)2 

▪ Permanent work areas 

▪ Permanent access improvements 

Bordering Vegetated 

Wetland (“BVW”) 

 

Total – approximately 42.5 +/- acres 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats, work 

pads, and pull pads that overlap 

with BVW  

▪ Construction mats for access 

where BVW crossings could not be 

avoided 

Total – approximately 19.7 +/- acres  

▪ Fill for replacement structure 

foundations in BVW (3,230 sf) 

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types2 

Other Wetland Resource Areas 

Inland Bank (“Bank”) 

 

Total – approximately 7,094 linear ft 

(“lf”) 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats for 

work pads  

▪ Construction mats where access 

cross Bank3 

Total – approximately 9,646 lf 

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types2 

Riverfront Area (“RA”)4 Total – approximately 39.4 +/- acres 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats for 

work pads and pull pads  

▪ Temporary access modifications, 

which will be restored 

post-construction  

▪ Construction mats for access 

Total – approximately 28.2 +/- acres 

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types2 

▪ Permanent work areas and structure 

replacements 

▪ Permanent access improvements 

Bordering Land Subject to 

Flooding (“BLSF”) 

Total – approximately 5.2 +/- acres 

▪ Temporary work envelopes and 

pull pads, including construction 

mats for work pads and pull pads 

where BLSF overlaps with 

residential area 

Total – approximately 3.6 +/- acres 

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types2 

▪ Permanent work areas and structure 

replacements 

Land Under Water Bodies 

and Waterways (“LUWW”) 

Total – approximately 0.3 +/- acre 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats for 

work pads where spanning open 

water is not feasible 

N/A5 
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Resource Area Temporary Impacts Permanent Impacts/Conversion 

Isolated Vegetated Wetland 

(“IVW”) 

Total – approximately 1.5 +/- acres 

▪ Temporary work envelopes, 

including construction mats for 

access and work envelopes that 

overlap with Isolated Wetlands 

Total – approximately 0.5 +/- acre 

▪ Conversion of vegetative cover types2 

▪ Permanent work areas and structure 

replacements 

Resource Area Impacts 

Waterways Waterways crossings do not involve structures within the waterways, only temporary access 

for construction. No adverse impacts are anticipated from waterways crossings. 

Rare Species Impacts 

 

Rare species may have potential impacts where construction related activities occur within 

designated habitat. There is the potential for a “Take” of species’ habitats, which may 

require mitigation. Consultations with Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

(“NHESP”) are in progress to identify areas of concern, and to identify appropriate avoidance 

measures for implementation, as required. 

Historical/Archaeological 

Impacts 

 

Historical/Archaeological areas may have potential impacts where construction-related 

activities occur within areas of high archaeological sensitivity. Surveys, consultation, and 

coordination are ongoing to identify areas of concern, and to identify appropriate avoidance 

measures for implementation, as required. 

Note: Temporary impacts have been conservatively estimated for the purposes of permitting processes (e.g., the temporary work 

and pull pads, where the majority of the work is anticipated to occur, account for 125.3 acres, while the conservative 

temporary work area limit of disturbance [“LOD”] accounts for 202.4 acres; the difference of 77.1 acres represents the 

conservative estimate for construction contractor flexibility). 

1  The ENF portrayed the new land altered acreage as a combined value (which included the conversion of vegetative cover 

types, temporary construction matting, permanent and temporary work and pull pad areas, and new and improved access) to 

be consistent with the required “Summary of Project Size and Environmental Impacts” table in the ENF. The new land altered 

acreage has been updated and separated into temporary and permanent categories in this FEIR. 

2  This value includes the conversion of vegetated types (e.g., trees) to other vegetated types (e.g., shrubs).  

3 In most cases, construction mat crossing will span the banks of rivers and streams; however, the potential for impact has 

been accounted for in total lf. 

4  Impacts located within the limits of RA overlap with impacts to BLSF, BVW, and the 100-foot Buffer Zone. Therefore, the total 

impacts are not equal to the sum of alterations. 

5  The existing canopy cover to be removed as a result of the conversion of vegetative cover types within the ROW does not 

result in a direct impact to LUWW. 

1.7.1 Vegetative Cover Type Conversion 

In order to operate the Lines in accordance with the NERC document FAC-003-4 “Transmission Vegetation 

Management” with the conductors under “blowout” conditions (6 pounds per sf of wind on wire) approximately 

181.2 acres of tree removal will occur along the forested edges of the Project ROW, of which 70.6 acres are within 

wetland resources (including BVW, Isolated Vegetated Wetland (“IVW”), BLSF, RA, and LUWW). Tree canopy was 

mapped via LiDAR along the forested edges of the Project ROW. As requested by the Certificate, of the 240.5 acres of 

mapped tree canopy within the ROW, 59.5 acres (25 percent) within the ROW were identified as not requiring 

removal, which accounts for 7,243 metric tons of carbon (refer to Section 7.4 and Appendix G for the associated 

carbon analysis). Additionally, approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type conversion will be required 

to accommodate new, improved, or re-established access ways, of which approximately 4.9 acres are in wetlands. In 

Project planning, NEP sited and designed off-ROW access to avoid some areas where on-ROW access would result in 

greater wetland and traffic impacts (refer to FEIR Plans in Appendix A). Further, NEP estimates that 25 percent of 

areas conservatively listed for “tree removal” on ROW will, in practice, only require pruning.  

Since the DEIR, NEP revised off-ROW access plans, which decreased approximately 6.9 acres of off-ROW selective 

tree removal. Updated vegetative cover type conversion values are provided in Table 3-3. 
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Table 1-6: Vegetative Cover Type Conversion Impacts 

Category  On ROW (acres) Off-ROW (acres) Project-wide (acres) 

Tree Removal  135.9 11.4 147.3 

Selective Removal 0 25.1 25.1 

Pruning 45.31 15.4 60.71 

Total 181.2 51.9 233.1 

Note: Acreage reflects conservative values for permitting processes and may be refined further based on site conditions closer to 

and during construction.  

1 This value includes the estimate that 25 percent of areas conservatively listed for tree removal will be pruned in practice. 

 

1.8 Summary of Mitigation Measures 

NEP’s mitigation measures fall into three primary categories: avoidance and minimization measures implemented in 

Project planning and design, construction-phase Best Management Practices (“BMPs”) to be implemented in the field 

to minimize impacts, and compensatory mitigation where impacts are unavoidable. Efforts to avoid impacts have 

been a major design consideration for NEP, as noted throughout this FEIR. Where avoidance will not be practicable, 

appropriate construction BMPs to minimize impacts and/or compensatory mitigation will be implemented. Avoidance 

and minimization are discussed by resource area in each section of this FEIR, and mitigation measures proposed for 

the Project are then presented comprehensively in Section 8, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures.  

To provide mitigation for tree removals per the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF and DEIR, NEP is committed to 

implementing a mitigation package that addresses the unavoidable loss of trees. NEP plans to prioritize preservation 

of an equivalent acreage of forested open space, which is expected to address mitigation for both rare species 

habitat and carbon impacts. To the extent that preservation does not provide acreage equivalent to the acres of tree 

removal, NEP will work with DCR, MassAudubon, and/or local land trusts to fund projects that offset losses in carbon 

sequestration. Furthermore, NEP will continue to work with landowners, its contractors, local organizations, and the 

State to identify opportunities for beneficial reuse of felled wood, including through wood banks and long-lived wood 

products, where feasible. Refer to Section 8.2.7 for additional information regarding proposed mitigation for tree 

removals. 

MEPA requires state agencies to make findings on environmental damage and mitigation measures before issuing a 

state permit for a Project requiring an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) (301 CMR 11.07). Section 61 Findings 

have been provided in Section 9, Section 61 Findings. Mitigation measures are summarized in Table 1-6, below and 

detailed in Section 8. 

Table 1-7: Summary of Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

Resource 

Area 

Impact Type Impact Area Potential Mitigation 

Bordering 

Vegetated 

Wetlands 

(“BVW”) & 

Land Under 

Water 

Bodies and 

Waterways 

(“LUWW”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

20.9 acres In-Lieu Fee administered by the MA 

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) (per 

the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

[“USACE”]) and potential land preservation. 

Permanent Discharge of Fill 

Material / Loss of Resource Areas 

(Structure Foundations) 

3,230 

square feet 

(“sf”) 

Compensatory Mitigation as determined in 

state and local permitting, including 

wetland replication proposed within each 

municipality. Final replication locations and 

ratios to be determined during permitting. 

Temporary Discharge of Fill 

Material / Temporal Loss 

(Construction Matting) 

42.8 acres Potential post-construction In-Lieu Fee 

administered by the MA DFG (per the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

[“USACE”]) and 1:1 in-situ restoration. See 

also Avoidance & Minimization sections for 

details on the use of construction matting. 
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Resource 

Area 

Impact Type Impact Area Potential Mitigation 

Riverfront 

Area (“RA”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

21.2 acres In-situ restoration, including loam and seed 

as applicable. The habitat will remain 

vegetated and continue to function as 

wildlife habitat. 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting, Gravel Work Areas and 

Access to be Removed 

Post-Construction) 

39.4 acres In-situ restoration. 

Inland Bank 

(“Bank”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

9,645 linear 

feet (“lf”) 

N/A - Vegetation alteration will be minimal, 

and understory will remain in place and/or 

quickly re-establish.  

Permanent Fill (Structure 

Foundations, and Gravel Work 

Areas and Access) 

0 lf N/A - No permanent impact to bank 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting) 

7,094 lf In-situ restoration. 

Floodplain / 

Bordering 

Land 

Subject to 

Flooding 

(“BLSF”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

2.3 acres N/A - No flood storage lost.  

Permanent Fill (Structure 

Foundations, and Gravel Work 

Areas and Access) 

Structures: 

1,040 sf  

Gravel work 

areas and 

access: 

1.3 acres 

N/A - The flood storage loss is de minimis 

within each BLSF where structures are 

replaced, and the foundations will not 

impact flood storage capacity. 

 
 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting) 

3.9 acres In-situ restoration. 

Natural 

Heritage 

Endangered 

Species 

Program 

(“NHESP”) 

Priority and 

Estimated 

Habitat 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

43.7 acres As required by Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”). 

Consultation is ongoing, and mitigation will 

be determined during Massachusetts 

Endangered Species Act (“MESA”) 

permitting. NEP anticipates a Construction 

Management Plan (“CMP”) and/or Species 

Protection Plan will be prepared for the 

Project.  

Permanent Fill (Structure 

Foundations, and Gravel Work 

Areas & Access) 

Structures: 

9,653 sf  

Gravel work 

areas and 

access: 

15.3 acres 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting) 

30.4 acres 
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2 Environmental Justice and 

Public Involvement 

This section provides an expanded EJ impact analysis per the Certificate (Section 2.1); a summary of EJ-related 

minimization and mitigation measures (Section 2.2); and a description of previous, ongoing, and planned public 

involvement activities (Section 2.3). 

2.1 Expanded Impact Analysis 

In accordance with the Environmental Justice Policy of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, 

MEPA Interim Protocol for Analysis of Project Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations, and MEPA Public 

Involvement Protocol for Environmental Justice Populations (“MEPA EJ Policy and Protocols”), the ENF detailed the 

19 EJ block groups located within the Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”), spanning the municipalities of Amherst, 

Auburn, Buckland, Charlemont, Hardwick, Leicester, Millbury, North Brookfield, Shelburne, Spencer, Sunderland, 

Ware, and West Brookfield. Of these 19 EJ block groups, three meet the Minority EJ criterion, three meet the Minority 

and Income EJ criterion, and 13 meet the Income EJ criterion.1 Refer to Appendix A for a map of the EJ populations 

within the Project’s DGA.  

The DEIR expanded upon the impacts and detailed those EJ Communities with Vulnerable Health criterion within 

1-mile of the DGA. Additionally, the DEIR provided potential sources of pollution within 1 mile of the project’s DGA. 

There are no census tracts with languages spoken by 5 percent or more of the population who also identify as not 

speaking English “very well” within the 1-mile DGA of the Project ROW. 

As generally explained in the ENF and DEIR, respectively, and as specifically detailed in the subsection below, the 

Project minimizes impacts on all populations, both EJ and non-EJ, by refurbishing Lines within the existing 

transmission line corridor. Temporary and permanent impacts from pre- and post-construction will be mitigated 

through BMPs; therefore, construction period activities will not result in substantial environmental or public health 

impacts to any population. This FEIR reaffirms that the short-term environmental impacts of the Project, as identified 

in their respective sections and summarized in this section, will be mitigated. Following the implementation of 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, no disproportionate adverse effects to EJ populations are 

anticipated. Section 2.1.1 provides additional information requested in the Certificate pertaining to tree removal 

impacts on EJ populations.   

2.1.1 Tree Removal Activities 

BSC Group, Inc. (“BSC”) analyzed where the ROW experiences hot spots, which are areas that register the 5 percent 

highest Land Surface Temperature (“LST”) index within their respective Regional Planning Authority regions according 

to EEA statewide data. There is a very small area of land, 40 sf, located within the Project ROW in Millbury that has 

planned tree removal and is within both an EJ population and a hot spot, as depicted in Appendix G of the DEIR. The 

area of trees to be removed is considered de minimis (40 sf of the 181.2 acres of on-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion) and the Project will not exacerbate the existing hot spot conditions. Comparatively, an area of 27,006 sf, 

or approximately 0.6 acres, of planned tree removal is within a non-EJ population and a hot spot. Further, the land 

will remain vegetated and therefore will not have the surface temperature increase that pavement or buildings would. 

 
1  NEP referenced the EEA’s EJ Maps Viewer for detailed the EJ characteristics within the Project’s DGA. The EJ Maps Viewer 

uses the Massachusetts 2020 EJ Block Groups (November 2022) Massachusetts Geographic Information System 

(“MassGIS”) data layer, and can be access online at: https://mass-

eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53  

https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53
https://mass-eoeea.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=535e4419dc0545be980545a0eeaf9b53
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Of the 233.1 acres of total vegetative cover type conversion impacts for the Project, 23.7 acres are within EJ block 

groups (10.2 percent). 

Overall, vegetative cover type conversion primarily occurs within non-EJ block groups (209.3 acres or 89.8 percent of 

the total 233.1 acres); As shown in Table 2-1 below, NEP identified the EJ populations adjacent to tree removal 

activities. There are 5 EJ block groups that intersect planned tree removal area, compared to 30 non-EJ block groups. 

Due to the greater burden of tree removal on non-EJ block groups, no disproportionate adverse effects on EJ 

populations would occur from exacerbation of hot spot conditions nor overall vegetative cover type conversion. 

Therefore, no EJ-specific mitigation is necessary.  

Regardless, NEP is committed to minimization and mitigation measures, as summarized in Section 2.2 and expanded 

upon in Section 8. As part of the comprehensive mitigation package, NEP will work with NHESP, DCR, MassAudubon, 

and/or Land Trust Organizations to prioritize preserving forested open space to address both rare species and 

carbon impacts; NEP will consider proximity to EJ block groups as an evaluation criterion, pending land availability. 

Further, the Project is not anticipated to have a significant impact to hydrology along the ROW, and by controlling 

run-on to and runoff from the access improvements using stormwater BMPs such as swales, check dams, and plunge 

pools to promote recharge within the vegetated Project ROW, the activities proposed by the Project do not pose 

significant impact on flooding under future climate conditions, including to adjacent EJ populations. Refer to 

Section 7.3 and Appendix F for additional discussion on stormwater implications. 

Table 2-1: Environmental Justice Block Groups Adjacent to Tree Removal Activities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Summary of Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

The Project design and impacts remain largely unchanged since the filing of the DEIR. The FEIR reaffirms that no 

significant disproportionate adverse effects with respect to environmental burden and/or public health to EJ 

populations will result from the Project. Mitigation measures will be taken to address any short-term impacts that 

result from the necessary activities to further the Project and its benefits. Mitigation measures including BMPs are 

further addressed in Section 8 of the FEIR. 

The Project generally minimizes impacts on all populations by refurbishing an existing transmission line within an 

existing transmission line corridor. Because of this, the Project does not result in any significant long-term 

environmental or public health impacts for any populations, including EJ populations. Temporary and permanent 

impacts from pre- and post-construction will be minimized and mitigated through BMPs. Following minimization and 

mitigation measures, construction period activities will not result in any adverse environmental or public health 

impacts to any population. The Project will provide residents with numerous benefits, including more reliable and 

safe electricity transmission. 

Reliability benefits of the Project will be fairly shared by all residents served by NEP, including both EJ and non-EJ 

populations. The Project will improve storm resilience by reducing outage risk by trees or limbs that may fall during 

flooding, heavy snow and ice, and strong wind events, as well as improving access to structures during outages, 

thereby reducing storm restoration response times. More resilient infrastructure will be better suited to withstand 

and be restored from storm events, which will better serve both EJ and non-EJ populations during these events. 

The voltage upgrade to 115 kV also supports the Commonwealth’s climate goals, as stated in the Massachusetts 

2050 Decarbonization Roadmap, and will accommodate future renewable energy systems and general electrification 

toward the goal of addressing and minimizing impacts of climate change. These system improvements and larger 

statewide electrification efforts benefit all populations by promoting public health with regard to future reduction of 

Block Group Census Tract Municipality Environmental Justice Criteria 

4 408 Sunderland Minority and income 

4 415.02 Shelburne Income 

3 7262 Spencer Income 

3 7352 Leicester Minority 

2 7372 Millbury Income 
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air, water, and soil pollution.2 

2.3 Public Involvement 

Public involvement is an essential part of the MEPA review process. NEP has demonstrated compliance with the 

MEPA Public Involvement Protocol for EJ populations (“Public Involvement Protocol”) throughout the MEPA process, 

documenting public involvement measures in the ENF, DEIR, and now in the FEIR. 

Table 2-2: Public Involvement Activities During the MEPA Review Process 

Date Activities Type/Location 

September 17, 2024  Millbury, Auburn, and Leicester Open House In-person – Millbury 

July 17, 2024  West Brookfield, East Brookfield, North Brookfield, and 

Spencer Open House 

In person – West Brookfield 

June 26, 2024  Belchertown, Shutesbury, Pelham, and Ware Open House In-person – Belchertown 

June 11, 2024  Shelburne and Conway Open House In-person – Shelburne 

June 5, 2024  Sunderland, Leverett, and Deerfield Open House  In-person – Sunderland 

April 1, 2024  Leicester Select Board Presentation  In-person - Leicester 

March 26, 2024  Millbury Select Board Presentation Virtual 

March 25, 2024  Auburn Select Board Presentation In Person - Auburn 

March 19, 2024  Ware Select Board Presentation  Virtual  

March 4, 2024  West Brookfield Select Board Presentation  In-Person – West Brookfield 

March 3, 2024  Belchertown Select Board Presentation Virtual 

February 26, 2024  Spencer Select Board Presentation  In-Person - Spencer 

February 13, 2024  Shutesbury Select Board Presentation Virtual 

December 18, 2023  Conway and Pelham Select Board Presentation  Virtual 

December 11, 2023  Sunderland Select Board  Virtual 

December 5, 2023  Leverett Select Board Presentation  In-person - Leverett 

December 4, 2023  Shelburne Select Board Presentation Virtual 

November 26, 2024 MEPA Advance Notification (the EJ Screening Form) of the 

Project 

Electronic Mail 

December 19, 2024 MEPA Community Meeting Virtual 

February 11, 2025 MEPA Consultation Session Virtual 

November 20, 2025 MEPA Site Visit In-person – Shutesbury and 

Spencer 

December 10, 2025 Meeting for the Towns of Shutesbury, Pelham, Belchertown, 

and Amherst 

In-person – Pelham  

2.3.1 Public Involvement Prior to the FEIR 

As the Public Involvement Protocol requires NEP to maintain the same level of meaningful outreach and community 

engagement throughout the process, summary of the public involvement activities maintained since the submission 

of the DEIR is detailed below. 

NEP has undertaken additional public involvement measures during the MEPA process. These strategies were 

 
2  Buonocore, J. J., Luckow, P., Norris, G., Spengler, J. D., Biewald, B., Fisher, J., & Levy, J. I. (2016). Health and climate benefits 

of different energy-efficiency and renewable energy choices. Nature Climate Change, 6(1), 100-105; Air pollution and your 

health. https://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-pollution/index.cfm.    

https://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/air-pollution/index.cfm
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determined based upon existing NEP stakeholder outreach methods and engagement strategies identified in the 

MEPA Public Involvement Protocol for Environmental Justice Populations. These methods and strategies were 

discussed and supported by the MEPA Office during a joint MEPA-EJ Pre-Filing Consultation on December 12, 2024.  

NEP continued public involvement strategies from the ENF and expanded upon those strategies prior to filing the 

DEIR. A summary of the public involvement activities conducted prior to filing this FEIR are as follows: 

▪ Advance Notification of the Project was sent via electronic mail on November 26, 2024, to the contacts on the EJ 

Reference List (provided by the MEPA Office on January 15, 2025). 

▪ The EJ Screening Form contained information on how to request a meeting or additional Project materials. 

▪ NEP hosted a virtual Community Meeting on December 19, 2024. Information pertaining to the meeting was 

advertised in the Worcester Telegram and Gazette, Greenfield Recorder, and The Republican and was also 

provided to the EJ Reference List via electronic mail. 

▪ MEPA hosted a Consultation Session and virtual site visit on February 11, 2025 where NEP presented on the 

Project and addressed questions from attendees. The MEPA Analyst provided notification to the ENF Distribution 

List.  

▪ A MEPA Site Visit was conducted on November 20, 2025 in coordination with MEPA during the review period of 

the DEIR. An invitation to attend the Site Visit was sent to MEPA and the DEIR Distribution List (refer to 

Appendix B of the DEIR), which includes the EJ Reference List. 

▪ An updated EJ Reference List was requested on October 2, 2025. 

▪ A targeted notice of the DEIR filing was sent to the Distribution List, which includes the EJ Reference List (refer to 

Appendix B), including mention of where the DEIR can be reviewed as an online PDF or how to request a hard 

copy.   

▪ In response to the Secretary’s Certificate, NEP contacted each municipality’s public library and asked if they are 

interested in a physical copy, electronic copy, or no copy of the DEIR. Libraries responded with their preference, 

often dependent on physical space. Responses from the libraries are denoted in Appendix B of the DEIR. 

▪ A virtual meeting was requested by and held with state and local legislators to review the Project on February 24, 

2025.  

▪ An in-person meeting was held at the Pelham Public Library on December 10, 2025, to engage the Towns of 

Shutesbury, Pelham, Belchertown, and Amherst, at the request of the Town of Shutesbury. Members of the public 

and Town representatives attended.  

▪ Updated PowerPoint presentation slide decks were sent to various members of each municipality, including Town 

Administration, the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Department of Public Works/Highway 

Department, and the Selectboard, where emails were readily available. Some communities did not receive the 

updated slide deck due to contact information being unavailable on municipal websites; however, messages 

were submitted through online portals with information regarding the purpose of the effort. 

▪ NEP continued to coordinate with the Kestrel Land Trust, including the site visit conducted on October 15, 2025. 

▪ NEP continued to engage and meet with landowners.  

▪ The website address (https://cmatowmaenergy.com/) was updated and will be maintained throughout the MEPA 

review process.  

▪ A PDF of the DEIR was uploaded to the Project website. 

▪ The Project email address (info@cmatowmaenergy.com) and Project hotline (888-431-3536) were maintained 

and monitored. 

▪ The DEIR Distribution List was actively maintained for continued engagement (refer to Appendix B of the DEIR). 

▪ Outreach to the public continued to be communicated in clear, understandable language and in a user-friendly 

format. 

▪ To maximize reach and create alignment with local information sharing processes, NEP requested that 

municipality administrators share the Project website and any meeting notices through their own websites and 

media channels.  

https://cmatowmaenergy.com/
mailto:info@cmatowmaenergy.com
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2.3.2 Public Involvement for the FEIR 

NEP continued public involvement strategies from the DEIR and expanded upon those strategies prior to filing the 

FEIR. A summary of the public involvement activities conducted prior to filing the FEIR are as follows: 

▪ A Project mailer was distributed in April 2026. 

▪ A targeted bat monitoring mailer was distributed in June 2026. 

▪ Coordination with the University of Massachusetts (“UMass”) Department of Conservation is ongoing, including a 

meeting on June 12, 2026. A site visit will be scheduled in the future.  

▪ Coordination with the Town of Amherst Department of Public Works is ongoing, including a meeting on March 11, 

2026 and a site visit on August 25, 2026. 

▪ Notification and engagement of landowners is ongoing and available upon request.  

▪ Public Comment Hearings were held in January 2026 for the EFSB process, which discussed MEPA topics. 

▪ The FEIR Distribution List was actively maintained for continued engagement. The EJ Reference List was updated 

on August 5, 2026, which is included in Appendix B.  

▪ NEP contacted each municipality’s public library that requested an electronic or physical copy of the DEIR filing to 

ask if they are interested in a physical copy, electronic copy, or no copy of the FEIR. All libraries responded with 

their preference, except for the Tilton Library in Deerfield; since this library requested a copy of the DEIR, a 

physical copy of the FEIR will be sent. Updated responses from the libraries are denoted in Appendix B.  

▪ Outreach to the public continues to be communicated in clear, understandable language and in a user-friendly 

format. 

▪ The website address (https://cmatowmaenergy.com/) was updated and will be maintained throughout the MEPA 

review process.  

▪ A PDF of the FEIR was uploaded to the Project website. 

▪ The Project email address (info@cmatowmaenergy.com) and Project hotline (888-431-3536) have been 

maintained and monitored throughout the MEPA review process. 

2.3.3 Planned Public Involvement After MEPA Review 

NEP plans to maintain the same level of meaningful outreach and community engagement after the MEPA review 

process. A summary of these continued public involvement strategies include: 

▪ Should there be any request for additional meetings, NEP will accommodate and conduct additional meetings. 

▪ NEP will evaluate and implement the best communication practices to inform the public about any additional 

meetings.  

▪ Should individuals request interpretation services in advance of future meeting dates, NEP will make best efforts 

to translate the documents provided to EJ populations and provide any requested interpretation. 

▪ As part of the permitting process, NEP will be filing a 401 application which will be noticed in the environmental 

monitor and will have a public comment period.  

▪ As part of the local review process, NEP will file a Notice of Intent (“NOI”) within each municipality for review 

under the Wetlands Protection Act (“WPA”) and local wetland protection bylaws. 

▪ As part of the NOI process, abutters of the Project shall be notified prior to the public hearing and will be provided 

with contact information on who to submit questions to as well as how to attend/participate in the public hearing. 

▪ Abutters and members of the public will be able to participate in those local hearings.  

▪ NEP shall publish a legal notice in the newspaper of local circulation prior to the public hearing, and the 

Conservation Commission shall post the agenda of the meetings in advance. 

 

 

https://cmatowmaenergy.com/
mailto:info@cmatowmaenergy.com
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3 Article 97 and Open Space 

This section responds to the Certificate by providing an overview of: NEP access rights (Section 3.1); existing 

and proposed conditions for open space and Article 97 lands (Section 3.2), coordination with DCR and other 

Article 97 landowners (Section 3.3); an updated impact analysis related to land use and open space 

(Section 3.4); and a summary of proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures (Section 3.5). 

The FEIR Plans in Appendix A depict areas of proposed impact (e.g., structure installations, access 

improvement, work envelopes, tree removals, etc.) associated with the Project. 

3.1 Access Rights 

The existing rights of NEP to access the Project ROW pre-date Article 97. Planned activities, including access 

improvements which are required to access the ROW, do not constitute a change in use nor land disposition 

that would trigger Article 97, nor the associated Public Lands Preservation Act (“PLPA”). No new permanent 

access routes are proposed outside of the existing ROW on Article 97 Lands.  

Parts of the NEP ROW are landlocked due to terrain, waterways, no-access highways and/or environmentally 

sensitive areas. NEP’s easements include the right to access over the granting owner’s land to get to the NEP 

ROW. NEP has planned to use existing, historically used access routes to minimize impacts to the environment 

and the landowner. NEP is committed to minimizing the scope of off-ROW alterations and will coordinate with 

the applicable landowners, land managers, and permitting agencies regarding restoration of off-ROW 

disturbance on publicly owned lands, consistent with applicable permits, landowner requirements, and the 

intended post-construction use of the property. Further, NEP is not performing any work on any parcel 

identified as Article 97 land without existing, formally recorded easements; as such, no new formally recorded 

easements on Article 97 land will need to be acquired. 

The Project design reflects NEP’s significant efforts first to avoid and then to minimize adverse impacts to the 

land surrounding the Project ROW within Article 97 Lands to the extent practicable. All proposed work is 

authorized under NEP’s existing easements and no new easements within Article 97 Lands are proposed or 

required for the Project.  

3.1.1 New Easement Access 

NEP has undergone extensive analysis of the viable access alignments and routes required to support the 

Project. NEP has identified parcels that require additional easement rights to meet design criteria since filing 

the DEIR. The DEIR stated that one new off-ROW access route in Deerfield and limited work area in Millbury 

would require additional easement rights. After subsequent design changes and conversations with 

landowners, there are 10 parcels on-ROW and three off-ROW access routes that require additional easement 

rights. Otherwise, the Project is located entirely within existing ROW corridors held in fee or easement by NEP. 

A table of these parcels and off-ROW access routes is provided in Table 3-1 below. None of these parcels or 

off-ROW access routes involve parcels identified as Article 97 land. 
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Table 3-1: Updated List of New Easement Rights 

Municipality Current Land Use Area (square feet [sf]) 

 

Millbury, MA* 

 

Residential  31,470 sf 

Residential  3,369 sf 

Residential  19,755 sf 

Residential  1,732 sf 

Vacant 32,545 sf 

Auburn, MA 
Industrial  ~80,000 sf 

Industrial  ~40,000 sf 

East Brookfield, MA Industrial  ~10,000 sf 

Ware, MA Exempt ~2,000 sf 

Deerfield, MA Transportation ~2,000 sf 

North Brookfield, MA Mixed Use ~2,500 sf 

Pelham, MA Residential  ~43,560 sf 

Deerfield, MA* Vacant ~60,000 sf 

* Parcels and off-Right-of-Way (“ROW”) access routes referenced in the Draft Environmental Impact  

Report (“DEIR”) as requiring additional easement rights. 

3.2 Existing and Proposed Conditions 

The existing land use and open space conditions along the Project ROW were characterized in detail in 

Section 4.1 of the DEIR. This section summarizes those existing conditions and describes the proposed 

conditions for the public open space and land protected under Article 97 transected by the Project. A 

quantified analysis of Project impacts is provided in Section 3.3.  

3.2.1 Existing Conditions and Land Use 

The Project ROW has been actively used and maintained as a transmission line corridor since the early 1900s, 

and the E5/F6 Lines and Tap Lines remain in active utility use (refer to Section 4.1.1 of the DEIR). As 

summarized in Section 4.1.2 and Table 4-2 of the DEIR, 54 federal, state, municipal/local, private, non-profit 

owned open space and recreation lands intersect the Project ROW, comprising approximately 237 acres of 

open space in the ROW. These resources are depicted in the FEIR Plans in Appendix A, and the 35 properties 

that are protected by Article 97 are listed in Table 3-2. 

The primary uses of these protected lands include recreation, conservation, water supply protection, 

agriculture, public access, and timber management. Recreational uses include parks and trails; conservation 

uses include protected open space, wildlife habitat, and working forests; water supply protection includes the 

Quabbin Reservoir Watershed and municipal water supply lands; agricultural uses include lands under 

Agricultural Preservation Restrictions (“APRs”); public access is provided through DCR parks, forests, and trail 

networks; and timber management includes forested land which may overlap areas identified as open space. 

Section 3.3.2 and Table 3-2 describe open space properties identified as Article 97 open spaces.  

DCR-managed lands along the Project corridor fall into two distinct management categories: lands managed 

by the DCR Division of Water Supply Protection, Office of Watershed Management (“DWSP”) for protection of 

the Commonwealth’s public drinking water supply within the Quabbin Reservoir watershed, and lands 

managed by the DCR State Parks and Recreation Division, including state parks, state forests, and other 

recreational properties. Although both are owned or managed by DCR, these lands are administered under 

different management objectives, operations, and access requirements. Accordingly, restoration and long-term 
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management commitments are described separately where applicable. 

DCR owns or manages approximately 167 acres within the Project ROW. The DCR State Parks and Recreation 

lands consist of four state parks and state forests, including the Connecticut River Greenway State Park, South 

River State Forest, Spencer State Forest, and West Brookfield State Forest. The DWSP lands consist of the 

Quabbin Reservoir watershed and the Ware watershed (refer to Section 4.1.3 and Section 4.1.4, including 

Table 4-3 and Table 4-4, of the DEIR). No Project activities will occur within the Ware watershed. 

3.2.2 Proposed Conditions 

The Project will not change the existing use of the ROW or of the surrounding open space lands. The ROW will 

continue to function as an actively maintained transmission corridor, and the intersecting open space lands 

will continue to serve their existing recreation, conservation, water supply protection, agricultural, public 

access, and timber management functions following construction. 

Proposed activities within Article 97 and open space lands consist of structure maintenance and replacement, 

access improvements, work area grading, vegetative cover type conversion (tree removal, off-ROW selective 

tree removal, and pruning), and the placement of temporary construction matting. These activities are 

authorized under NEP’s existing easements, which predate the establishment of the applicable Article 97 

protections; no new easements or other permanent grant of rights are required. A quantified breakdown of 

these impacts by land cover type, land use type, and Article 97 landowner classification is provided in 

Section 3.4 (Table 3-3, Table 3-4, and Table 3-5). 

Temporary disruption to public trails and recreational access during construction will be managed in 

coordination with applicable public and private land managers to maintain public safety and to minimize 

disruption to trail use; affected trail segments will be returned to their existing use following construction. 

Proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, including measures applicable to trails, are 

described in Section 3.5.1. 

Permanent impacts proposed within open space areas are the conversion of vegetative cover along the 

forested edges of the ROW, which will be maintained as low-growing herbaceous or scrub/shrub communities 

consistent with the long-standing, ongoing vegetation maintenance of the corridor. This maintained condition 

is consistent with the historical use of the ROW and does not alter the underlying use or ownership of the 

affected open space. Temporary impacts proposed within open space areas include the use of construction 

matting, and off-ROW access noted as “temporary” will be restored to existing conditions in coordination with 

landowners, and off-ROW areas serving recreational or public access functions will be restored consistent with 

their intended use following construction.  

For work on land managed by DCR Division of State Parks and Recreation, NEP will obtain a Construction and 

Access Permit (“CAP”) for temporary off-ROW access improvements, which will include conditions for 

construction access activities occurring within three of the four DCR State Parks intersected by the Project 

ROW: Connecticut River Greenway State Park, South River State Forest, and Spencer State Forest. NEP will 

also obtain the Quabbin/Ware River Vehicular Access/Short-term Access Permit from the DCR DWSP to 

facilitate access through DCR watershed gates. Access through these gates are required for Project activities, 

including structure replacement activities. Consultation with DCR across these jurisdictions is ongoing; 

additional details on correspondence during the MEPA review process is provided in Section 3.3. No new 

permanent access routes are proposed outside of the existing ROW within DCR-managed land; unless 

requested by DCR and noted accordingly, all off-ROW access routes within DCR-managed land will be restored 

to existing conditions following construction. 

3.3 Coordination Since the DEIR 

This section provides an update of DCR coordination since the DEIR, and landowner engagement for parcels 

identified as land protected under Article 97, as requested in the Certificate. 
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3.3.1 DCR Coordination 

NEP has continued its consultation with DCR State Parks and Recreation and the DCR DWSP. During and 

following the DEIR review period, both DCR State Parks and Recreation and DCR DWSP reviewed the 

easement documents provided by NEP. 

NEP has engaged in ongoing coordination with both DCR State Parks and Recreation and DCR DWSP through 

a series of site visits and meetings. NEP met with DCR State Parks and Recreation Division on September 24, 

2025 for a site visit of the South River State Forest (Conway) and Connecticut River Greenway State Park 

(Deerfield) to review access; on October 22, 2025 for a site visit of Spencer State Forest (Spencer); and will 

continue to coordinate on access scope modifications. The Appalachian Mountain Club was also invited to the 

October 22, 2025 site visit. NEP met with DWSP on August 18, 2025, to review the access proposal; on 

October 29, 2025, for a site visit review of access locations to the west of the Quabbin Reservoir; on 

December 2, 2025 for a virtual meeting to review access locations to the east of the Quabbin Reservoir; and 

on June 1, 2026 to review access scope modifications. NEP intends to submit a request for a CAP for lands 

managed by DCR State Parks and Recreation in August 2026. The timeline and process for the submittal of 

the Quabbin/Ware River Vehicular Access/Short-term Access Permit is part of the continued coordination NEP 

and DCR DWSP will be undertaking leading up to construction start. Since these permits are issued to specific 

vehicles, it is not expected these will be obtained until closer to the start of construction. It is anticipated the 

CAP will include conditions that off-ROW impacts within lands managed by DCR State Parks and Recreation 

will be restored to existing conditions to the extent practicable, consistent with the current recreational use of 

the affected areas. Restoration of off-ROW impacts on DWSP Quabbin Reservoir watershed lands will be 

developed in coordination with DWSP to protect water quality and watershed resources. 

3.3.2 Article 97 Landowner Coordination 

Protected open space and recreation land uses were identified using MassGIS data and are depicted in the 

FEIR Plans in Appendix A. The summary of open space and recreation resources identified for the Project in 

the DEIR remains accurate. No open space or recreation resources are located within the Project ROW nor 

off-ROW access routes in the Towns of East Brookfield and Buckland. There are 54 federal, state, private, 

municipal/local, and non-profit-owned open space lands that intersect the Project ROW, consisting of 

approximately 237 acres of open space within the Project ROW. The primary purposes of these protected 

lands include recreation, conservation, water supply protection, and cultural/historical preservation. 

Table 3-2 below highlights the 35 properties identified as Article 97 land and coordination that has occurred 

with each respective landowner. As previously stated, Article 97 protection was applied to these properties 

after both ROW and off-ROW access rights for utility use were established, and there is no change in use nor 

other land disposition proposed that would require Article 97 compliance. 

Table 3-2: Article 97 Properties within the Project ROW 

Municipality Site Name1 Owner Consultation Status 

Auburn 

Auburn Recreation 

Complex 
Town of Auburn 

Open House held on September 17, 

2024 and Select Board Presentation 

held on March 25, 2024. 

Water Tank 
Town of Auburn Water 

District 

Open House held on September 17, 

2024 and Select Board Presentation 

held on March 25, 2024. 

Belchertown 
Quabbin Reservoir 

Watershed 

Massachusetts 

Department of 

Conservation and 

Recreation (“DCR”) - 

Division of Water 

Supply Protection 

Part of ongoing DCR Division of 

Water Supply Protection, Office of 

Watershed Management (“DWSP”) 

coordination. 
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Municipality Site Name1 Owner Consultation Status 

Conway 

Deerfield River (USGen 

New England) - Great River 

Hydro Conservation 

Restriction (“CR”) 

Great River Hydro 

(“GRH”) 

Special outreach to GRH concerning 

engineering and design (Structure 

#610) at 3186 Shelburne Falls 

Road. 

South River State Forest 
DCR - Division of State 

Parks and Recreation 

Part of ongoing DCR State Parks and 

Recreation coordination. 

Totman Farm Agriculture 

Preservation Restriction 

(“APR”) 

L&B Totman Farm IRR 

RE Trust (now Gary 

Totman, TTEE) 

Notice for use of the farm road for 

access to the power lines. 

Deerfield 

Bridges DLT APR 

Dayle Annette Best and 

Gary Best (Richard 

Bridges is now 

deceased) 

Notice for use of the farm roads for 

access to the power lines. 

Connecticut River 

Greenway State Park 

DCR - Division of State 

Parks and Recreation 

Part of ongoing DCR State Parks and 

Recreation coordination. 

Deerfield River (USGen 

New England) - Great River 

Hydro CR 

GRH 

No specific coordination for the 

portion of this property in Deerfield 

has occurred; however, NEP has 

been in coordination with GRH for 

work in Conway. 

Mill Village 
Mill Village Inc and 

Walter Melnik 

Open House held on June 5, 2024. 

New England Forestry 

Foundation - Tabak Forest 

CR 

New England Forestry 

Foundation 

Open House held on June 5, 2024. 

Leverett 

Adams Family 

Conservation Area 
Town of Leverett 

Open House held on June 5, 2024 

and Select Board Presentation held 

on December 5, 2023. 

Heronemus Forest Kestrel Land Trust 

Meeting held on October 15, 2025. 

Coordination will continue ahead of 

construction to develop a trail 

restoration plan.  

Teawaddle Hill Farm CR Teewaddle Trust 

Open House held on June 5, 2024 

and Select Board Presentation held 

on December 5, 2023. 

Williams Family 

Conservation Area 
Town of Leverett 

Open House held on June 5, 2024 

and Select Board Presentation held 

on December 5, 2023. 
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Municipality Site Name1 Owner Consultation Status 

North 

Brookfield 

Donovan Road 

Conservation Area 

Town of North 

Brookfield 
Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

Edwards George L APR 
Edwards, George L and 

Hanna S 

Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

Fullam Hill Road 

Conservation Area 

Town of North 

Brookfield 

Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

North Brookfield Town 

Forest 

Town of North 

Brookfield 

Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

Pelham 

Amherst Water Supply 

Land 
Town of Amherst 

Meeting with Town of Amherst’s 

Department of Public Works on 

March 11, 2026. 

Amherst Watershed Town of Amherst 

Meeting with Town of Amherst’s 

Department of Public Works on 

March 11, 2026. 

Buffam Brook Community 

Forest 
Kestrel Land Trust 

Site visit conducted with Kestrel 

Land Trust on October 15, 2025. 

Buffam Brook Road 

Conservation Area 
Town of Pelham 

Open House held on June 26, 2024, 

Select Board Presentation held on 

December 18, 2023, and municipal 

meeting held on December 10, 

2025. 

Cadwell Memorial Forest 

Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts 

Managed by University 

of Massachusetts 

(“UMass”) 

Meeting held on June 12, 2026 and 

discussed construction timeline and 

use of access routes. A follow-up 

meeting with NEP’s Forestry team 

and UMass Forestry employee was 

requested by UMass. 

Quabbin Reservoir 

Watershed 

DCR - Division of Water 

Supply Protection 

Part of ongoing DCR DWSP 

coordination 

Deerfield River (USGen 

New England) - Great River 

Hydro CR 

GRH 

No specific coordination for the 

portion of this property in Deerfield 

has occurred; however, NEP has 

been in coordination with GRH for 

work in Conway. 

Shutesbury 

Amherst Watershed Town of Amherst 

Meeting with Town of Amherst’s 

Department of Public Works on 

March 11, 2026. 

Conservation Area Town of Amherst 

Meeting with Town of Amherst’s 

Department of Public Works on 

March 11, 2026. 

Walter Cowls Jones 

Working Forest WCE 
W. D. Cowls Inc. 

Standard project outreach for notice 

of activities. The access license is in 

NStar ROW. 
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Municipality Site Name1 Owner Consultation Status 

Spencer 

Bixby Road CR 

South Middlesex Non-

Profit Housing 

Corporation 

Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

O'Gara Park Town of Spencer 

Open House held on July 17, 2024, 

Select Board Presentation held on 

February 26, 2024. 

Spencer State Forest 
DCR - Division of State 

Parks and Recreation 

Part of ongoing DCR State Parks and 

Recreation coordination 

Sunderland 

Mt. Toby Wildlife 

Management Area (“WMA”) 

Massachusetts 

Department of Fish and 

Game (DFG) 

DFG has been engaged through the 

MassWildlife's Natural Heritage & 

Endangered Species Program 

(“NHESP”) permitting process. 

Patterson Donald F Jr APR 
Patterson, Donald F Jr 

and Susan T 
Open House held on June 5, 2024. 

Ware 

Quabbin Reservoir 

Watershed 

DCR - Division of Water 

Supply Protection 

Part of ongoing DCR DWSP 

coordination. 

Ware Water Supply Land Town of Ware 

Open House held on June 26, 2024, 

Select Board Presentation held on 

March 19, 2024. 

West 

Brookfield 

Kibbe Corydon W APR 
Kibbe, Corydon W and 

Nancy N 
Open House held on July 17, 2024. 

West Brookfield State 

Forest 

 

 

DCR - Division of State 

Parks and Recreation 

Part of ongoing DCR State Parks and 

Recreation coordination. 

Source:  MassGIS, Protected and Recreational Open Space. August 2026. 

1 All Site Names appear consistent with how they appear on the MassGIS Protected and Recreational 

Open Space data layer. Parcels with similar names were left separate to remain consistent with the 

publicly available data. Some parcels are located in more than one municipality and are listed 

multiple times; however, they are only counted as one property in the count of 35 properties. 

3.4 Summary of Updated Project Impacts 

The following sections provide an updated open space impact analysis for both on and off-ROW since the 

DEIR.  

3.4.1 Updated Land Use and Open Space Impacts  

Throughout the design process, NEP has undergone extensive analysis of the viable access alignments and 

routes required to support the Project. Where possible, access and new disturbances have been contained to 

the existing, maintained ROW. As discussed previously, in some cases, steep and rocky terrain, waterbodies, 

and other site-specific constraints make on-ROW access impossible, infeasible, or unsafe (refer to the FEIR 

Plans in Appendix A). In such cases, access outside of the existing ROW is necessary. When access has been 

sited outside of the ROW, existing roads, historically developed routes, and trails will be utilized. NEP 

determined that the development of temporary improvements to existing, historical access routes off-ROW is 

necessary to safely facilitate equipment access.  

Access development for off-ROW access is comprised of two elements:  
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▪ Temporary improvements to existing, discernable historical access routes  

▪ Placement of temporary construction matting to access areas within or near wetland resource areas 

Activities proposed within Article 97 lands (refer to Table 3-2) include structure maintenance and 

replacements, access improvements, work area grading, tree removals, and the use of temporary construction 

matting. NEP’s easements provide all legal rights necessary to perform these activities. No additional 

easements or other permanent grant of rights are necessary to perform the activities. 

The following tables provide updated impact calculations in a consistent format to the tables provided in 

Section 4 of the DEIR. Table 3-3 summarizes Project impacts by land cover type; Table 3-4 summarizes 

anticipated impacts by land use type, including all DCR properties; and Table 3-5 provides temporary impacts 

and permanent alterations within the following DCR properties: South River State Forest, Connecticut River 

Greenway, West Brookfield State Forest, Spencer State Forest, and the Quabbin Reservoir Watershed. 

Table 3-3: Summary of Project Impacts by Land Cover Type 

Cover Type Temporary Impacts  Permanent Impacts  

Matting 
(acres) 

Work 
Areas1 
(acres) 

Access 
(acres) 

Work 
Areas1  
(acres) 

Access 
(acres) 

Vegetative Cover 
Type Conversion 

(acres) 

Bare Land 0.1 2.5 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1 

Cultivated 2.3 0.4 <0.1 <0.1 0.2 0.5 

Deciduous Forest 17.1 42.5 0.4 9.3 5.5 95.8 

Developed Open Space 11.6 3.3 <0.1 4.9 0.8 2.9 

Evergreen Forest 6.8 26.9 0.2 3.7 4.0 62.3 

Grassland 16.1 97.8 0.2 23.9 12.7 26.4 

Impervious 1.2 0.7 <0.1 2.7 0.5 4.1 

Pasture/Hay 12.8 0.9 0 1.0 0.4 1.0 

Scrub/Shrub 10.6 26.2 0.1 10.2 5.0 16.6 

Palustrine Aquatic Bed <0.1 0 0 <0.1 0 0 

Palustrine Emergent Wetland 1.6 0.7 0 <0.1 0.1 0.4 

Palustrine Scrub/Shrub Wetland 1.6 0.4 <0.1 0.4 <0.1 0.8 

Palustrine Forested Wetland 0.4 0.1 <0.1 0.2 <0.1 1.2 

Wetland (Delineated and 
MassDEP) 

44.0 <0.1 0 <0.1 0 20.2 

Water (Delineated and MassDEP) 0.9 <0.1 0 <0.1 0 1.4 

Source:  MassGIS, Land Use/Land Cover. May 2019. Augmented with field delineated wetland and water resource areas. 

Note:  Data were generated using publicly available GIS data (MassGIS 2016 Land Cover/Land Use), and existing land 

cover types were not ground-truthed as part of this analysis. The analysis is for informational purposes only to 

address the Certificate.  

Off-ROW impacts to public recreational trails will be temporary and restoration measures will occur in 

coordination with landowners or land managers.  
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1  Work areas includes structures, work pads, pull pads, and the conservative limit of disturbance around the pads. 

Table 3-4: Summary of Impacts by Land Use Type 

Open 
Space 

Construction Matting             

(acres) 

Work Areas1                   

(acres) 

Access                                        

(acres) 

Vegetative Cover 

Type Conversion 

(acres) 

On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW 

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) 

 18.5   1.8   39.4   0.4  <0.1   0.4   N/A   N/A  

 N/A   N/A   9.0   0.1   3.3   0.9   29.2   10.3  

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Municipal Land 

4.3 0 11.5 0.2 <0.1 0 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 4.1 0.1 0.7 0.2 10.6 1.0 

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Non-Profit Land 

<0.1 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 0.2 0 <0.1 0 0.4 0 

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Land Trust Land 

2.2 <0.1 12.0 0.3 0 0 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 2.1 <0.1 0.9 0.5 6.6 2.7 

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Department of Fish and Game (“DFG”) 

1.7 <0.1 3.5 0.2 0 0 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 0 0 0 0.4 1.8 2.4 

 Town of Amherst2 

Temporary  2.4  <0.1   5.1   0.2  0 0  N/A   N/A  

Permanent  N/A   N/A   1.9  <0.1  0.4   0.1   6.1   0.7  

 University of Massachusetts (“UMass”) 

Temporary 
Permanent 

 1.9   0.3   2.0  <0.1 0 0  N/A   N/A  

 N/A   N/A   0.3  <0.1  0.3   0.4   0.7   3.3  

 
Temporary 
Permanent 

Private Land 

11.8 1.0 1.2 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 7.8 0.1 2.6 0.9 20.0 7.2 

Source:  MassGIS, Protected and Recreational Open Space. August 2026. 

Note: The access category includes the Limit of Disturbance for access, which provides a conservative estimate 

which extends past the anticipated width of access routes.  

Off-ROW impacts to public recreational trails will be temporary and restoration measures will occur in 

coordination with DCR. 

1 Work areas include structures, work pads, pull pads, and the conservative limit of disturbance around the pads. 

2 The Town of Amherst is included as a landowner in this table instead of in the Municipality Tables in Appendix C 

because while they are not officially a Town within the Project ROW, the Town does own land in other 

municipalities within the Project ROW. 
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Table 3-5: Summary of Off-ROW Impacts in DCR State Parks and Quabbin Reservoir 

Watershed 

Off-ROW Impacts Connecticut 

River 

Greenway 

State Park 

South River 

State Forest 

Spencer 

State Forest 

West 

Brookfield 

State Forest 

Quabbin 

Reservoir 

Watershed 

Temporary Impacts 

Construction Matting (acres) 0.3 0.1 0.1 0 1.3 

Temporary Access (acres) <0.1 0.3 0.1 0 0 

Temporary Work Areas (acres) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0 0.4 

Permanent Alteration 

Access (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 

Vegetative Cover Type Conversion 

Tree Removal (acres) <0.1 0 0 0 1.6 

Selective Tree Removal (acres) 0.4 1.2 0.4 0 2.6 

Pruning (acres) 0 0 0 0 4.0 

Source:  MassGIS, Protected and Recreational Open Space. August 2026. 

3.5 Summary of Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

NEP prioritizes avoiding and then minimizing adverse impacts to the land surrounding the Project boundaries 

to the extent practicable. The Project is located entirely within an existing transmission ROW, substantially 

reducing the need for new land disturbance and minimizing changes to existing land uses during construction 

and operation. Where feasible, new foundations have been sited to avoid adverse impacts, proposed 

structures have been located in proximity to existing structures, transmission spans have been designed to 

avoid or minimize crossings of resource areas, incompatible vegetation will be removed only where necessary 

for safe operation, and existing upland roadways will be used for construction access. 

Access construction and improvements will be carried out in compliance with applicable federal, state, and 

local permits and approvals. Project-specific mitigation measures include implementation of long-term 

vegetation management, restoration and revegetation of disturbed areas following construction, coordination 

with applicable landowners and land managers regarding trail access and restoration where applicable, and 

erosion, sediment, and stormwater controls to protect adjacent resources and water quality. Dust suppression 

measures, including water trucks, will be used as needed to minimize fugitive dust from construction vehicle 

travel along the ROW, while crushed stone aprons/tracking pads will be installed at access points to public 

roadways, as appropriate, to minimize off-site soil tracking. Stormwater best management practices (“BMPs”) 

will be implemented during construction, and NEP will prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) in accordance with the EPA's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(“NPDES”) Construction General Permit (“CGP”). Additional information on vegetation management, 

restoration, stormwater protection, and other mitigation measures is provided in Section 8 (including 

Table 8-1) and the applicable resource-specific sections of this FEIR.   

3.5.1 Hiking Trails 

NEP recognizes the importance of maintaining safe public access to recreational trail networks within and 

adjacent to the Project ROW during construction. In response to the Certificate, NEP will continue to coordinate 

with DCR, Kestrel Land Trust, Appalachian Mountain Club (“AMC”), and other affected landowners and land 

managers to design and implement trail restoration and trail safety and closure plans. Site-specific measures 

will be developed in coordination with the applicable landowner or land manager, taking into consideration 

public safety, existing site conditions, intended recreational use, operational requirements, and the 

reasonableness and practicality of proposed measures. Public trails will be restored in coordination with 

applicable landowners. 
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NEP will coordinate with local authorities for work on local streets and trails. At locations where construction 

equipment must be staged in a public way, the contractors will follow a pre-approved work zone traffic control 

plan. Measures implemented during construction may include temporary trail detours or bypasses, signage 

and public notification, temporary trail closures where necessary to maintain public safety, coordination of 

construction timing to minimize disruption to trail use, stabilization of disturbed trail surfaces, and restoration 

of affected trail segments, as appropriate. Trail and project information, including by-passes and closures, will 

be made available to DCR and other applicable organizations at least 30 days in advance of the initiation of 

any project activity so it can be posted in additional locations and online, and/or other accessible formats and 

platforms. 

Additionally, erosion and sediment control BMPs will be implemented during the construction of the Project. 

Erosion and sediment control BMPs will function to mitigate construction-related soil erosion and 

sedimentation and will also serve as a physical boundary to delineate resource areas and to contain 

construction activities within approved areas. NEP contractors, supervisors, and environmental monitors will 

regularly monitor installed controls. NEP remains committed to continued coordination with DCR and other 

recreational land managers throughout the Project permitting and construction process. 
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4 Wetlands, Waterways, and Public Drinking 

Water Supply 

This section responds to Certificate comments regarding the Watershed Protection Act (“WsPA”) (Section 4.1), 

Coldwater Fisheries (Section 4.2), and Chapter 91 (Section 4.3); provides an updated impact analysis since the DEIR 

(Section 4.4); and summarizes minimization and mitigation measures (Section 4.5). 

4.1 Watershed Protection Act 

The WsPA regulates land use and activities within designated critical areas of the Quabbin Reservoir, Ware River, and 

Wachusett Reservoir watersheds to protect the source of drinking water supplied by the Massachusetts Water 

Resources Authority (MWRA). The Project ROW transects primary and/or secondary WsPA Zones associated with the 

Quabbin Reservoir and associated tributaries, including Cadwell Creek (near Packardville Road in Belchertown), two 

unnamed perennial tributaries (near Old Enfield Road and Earley Street, Belchertown), and the Quabbin Reservoir 

itself (near Blue Meadow Road in Belchertown). The Project ROW is outside of the Ware River and Wachusett 

Reservoir watersheds; thus, no impacts will occur.  

Following a DCR-DWSP site visit and coordination with DCR-DWSP’s Regional Planner, DCR-DWSP concurred that 

Project activities are consistent with the maintenance, repair, and replacement exemption for existing public utility 

facilities under 313 CMR 11.05(11) and, where work occurs in Bordering Vegetated Wetlands, 313 CMR 11.05(12). 

NEP's transmission easements and the E5/F6 Lines predate July 1, 1992, establishing the "lawfully located" 

predicate for the public utility exemption under 313 CMR 11.05. Accordingly, NEP will submit a WsPA Determination 

application documenting the Project's consistency with the applicable maintenance exemption. Off-ROW access was 

reviewed during the site visit and subsequent coordination; DCR-DWSP requested the opportunity to identify specific 

improved access routes to remain following construction for their own maintenance and use. These access routes 

were preliminarily identified, but will be solidified through the Quabbin/Ware River Vehicular Access/Short-term 

Access Permit process. NEP also revised the design of one Type S access route as part of this coordination with 

DCR-DWSP, which was previously located in proximity to a tributary flowing directly into the Quabbin Reservoir. This 

access route will now be matted rather than constructed as a Type S access route.  

Throughout construction, NEP will make every effort to conform with the General Rules and Regulations (313 CMR 

11.09), will implement BMPs, a SWPPP, erosion and sedimentation controls, construction matting, and dewatering 

and spill-response protocols to protect the waters of the watershed from erosion, sedimentation, and other pollution.  

4.2 Coldwater Fisheries 

There are 25 streams within the Project area that have been designated by the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries 

and Wildlife (“DFW”) as significant Coldwater Fisheries Resources (“CFRs”). Project activities proposed include 

vegetation management and tree removal in proximity to stream banks, and the installation of temporary 

construction matting to span watercourses. The Project does not propose permanent stream crossings or permanent 

in-channel fill. Impacts to CFRs will be avoided and minimized through the use of BMPs applicable to the protection 

of all waterways and wetlands. These include: 

▪ Sediment and erosion controls will be used during construction to prevent run-off and sediment entering 

wetlands and streams. Controls will be inspected and maintained regularly, and sediment build-up will be 

removed. Runoff from the concrete caissons and surrounding access is also generally buffered by shrubby and 

forested vegetation where recharge will occur naturally. Additionally, NEP has evaluated the stormwater 

implications of proposed tree removals and conversion to lower scrub-shrub vegetation, which will be allowed to 

regrow. The change in peak discharge rates, specifically associated with tree removal, are negligible.  
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▪ Where tree removals or tree trimming are required within proximity to streams (including CFRs), removals will be 

performed in a manner that retains as much understory vegetation as possible. This will help to minimize loss of 

overhanging vegetation, and reduce potential temperature impacts on watercourses. NEP has made efforts to 

minimize vegetation removal along Bank habitat (including Banks of CFRs). Where vegetation removal is 

required, this will be limited to the edge of the existing open portion of the ROW and off-ROW access routes.  

▪ Where tree removals are performed within proximity to wetlands and streams, root balls will be left in place to 

maintain soil and bank stability until understory vegetation can reestablish.  

▪ Where matting is used to span streams (including CFRs), shading and thermal impacts will be minimal – matting 

will be limited to a stream span width of 16-ft and will be removed once construction is complete.  

4.3 Chapter 91 

NEP met with MassDEP Waterways on June 30, 2026 to review the 22 perennial non-tidal river and streams 

proposed to be crossed using temporary timber mats during construction. The consultation and subsequent 

correspondence concluded that none of the perennial streams, for which temporary construction-phase crossings are 

proposed, are navigable as defined by the Massachusetts Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.04, nor are the 22 

non-tidal river or stream crossings proposed within any geographic area subject to Chapter 91 jurisdiction. MassDEP 

Waterways determined that no further review or approval of the proposed work is required under G.L. c.91 or the 

Waterways Regulations.    

The memorandum summarizing the MassDEP Waterways meeting and MassDEP Waterway's written concurrence are 

provided in Appendix D. No new licensing will be required for the Project and all of the jurisdictional overhead line 

crossings can be addressed through applicable exemptions in 310 CMR 9.05. The FEIR Plans in Appendix A display 

the location of stream crossings. 

4.4 Summary of Updated Impacts 

The following sections provide updated impact analysis based on the content and tabular format in the DEIR. 

4.4.1 Wetlands 

As noted in the DEIR, NEP has made considerable efforts to avoid, minimize, and, where impacts are unavoidable, 

mitigate impacts to wetland resource areas. Wetland impacts from the Project remain largely unchanged since 

submission of the DEIR, but in response to comments received, NEP has provided a more comprehensive 

break-down of wetland impacts by municipality in Appendix E, and measures taken during Project design to avoid and 

minimize impacts.  

Overall, temporary impacts to wetland resource areas are anticipated to be moderate during construction and 

insignificant over the long-term. Temporary impacts to wetland resource areas from the Project will result from the 

placement of construction mats for access and work pads, which will be removed post-construction. As well as being 

restored and re-vegetated, gravel access and work pads within BLSF will be over-excavated to avoid any loss of flood 

storage capacity. No gravel will be placed within BVW; construction matting will be used exclusively for access and 

work pads where they overlap wetlands.  

Permanent impacts to BVW will result from the replacement of 53 structure foundations. The locations and details of 

the structure replacements associated with permanent fill were provided in Table 5-3 of the DEIR. Mitigation is 

proposed for permanent fill within wetlands as described in Section 8. The Project will result in a permanent 

conversion of the vegetative cover type within resource areas associated with tree removal. Vegetative cover type 

conversion does not result in the loss of wetlands, but may change the species composition, plant density, and 

community structure along wetlands currently located at the edge of the cleared portion of the existing ROW. Where 

trees will be removed from the edges of the corridor, they will become more consistent with the remainder of the 

maintained ROW, which is composed of scrub-shrub and “transitional meadow” habitat.  

The Project anticipates impacts to wetlands (including BVW, IVW, LUWW, BLSF, and RA) associated with temporary 

construction matting to be approximately 70.6 acres (30.8 percent of the total wetland area along the Project Area) 

and permanent impacts associated with fill for structure foundations to be 9,527 sf (0.1 percent of total wetland 

area), on-ROW vegetative cover type conversion to be 67.7 acres (40.5 percent of total on-ROW wetland area), 

off-ROW vegetative cover type conversion to be approximately 2.9 acres (1.1 percent of total off-ROW wetland area). 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of Project impacts to wetlands. Appendix E provides wetland impacts by municipality. 
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Table 4-1: Summary of Project Impacts within Wetland Resource Areas 

Impact Type Activity Resource Areas 

Bordering Vegetated 
Wetland (“BVW”) 

Isolated Vegetated Wetland 
(“IVW”) 

Vernal Pool (“VP”) Land Under Water Bodies 
and Waterways (“LUWW”) 

Bordering Land Subject to 
Flooding (“BLSF”) 

100-foot Buffer Zone (BZ) Riverfront Area (“RA”)3,4 Inland Bank (“Bank”)  
[linear feet {“lf”}] 

On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW On-ROW Off-ROW 

Temporary 
Impact 

Matting (acres) 41.6 0.9 1.4 0.1 <0.1 0 0.3 <0.1 3.5 0.4 41.4 5.6 20.9 1.5 6,336 lf 685 lf 

Work Areas (acres) 0 0 <0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.3 <0.1 36.2 1.0 16.1 0.8 73 lf 0 lf 

Access Improvement 
(acres) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.2 <0.1 0 0 lf 0 lf 

Permanent 
Impact 

Work Areas (acres) 
[structures square 

feet {“sf”}]1 

<0.1            
[3,230 sf] 

0 <0.1                 
[129 sf] 

0 0 0 0 0 1.2                
[1,040 sf] 

0 12.6               
[13,525 sf] 

0.3 6.2                 
[5,128 sf] 

<0.1                   0 lf 0 lf 

Access Improvement 
(acres) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 <0.1 0.1 4.8 2.3 0.6 0.2 0 lf 0 lf 

Permanent 
Alteration 

Vegetative Cover Type 
Conversion (acres) 

18.5 1.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 <0.1 N/A N/A 1.9 0.4 51.9 18.2 18.1 3.1 8,723 lf 922 lf 

Note:  These impacts are not additive within each column. Impact types vary by ROW and overlap in areas of the Project. Additionally, wetland resource types overlap in many locations and aggregate tallies are not feasible. 

1  Structure impacts overlap with work areas, and thus are depicted in square feet within [brackets] as a subsect of the Permanent Work Areas column. 

2   The existing canopy cover to be removed as a result of trees being removed from within the ROW does not result in a direct impact to the LUWW. 

3  Tree removal approximations determined by Geographic Information Systems (“GIS”) analysis of Light Detection and Ranging (“LiDAR”) imagery, ROW Survey and RA Polygons. These impact assessments are based on conservative estimates and consider overlapping canopy cover both 

on and off ROW of the RA parcel.  

4   Note that impacts located within the limits of RA overlap with impacts to BLSF, BVW, and the 100-foot Buffer Zone. Therefore, the total impact of the Project is not equal to the sum of alterations. 
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4.4.2 Vernal Pools 

After the completion of the Vernal Pool (“VP”) habitat studies, constructability field reviews and engineering 

evaluations were conducted to assess the locations of the VPs in relation to the Lines. Based on the results, new 

structures, access, and work pads were adjusted to avoid or minimize direct adverse effects to VPs to the extent 

practicable, taking into consideration engineering design requirements for the new transmission lines and the need 

to maintain safe working conditions during construction. Every effort has been made to comply with 314 CMR 

9.06(4).  

Table 5-4 in the DEIR provided the location details for each VP within the vicinity of the Project. The expected 

temporary alteration from the placement of construction mats in BVW associated with Potential Vernal Pools (“PVPs”) 

is approximately 1,590 sf.  

4.4.3 Public Drinking Water Supply Areas 

While the Project ROW traverses various public water supply resources, potential impacts are anticipated to be 

negligible and associated with construction only. Table 5-5 in the DEIR provided a summary of construction activities 

proposed in each location. Since the DEIR, the construction approach has been refined to further protect water 

supply resources, including a reduction in gravel work pads, with temporary construction matting in the areas closest 

to the Quabbin Reservoir to minimize surface disturbance nearest the drinking water source. Long-term, the Project 

does not include any activity or facility that will generate pollutants or contaminants that might affect the surface 

water supply. 

Potential impacts to surface water supplies could occur only as a result of unanticipated failure of sedimentation and 

erosion controls during construction. Therefore, impacts to public water supply sources are not anticipated; if an 

impact were to occur as a result of construction activity, it would be negligible. Potential impacts to groundwater 

supplies could occur from spills of fuel or hydraulic oil related to construction equipment. Equipment used for the 

construction of the Lines will be properly maintained and operated to reduce the chances of spill occurrences of 

petroleum products. Refueling equipment will be required to carry spill containment and prevention devices (i.e., drip 

pans, absorbent pads, etc.) and fueling of equipment will only occur in upland areas, unless equipment cannot be 

moved. No blasting will occur within Zone II Wellhead Protection Areas along the Project ROW. 

Proposed structures and work areas for the Project have been sited to avoid permanent impacts to Outstanding 

Resource Waters (“ORWs”) to the extent practicable. In locations where ORWs cannot be avoided, sediment and 

erosion controls will be implemented to minimize sediment migration outside the limits of disturbance. Any temporary 

construction matting will be removed immediately after the construction activities are complete. Any required 

restoration or stabilization, after the mat removal, will be completed as the equipment and vehicles de-mobilize from 

the ROW. Additionally, NEP will work closely with DCR for work within the Quabbin Reservoir. 

Following construction, the normal operation and maintenance of the transmission line facilities will have no impact 

on public water supply resources. Vegetation management within sensitive areas, including public water supply 

areas, will follow the same procedures as are currently used on the ROW.  

Impacts within Public Water Supply Watersheds and ORWs are associated with Project activities including the use of 

temporary construction matting, access and work pad improvements, tree removals and tree trimming, and the 

installation of replacement structures. Structure locations were described in Table 5-5 of the DEIR. NEP is committed 

to protecting these important water supply areas and resources, and will coordinate with applicable regulatory 

agencies and landowners (including DCR) to ensure that no impacts to water quality occur.  

4.5 Summary of Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

Throughout the planning and preliminary design process, NEP has incorporated measures to avoid and minimize 

potential wetland impacts from construction of the Project to the greatest extent possible. Whenever feasible, NEP 

sited proposed structures in proximity to the existing structures being removed or has relocated structures from 

wetlands into upland areas. NEP will use existing ROW access wherever possible and is proposing upgrades in 

wetland resource areas only where required to meet the requirements of construction vehicles and equipment. Using 

delineation and survey data, NEP designed access and work areas to avoid the most sensitive wetland resource 

areas throughout the ROW wherever possible. Specifically, NEP has planned several one-way or “dead-end” access 

ways to be able to access the structures and work back out along the same matted access, to avoid impacting 

additional wetland areas by continuing through with one long access route. Trees and vegetation will only be removed 
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or mowed where necessary for safe operation. As the Project design evolved, the engineering team coordinated with 

environmental and construction team members to refine construction techniques to further reduce impacts. 

Avoidance and mitigation measures associated with Project work in wetland and waterway resources are detailed 

below. 

4.5.1 Summary of Wetland Mitigation 

Section 5 of the DEIR detailed BMPs for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures extensively. The following 

sections summarize these measures which are expanded upon in Section 8 of this FEIR.  

4.5.1.1 In-situ Restoration of Temporary Wetland Impacts 

NEP will provide mitigation for temporary wetland impacts via in-situ restoration. Restoration measures will include 

post-mat-removal inspections; restoration of the wetland soil surface (addressing any compaction which has occurred 

due to mat placement); seeding and mulching of any bare ground; removal of erosion controls (once site stabilization 

has been achieved), and invasive species control throughout the monitoring period. Details of these restoration 

measures are provided below. 

Construction Mat Removal 

Once construction mats are removed, environmental monitors will inspect wetlands for buildup of sand or other 

materials that may have fallen through the construction mats access/work area. Environmental monitors will inspect 

wetland crossings carefully as mat removal is occurring to ensure any materials on top of the mats are properly  

removed and disposed of outside of wetland resource areas or off-site.  

Restoration of Soil Surface 

Although construction mats are an approved BMP for protecting wetland soils and vegetation by distributing the 

weight of construction equipment, depressional grooves or furrows resulting from construction mats (i.e., mat 

impressions, or mat-induced grooves or furrows), can still occur in some instances. If the depressions are greater 

than approximately 6 inches deep, NEP will carefully re-grade or back-blade these areas to reestablish pre-existing 

topography and maintain existing wetland hydrology. 

Seeding and Mulching 

Where disturbance results in the exposure of bare ground, and root and seed stock are absent, NEP will promptly 

stabilize these areas by seeding and mulching. An appropriate, native, wetland or upland seed mix will be applied 

(depending on the resource area), and the area will be mulched with straw to stabilize soils and reduce erosion. 

Seeding and mulching will be performed as soon as possible following the completion of the work. Seed mixes will 

meet NEP specifications for wetland seed mixes, which will be approved by an NEP Environmental Scientist prior to 

construction per EG303NE (see Appendix H).  

Removal of Erosion Controls 

Following restoration and stabilization of soil surfaces, NEP will remove erosion control barriers. NEP will remove and 

dispose of non-biodegradable materials such as strings and stakes from straw wattles/bales. Crews will break up and 

lightly scatter straw wattles/bales as mulch. Siltation fencing, strings, and stakes will be removed and disposed of as 

ordinary waste. Wattles will be cut open, the mesh removed, and the wattle material spread as a soil stabilization 

measure. Where required based on grades and soil disturbance, NEP will leave erosion controls in place until suitable 

vegetation is established to prevent erosion into downgradient resource areas. 

Post-Restoration Inspections 

NEPs environmental monitors will inspect restored areas following restoration to ensure no noticeable adverse 

effects to the plant community, soil characteristics, and micro-topography. Should the environmental monitors 

observe adverse effects, NEP will perform additional corrective actions, such as hand grading, seeding, or mulching. 

NEP will work with each community’s Conservation Commission or authorized representative (i.e., Agent), as well as 

MassDEP and USACE to ensure observed restoration complies with all performance standards in applicable wetlands 

regulations, permits, as well as each municipal OOC. 
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4.5.1.2 Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Wetland Loss  

Wherever possible, NEP has attempted to avoid or minimize wetland impacts. Measures included minimizing the size 

of work areas within wetlands, relocating work areas and access roads wherever possible, and relocating 

replacement structures outside of wetlands where feasible. Despite these efforts, and due to the location of existing 

infrastructure, wetland impacts are unavoidable. 

To mitigate unavoidable loss of wetlands associated with structure installation in BVWs, NEP is proposing to provide 

on-site wetland replication. NEP has prepared draft wetland replication plans for each location. These draft plans will 

be reviewed and approved by MassDEP through the 401 WQC permitting process and subsequently filed with each 

respective Conservation Commission for issuance of an Order of Conditions per the WPA. Preparation of the wetland 

replication area(s) will meet the general performance standards outlined in the Massachusetts Inland Wetland 

Replication Guidelines (dated September 2022), and will include appropriate replication of the soil, hydrologic 

function, and vegetative community.  

Wetland replications areas have been proposed based on their proximity to impact areas, and potential to enhance 

the functions and values of existing wetland systems. Wetland replication will be provided at a minimum of 1:1 ratio 

of wetland replication to wetland loss and 2:1 ratio within ORW wetlands.  

Wetland replication areas will offset impacts related to structure installations. Replication areas will be monitored as 

required in local, state, and federal permits. Prospective mitigation areas have yet to be finalized, but where possible 

they will be located in areas hydrologically connected to the impacted wetland). NEP will work with MassDEP and the 

local Conservation Commissions to finalize the mitigation plans for the permanent loss of BVW associated with 

structure installations. Refer to Section 8.2.3.1 for more details. 
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5 Rare Species 

This section provides an updated impact analysis related to Project activities within rare species habitats 

(Section 5.1); details about ongoing consultations with MassWildlife's NHESP, which will guide mitigation 

measures (Section 5.2); and potential measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to rare species 

habitat (Section 5.3). 

5.1 Summary of Updated Project Impacts 

The Project ROW contains Priority and Estimated Habitat for 28 state-listed species tracked by NHESP, 

consisting of three birds, three reptiles, one amphibian, five invertebrates, one fish, and 15 plant species. 

These areas are within ROW that is maintained per NEP’s Vegetation Management Plan (“VMP”) and the 

Operation and Maintenance Plan (“OMP”), as approved annually by NHESP. To assess the potential for state 

or federally listed, endangered, threatened, and special concern plant and animal species and their habitats to 

be present along the Project ROW, NEP reviewed MassGIS Priority and Estimated Habitat data layers, solicited 

database information from NHESP, and followed the USFWS Endangered Species Consultation Procedure 

available on its website. Specific species are not identified herein at NHESP’s request. 

Since the submittal of the DEIR, NEP has reduced impacts associated with gravel access, grading (cut/fill), 

and gravel work pads. NEP anticipates impacts to habitat will occur within 19 mapped Priority Habitats, 

associated with the grading and stoning of permanent work areas and access, conversion of vegetative cover 

type, installation of new structures, and the temporary use of construction matting within wetlands and other 

select sensitive areas. There is the potential for a “Take” of rare species’ habitats which may require 

mitigation. 

The total area of Priority Habitat that intersects the Project Area (including both on and off-ROW) is 

approximately 242.5 acres, of which approximately 30.4 acres will be temporarily altered due to the 

placement of construction matting, 43.7 acres will be permanently altered due to vegetative cover type 

conversion, and 15.3 acres will be permanently impacted due to the construction and improvement of access 

and work areas, including approximately 0.2 acres of structure replacement. 

5.2 NHESP Coordination 

Consultation with NHESP is ongoing, and will continue throughout construction. NEP initiated pre-consultation 

discussions with NHESP for the Project on November 18, 2024, which was prior to filing the DEIR. NEP has 

maintained discussions with NHESP regarding the type and extent of impacts that will occur in mapped Priority 

Habitats, and the potential amount and type of “Takes.” Discussion with NHESP is ongoing regarding the 

preferred mitigation in the event a “Take” cannot be avoided, which is described further in Section 5.3. 

Per these discussions, submission of the Checklist to address Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 

(“MESA”) compliance was shifted from a Fall 2025 to Fall 2026. Proposed BMPs discussed in Section 5.3 

have been approved by NHESP for prior, similar projects, and NEP anticipates that these BMPs will contribute 

to the Project’s avoidance and minimization measures. NEP will continue to work closely with NHESP 

throughout the MESA review process, including ongoing coordination and preparation of a Conservation 

Management Plan (“CMP”) in the event a “Take” cannot be avoided (refer to Appendix H for NEP’s BMPs). 
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5.3 Summary of Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

Section 5.5 of the DEIR comprehensively describes measures NEP plans to implement to avoid and minimize 

impacts to state-listed species, subject to further consultations with NHESP. These measures include:  

▪ No permanent stone for work pads or access will be placed in rare plant habitats. Instead of permanent 

stone for these areas, NEP will use construction matting or temporary stone that will be removed once 

construction is complete to create safe, level work surfaces.  

▪ Use of off-ROW access to avoid impacts. 

▪ Conducting contractor awareness and training prior to construction. 

▪ On-site monitoring by qualified wildlife monitors throughout the active season of listed species, in 

accordance with NEP’s standard BMPs for work within these species’ habitats.  

▪ Construction timing and restrictions will be implemented, consistent with the OMP and VMP.  

▪ Implementation of wildlife protection plans to be developed in consultation with NHESP 

NEP is evaluating opportunities for land preservation in consultation with NHESP regarding mitigation for the 

potential “Take” of rare species and/or their habitats. 
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6  Historical and Archaeological Resources 

This section details the existing historic and archaeological resources located within the Project Area (Section 6.1). It 

outlines past and ongoing survey efforts, ongoing consultations, and the Project's compliance with state and federal 

regulations (Section 6.2). This section also describes the measures taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential 

impacts on these resources (Section 6.3). 

6.1 Historical and Archaeological Surveys 

As stated in the ENF and DEIR, the Public Archaeology Laboratory (“PAL”) conducted a cultural resource due diligence 

review in June 2022. PAL submitted a State Archaeologist’s Permit application to the Massachusetts Historical 

Commission (“MHC”) for the E5/F6 Lines on August 1, 2022. The MHC issued Permit #4206 to PAL on August 8, 

2022, to conduct the survey. 

The analysis included a review of MHC site files for archaeological sites and above-ground resources. For the initial 

archaeological and cultural resource due diligence, the study area was established at 1 kilometer (“km”) from the 

centerline of the E5/F6 Lines, and 1 km from the centerline of the Tap Lines, both within Massachusetts. The Area of 

Potential Effect (“APE”) for above-ground historic resources includes areas adjacent to the ROW where visual impacts 

might occur. The APE for archaeological resources is defined as any area of ground disturbance that may result from 

implementing the Project. 

To date, a total of 22 above-ground resources have been inventoried within or overlapping the Project APE, consisting 

of 19 districts and three individual resources. Of the 19 districts, four are listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places (“NRHP”). None of the individual resources have been evaluated for NRHP listing. Additionally, four post-

contact archaeological sites and 12 pre-contact archaeological sites have been inventoried within or overlapping the 

Project ROW. Except for one site in Deerfield that was determined to be ineligible for listing, none of the pre-contact 

sites within the Project ROW have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  

Additional fieldwork to identify historic architectural properties was conducted in the fourth quarter of 2024 and is 

ongoing. PAL also began an archaeological survey of the Project APE in October 2022, which is ongoing. PAL 

submitted the intensive archaeological survey and architectural reports to the MHC, four federally recognized Tribes: 

the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, the Stockbridge-Munsee Tribe, and 

the Narragansett Indian Tribe, and one state-recognized Tribe: the Hassanamisco Nipmuc Band, on July 24, 2026. 

NEP will continue to consult with the MHC, the USACE, the federally recognized Tribes and the Hassanamisco Nipmuc 

Band, and other relevant stakeholders to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any Project effects on historic properties. This 

includes developing any necessary archaeological site avoidance and protection plans and associated treatment 

measures through the Section 106 consultation process. 

6.2 Coordination 

The following section summarizes and expands upon the coordination with MHC, the USACE, federally and 

state-recognized Tribes, and other stakeholders since the DEIR. 

6.2.1 Tribal Coordination 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) of 1966 requires federal agencies responsible for 

authorizing undertakings to consult with interested parties potentially affected by the Project. The lead federal agency 

is obligated to identify and engage with consulting parties, including the MHC, the State Historic Preservation Officer 
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(“SHPO”), federally recognized Native American Tribes, local governments, and other interested individuals and 

organizations.  

PAL provided Project information to Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (“THPO”) staff associated with the four 

federally recognized Tribes and one state-recognized Tribe. PAL contacted these Tribes via email on the following 

dates to provide a fieldwork schedule and solicit information that could inform any archaeological resources identified 

by PAL during the survey work: September 22, 2022; April 5, 2023; April 24, 2024; and April 28, 2025. 

The Stockbridge-Munsee THPO responded on January 13, 2025 and April 29, 2025, requesting to be kept informed 

of the Project's progress. The Hassanamisco Nipmuc Band THPO acknowledged the Project notification on June 2, 

2025. 

PAL and NEP coordinated and consulted with the DCR Staff Archaeologist on December 11, 2024; January 31, 2025; 

and June 2, 2025. DCR staff acknowledged receipt of the Project notification and requested that PAL continue to 

inform DCR about any cultural resources identified on DCR property. NEP and PAL will continue to coordinate with the 

DCR Staff Archaeologist throughout future permitting and site visits. NEP will submit a CAP application to DCR before 

Project construction. PAL plans to share the results of the archaeological survey with municipal historical 

commissions of all 17 towns corresponding to the Project ROW. The NEP stakeholder engagement team also made 

significant additional efforts to coordinate with each municipality’s agencies, commissions, personnel, and individual 

landowners. 

6.2.2 Agency Coordination 

NEP will continue to coordinate with PAL, in consultation with MHC and the USACE, to identify historic, archaeological, 

or cultural resources before construction and to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts where necessary.  

6.3 Summary of Minimization and Mitigation Measures 

NEP is committed to protecting cultural and archaeological resources within its ROWs. Any protection or avoidance 

measures required will be outlined in an Avoidance and Protection Plan. Procedures for handling unanticipated 

discoveries during construction will be specified in a Post-Review Discoveries Plan. 

Details on NEP’s cultural avoidance and protection measures are included in EG-303NE in Appendix H. Measures 

employed within historically/archaeologically sensitive areas may include: 

▪ Using construction fencing to demarcate sensitive areas for crews to avoid. 

▪ Demarcating sensitive areas on site maps and plans, with accompanying on-site training for crews working near 

these areas. 

▪ Restricting site grading within/adjacent to sensitive areas. 

▪ Cataloging and reporting any unexpected archaeological finds to MHC and/or Tribes. In such an event, 

construction work within the sensitive area would cease until further advice has been provided by MHC and/or 

the Tribes. 

▪ Establishing detailed procedures to be followed in the event of discovering human remains or burial sites. 

During Project design, NEP carefully considered the location of sensitive resource areas. Avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation measures for stone walls are described below, in order of priority: 

▪ Identification and Flagging: Stone walls within Project work areas will be identified on mapping (provided to 

crews/contractors) and flagged/demarcated in the field. 

▪ Access Configuration: Wherever possible, access will be configured to avoid stone walls. Work areas will be sized 

and oriented to avoid walls as far as practicable. 

▪ Bridging: Where a stone wall must be crossed for access and/or work areas, NEP's first choice will be to bridge 

the stone wall using construction mats. Mats will be stacked on either side of the wall, allowing equipment to 

pass over the wall without disturbing the stones. 
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▪ Dismantling and Reconstruction: Should bridging not be possible, NEP may need to temporarily dismantle the 

stone wall. If this is necessary, NEP will flag the stone wall in the field and notify the Project team that a site visit 

is required to review the wall. During this review, NEP will assess feasibility and any further permitting or 

permissions required. The wall will be fully documented prior to dismantling it. In the process of dismantling, care 

shall be taken to temporarily relocate stones away from any sensitive environmental or cultural resource areas. 

Once construction and access in the area have been completed, the wall shall be rebuilt to its pre-existing 

conditions or better. 

By employing the above measures, NEP will substantially avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to stone walls. Refer 

to EG-303NE in Appendix H for further details of stone wall protection and avoidance. 
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7 Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency 

This section describes the steps NEP has taken to promote climate change adaptation and resiliency in the Project's 

design (Section 7.1); responds to the Certificate’s request for additional information on stormwater implications 

(Section 7.2); describes the resiliency of Project infrastructure located within mapped floodplains, including elevation 

relative to Base Flood Elevations (Section 7.3); summarizes the Project’s carbon impact analysis (Section 7.4); and 

provides an update on planned avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures (Section 7.5). 

7.1 Climate Resilience 

NEP has taken steps to promote climate change adaptation and resiliency throughout the design of the Project and 

continues to consider climate change and long-term infrastructure resiliency as an important goal in its long-term 

infrastructure planning. 

The Project is designed to improve the long-term reliability and climate resilience of the region's transmission system, 

replacing aging infrastructure with more robust structures and foundations better able to withstand extreme weather, 

flooding, and changing climate conditions. In addition, the Project is within an existing ROW, thereby minimizing 

alteration of new land resources to construct the Project. The purpose of the Project is to address existing asset 

conditions along the E5/F6 Lines that pose a threat to electrical reliability.  

7.2 Stormwater Implications 

Consistent with the design guidance from the ResilientMass Action Team (“RMAT”) Climate Resilience Design 

Standards Tool (“RMAT Tool”) Output Report (“Output Report”), the Project will improve resilience to riverine flooding 

from a 2070 50-year (2 percent) storm event through design and material selection of foundations and structures 

that can withstand the effects of flooding along the entire ROW, including in areas highly exposed to riverine flooding 

such as the portions in proximity to the Deerfield River, Connecticut River, the Sevenmile River, and Branch River. 

The following resiliency measures related to stormwater were included in the DEIR and are summarized below: 

▪ The replacement of wooden and steel structures with engineered steel structures will harden the infrastructure, 

making it more resilient to water damage and decay.  

▪ The installation of structures reinforced with caisson foundations, which are designed for wet environments, will 

also increase infrastructure resiliency, particularly in wetland resource areas increasingly susceptible to 

inundation.  

▪ The Project proposes installation of new conductors that are designed to withstand corrosion. 

▪ Proposed conversion of vegetative cover type will remove certain trees presently at risk to the Lines due to age 

and decay. 

▪ Proposed improvements to access and work pads will create a safer, more reliable network of travel surfaces 

that can better withstand flooding and associated erosion.  

▪ Stormwater management features (e.g., stone check dams, water bars, and other similar measures) will be 

installed as necessary.  

▪ Civil engineering evaluation and design of the access has occurred specifically to evaluate drainage patterns 

following construction of the proposed gravel access in order to reduce potential for erosion and washouts 

during storm events. 

In response to comments on the DEIR, NEP further evaluated stormwater management implications of the land 

alteration associated with the Project, specifically, conversion of forested land along the edges of the ROW to 
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managed vegetation and construction of new access. NEP evaluated the stormwater implications of proposed tree 

removals and conversion to lower scrub-shrub vegetation. The change in peak discharge rates, specifically 

associated with tree removal, is negligible, generally only hundredths of a cubic foot per second (“cfs”). Given the de 

minimis change, no specific measures to mitigate peak runoff are necessary or proposed. 

In most cases, the potential for impacts from stormwater along the ROW will be associated with the potential for 

erosion and/or washout of the gravel access during and following construction. NEP will employ construction-phase 

BMPs for stormwater management including sediment and erosion controls. Please also refer to Appendix H for a 

description of NEP’s construction-phase BMPs.  

As described in the Stormwater Analysis in response to Comment C-46 (Appendix F), no new stormwater 

management systems requiring long-term operation and maintenance are proposed for the Project (Standard 9). 

Rather, post-construction stormwater management consists of passive erosion-control and stabilization features 

installed on a case-by-case basis as warranted, including drainage swales, plunge pools, splash pads, vegetated filter 

strips, and stone filters, together with stabilization and revegetation of disturbed areas. The condition of these 

features will be maintained and monitored over the life of the Project. During construction, erosion-control features 

will be installed, inspected, and maintained in accordance with the Construction Period Pollution Prevention Plan and 

the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") prepared under the NPDES Construction General Permit, until 

final stabilization is achieved. Following construction, long-term access that remains will be stabilized as constructed 

and allowed to revegetate, reducing the potential for stormwater-related impact over time. Over the life of the Project, 

the Project ROW and access network will continue to be inspected and maintained under NEP's existing transmission-

line operation and maintenance practices. Through this combination of design, construction-phase controls, and 

long-term inspection and maintenance, NEP will ensure that the Project's stormwater management measures 

continue to perform as intended under both current and projected future conditions. 

7.3 Floodplain Resiliency and Base Flood Elevation  

Portions of the Project are within 100 ft of a waterbody and intersect with mapped Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (“FEMA”) floodplains in multiple locations. For these areas, the Project's approach prioritizes the resilience 

and durability of infrastructure and the avoidance of impacts to flood storage capacity, consistent with the design 

guidance from the RMAT Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool Output Report for the 2070 50-year (2 percent 

annual chance) storm event. 

Each replacement caisson foundation has a permanent footprint of approximately 79 square feet, representing a 

localized point encroachment within BLSF. The foundations replace existing transmission structures in substantially 

the same locations and do not create a continuous fill area or otherwise impede flood conveyance. Given the limited 

footprint of each foundation and the minimal reduction in flood storage capacity, the Project is not anticipated to 

adversely affect the flood storage or flood control functions of BLSF. Accordingly, compensatory flood storage is not 

anticipated to be required. While some permanent fill is proposed within areas categorized as BLSF, no significant 

loss of flood storage capacity will occur in these locations. Twelve structure replacements are located within BLSF, 

requiring the installation of 15 foundations resulting in a total of 1,040 square feet of fill within BLSF. Of the 15 

installed structure foundations, 10 will be concrete caisson foundations and five will be direct embed foundations. 

The new concrete caisson foundations within BLSF will protrude approximately 1 ft above ground level / normal high-

water elevation, which is similar to the existing structure foundations installed in these locations. Because this 

impact is distributed across the entire 67.7 miles of ROW, the overall amount of fill is de minimis.   

The Project improves the resilience of infrastructure located within floodplains through foundation type and material 

selection. The materials and construction methods used for both direct-embed and caisson foundations are highly 

durable and offer a high degree of resilience to water-level fluctuations, extreme temperatures, and increased storm 

frequency and severity. Caisson foundations, in particular, are designed for wet environments and increase 

infrastructure resiliency in areas increasingly susceptible to inundation. This foundation type, coupled with 

engineered structures, eliminates the need to elevate foundations above any particular Base Flood Elevation, as the 

foundations and structures can withstand inundation. Replacement structure foundations will be of a similar size to 

the existing foundations, will occupy a relatively small volume of potential flood storage, and will not significantly 

worsen flood conditions compared to the existing structures. With respect to work areas, those located within 

sensitive wetland resource areas use construction matting that is removed upon completion, while work areas 

outside sensitive resource areas are stabilized and allowed to revegetate, limiting permanent alteration within flood-

prone areas. Additionally, to prevent further fill within floodplain, access routes in those areas may be over-

excavated. 
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7.4 Carbon Impact Analysis 

This Project is part of NEP’s efforts to ensure the long-term reliability of the region’s electrical infrastructure in the 

face of growing demand for electricity and the changing climate. The Project will result in a more climate-ready and 

resilient transmission system that can withstand more extreme weather events; address existing system capacity 

shortages and increased demand; and support future interconnections from renewable energy projects that will 

offset some of the carbon sequestration losses associated with vegetative cover type conversion.  

NEP is committed to improving the resiliency of its transmission line system to the impacts of climate change. The 

Project is aligned with priorities in the 2008 Global Warming Solutions Act, as amended in 2021 by An Act Creating A 

Next Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy (“Roadmap”), the 2023 Massachusetts State Hazard 

Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Plan (“ResilientMass Plan”) and the Massachusetts Climate Change Assessment 

(“MCCA”) to ensure that NEP continues to provide safe and reliable electricity to its customers. Additionally, the 

Project is in alignment with The Executive Order to Secure Massachusetts’ Energy Future (“EO Number 654”). 

NEP conducted an analysis of the Project’s potential for Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) emissions as part of the MEPA 

GHG Emissions Policy and Protocol for the DEIR filing. The Project does not have any emissions sources that require 

analysis under the GHG Emission Quantification Protocol; however, the EEA Secretary may use discretion to require 

GHG analysis of certain types of other project impacts, including projects that will result in alteration of land greater 

than 50 acres.  

NEP engaged the services of Regenerative Design Group (“RDG”) to update the GHG emissions associated with 

proposed Project activities (e.g. tree removal) as part of the FEIR filing, to incorporate design updates and 

vegetation-management information developed since the DEIR filing. The updated analysis retains the general 

carbon-accounting methodology used for the DEIR, while incorporating more recent LiDAR data and refined mapping 

of areas where trees will be removed, selectively removed, pruned, or retained. It also evaluates existing carbon 

stocks across the Project area and separately identifies tree canopy within the ROW that will remain unaffected. 

These refinements reduce the area modeled as full tree removal and provide a more representative estimate of the 

Project's anticipated effects on existing carbon stocks and future sequestration potential.  

The analysis found that the Project would result in a one-time release of carbon from tree removal and the ongoing 

loss of carbon sequestration over a 30- to 40-year period. Per the quantitative carbon analysis conducted by RDG, 

the Project would result in a one-time loss of 12,548 metric tons of carbon (compared to 14,539 metric tons of 

carbon reported in the DEIR) from the removal of trees and the short-term effects of that removal on soil and forest 

floor carbon. Over the next 30 years, the area is expected to recover 2,260 metric tons of carbon through 

sequestration (compared to 2,474 metric tons of carbon reported in the DEIR), resulting in an estimated net loss of 

10,288 metric tons of carbon (compared to 12,165 metric tons of carbon reported in the DEIR). Post removal of the 

trees from the edges of the ROW, the area will be maintained as shrubland. Therefore, following vegetative 

conversion to shrubland, this will result in a 30-year loss in sequestration potential 5,368 metric tons of carbon 

(compared to 6,917 metric tons of carbon reported in the DEIR) (see Section 7.4.1 for more details). Within the 

combined 217.7-acre footprint where tree removals are proposed (i.e., this acreage does not include off-ROW 

pruning estimates), it is estimated that up to 15,656 metric tons of carbon would be released or not sequestered 

over the next 30 years (compared to 19,082 metric tons of carbon reported in the DEIR). Refer to Section 7.4.1 and 

Section 7.4.2 for additional details of the non-soil and soil carbon analyses, respectively. The updated full analysis, 

including background and methodology, is included in Appendix G and updated results are presented in Table 7-1. 

One metric ton of carbon is equivalent to about 3.7 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) emissions. 

The average home in Massachusetts based on the most recent full inventory of the state’s GHG emissions, in 2022, 

emits approximately 7.45 MT CO2e per year. The estimated release, or non-sequestering, over the next 30 years, of 

up to 15,656 metric tons of carbon due to project activities can be represented as approximately 57,405 MT CO2e. 

This averages to approximately 1,914 MT CO2e per year over the 30 year planning horizon, which is the equivalent of 

approximately 257 homes worth of energy use in 1 year. The overall GHG emissions in the 2022 inventory were 

68.8 million MT CO2e, putting the annual project emissions at approximately 0.00003 percent of annual state 

emissions. 

7.4.1 Non-Soil Carbon  

At the time of vegetative cover conversion, the impact on non-soil carbon stocks includes removal of above ground 

live and dead trees on 181.2 acres along the right of way, as well as 36.5 acres off the right of way. This results in 

the removal of 9,568 metric tons of carbon. Over the next 30 years, as the converted area transitions to and is 
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maintained as a shrub dominated landscape, this will result in the sequestration of 2,269 metric tons of carbon. If 

the area along the ROW were to remain as trees, an additional 4,557 metric tons of carbon would be sequestered. 

7.4.2 Soil Carbon 

The change from forested to shrubland land cover in the 181.2 acres to be removed along the right of way, as well as 

the 36.5 acres off the right of way, will result in a reduction of 3,001 metric tons of soil carbon. This change will also 

result in a loss of the soil carbon sequestration potential over a 30-year period of 814 metric tons of carbon. 

Table 7-1: Proposed Land Conversion and Associated Carbon Flux  

 On ROW Off-ROW Total 

Area of Impact (acres) 181.2 acres 36.5 acres1 217.7 acres1 

Non-Soil Carbon One -Time Loss (metric tons of 

carbon [“mt”]) 

8,288 mt 1,280 mt 9,568 mt 

Non-Soil Carbon Sequestration 30 Year Loss (mt) 4,075 mt 482 mt 4,557 mt 

Non-Soil Carbon 30 Year Recovery (mt)1 1,313 mt 955 mt 2,269 mt 

Non-Soil Carbon Total 30 Year Loss (mt) 11,050 mt 807 mt 11,857 mt 

Soil Carbon One -Time Loss (mt) 3,001 mt 0 mt 3,001 mt 

Soil Carbon Sequestration 30 Year Loss (mt) 814 mt 0 mt 814 mt 

Soil Carbon Total 30 Year Loss (mt) 3,815 mt 0 mt 3,815 mt 

Total Carbon 30 Year Loss (mt) 14,865 mt 807 mt 15,672 mt 

1 These values do not include off-ROW pruning, which is why the value differs from the 233.1 acre value referenced for total 

vegetative cover type conversion.  

2  The italicized values represent gains rather than losses. 

7.5 Summary of Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

The purpose of the proposed Project is to address the asset condition of the Lines which are no longer fit-for-purpose, 

mitigate potential risks of electrical failure, and to provide long-term reliable delivery of electrical service and 

maintenance of the Lines. NEP’s goal is to meet the projected future demand on the transmission system resulting 

from the electrification of the energy system, essential to achieving the Commonwealth’s decarbonization goals. 

To provide mitigation for tree removals per the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF and DEIR, NEP is committed to 

implementing a mitigation package that addresses the unavoidable loss of trees. NEP plans to prioritize preservation 

of an equivalent acreage of forested open space, which is expected to address mitigation for both rare species 

habitat and carbon impacts. To the extent that preservation does not provide acreage equivalent to the acres of tree 

removal, NEP will work with DCR, MassAudubon, and/or local land trusts to fund projects that offset losses in carbon 

sequestration. Furthermore, NEP will continue to work with landowners, its contractors, local organizations, and the 

State to identify opportunities for beneficial reuse of felled wood, including through wood banks and long-lived wood 

products, where feasible. Refer to Section 8.2.7 for additional information regarding proposed mitigation for tree 

removals. 
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8 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

Measures 

This section provides a summary of the proposed avoidance and minimization measures (Section 8.1) detailed 

throughout this DEIR; compensatory mitigation review (Section 8.2); proposed mitigation for wetland impacts, NHESP 

Rare Species Habitat, tree removals, and EJ Populations (Section 8.3); and mitigation costs and responsible parties 

(Section 8.4). 

8.1 Summary of Proposed Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

NEP has incorporated an approach to the siting, design, and construction means and methods that avoids and 

minimizes impacts wherever practicable. These measures include:  

▪ Limiting work to the existing utility ROW and associated access routes to minimize new land alteration; 

▪ Prioritizing access routes and work pad locations which avoid resource areas (or where unavoidable, cross 

resource areas at their narrowest point);  

▪ Limiting the extent of grading and addition of stone to the minimum area necessary to provide safe access and 

work areas (thus minimizing alteration of site topography, hydrology, and substrate);  

▪ Limiting conversion of vegetative cover types to those necessary for safe line clearances and access to the ROW, 

while retaining shrub and understory vegetation wherever possible;  

▪ Locating replacement structures as close to existing structures as possible (minimizing new areas of 

disturbance); and  

▪ Locating replacement structures as far from the edge of resource areas as possible (while maintaining safe line 

spans and avoiding “sag” in the lines).  

NEP has also evaluated alternative construction methodologies designed to reduce impacts to environmentally 

sensitive areas. Specifically, NEP and their consultant team assessed the constructability of the Project to identify 

ways to minimize impacts from installation of access and construction work areas. Access and construction work 

areas have been designed such that permanent changes in substrate and grade are limited to only where required 

for safety. 

Avoidance and minimization measures proposed for construction include appropriate BMPs such as erosion control 

barriers, use of construction mats, minimizing areas of disturbance, and restoration when necessary. NEP has 

established BMPs that will be followed by NEP employees and contractors for accessing sites and performing 

construction activities on transmission line ROWs. These procedures, outlined in Section 8 of the DEIR and 

Appendix H, strive to ensure that the Project will be completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and 

regulations as well as with NEP policies and compliance objectives. Impact avoidance and minimization measures 

that NEP will implement throughout construction are summarized in Table 8-1, below. 
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Table 8-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures, BMPs and Schedule Matrix 

  

Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

General 

An Environmental Field Issue (“EFI”) document will be developed for the Project and used for training contractors and 

environmental monitors. The EFI is a comprehensive document that outlines permit conditions, includes New England 

Power Company (“NEP”) Best Management Practices (“BMPs”) and specifies the expectations and requirements that NEP 

will hold construction personnel responsible for compliance with. A copy of the EFI is kept on file at the NEP office, at the 

site trailer and/or site supervisor’s vehicle. Contractor training will be an ongoing process, as needed, when new 

personnel arrive on site. 

X X X X X X X 

Land Disturbance and 

Stormwater 

Erosion and sediment controls will be installed and maintained. The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) will 

be implemented to ensure that BMPs are utilized during construction to address potential impacts from erosion and 

stormwater runoff. Stormwater management and pollution prevention will be accomplished through stabilization and 

structural control BMPs, as well as good housekeeping practices.  A component of the SWPPP will include requirements 

for spill control, clean up and reporting. 

X X X X X X X 

Disturbed areas on the site will be stabilized using standard BMPs, which can include seeding and mulching, 

hydroseeding, water bars, slope breakers, amongst others, to be presented in the EFI document. 
X X X X X X X 

Conversion of vegetative cover types will be conducted using methods and equipment which minimize ground 

disturbance, such as feller bunchers or other tree handling equipment where possible. To the extent feasible, NEP forestry 

crews will preserve understory scrub-shrub and herbaceous vegetation to avoid creating areas of bare soil surfaces. 

X       

Where conversion of vegetative cover types and/or improved access is proposed in areas of steep slopes or high erosive 

potential, additional precautions will be taken to ensure soil stability is maintained. These may include installation of 

water bars, plunge pools, diversion channels, and/or check dams, as appropriate to site specific conditions.  

X X X    X 

Dust controls will be implemented as needed throughout the duration of the Project, on disturbed soils that are subject to 

surface dust movement and dust blowing. 
X X X X X X X 

Conversion of 

vegetative cover types 

Where conversion of vegetative cover types is proposed within the ROW (i.e., in areas which will be permanently 

maintained as low growing, herbaceous or scrub-shrub communities), appropriate conservation seed mixes will be applied 

in areas of bare soil surfaces, to promote biodiversity, pollinator habitat, and replace lost forest habitats with alternative 

ecologically valuable community types. Where conversion of vegetative cover types occurs within NHESP habitat areas, 

guidelines from NHESP will be followed. NEP is a member of the Monarch Candidate Conservation Agreement with 

Assurances (“CCAA”) and is currently undergoing a bio-audit to benchmark the habitat and ecosystem quality of the ROW. 

Further details of the on-going bio-audit are available here: https://bioaudit.acrt.com/national-grid/. 

X      X 

Where conditions are suitable, a portion of the wood generated during conversion of vegetative cover type activities will 

remain on-site as standing snags, brush piles, log piles, and decaying large woody debris. Optimal locations for these 

habitat features will be determined in coordination with NHESP (in the case of rare species habitat), and by professional 

ecologists and wildlife biologists (BSC Group), for areas outside of designated rare species habitat. 

X      X 

Within NEP fee-owned parcels, wood generated from vegetation removal associated with the conversion of vegetative 

cover types will be reused in long-lived wood products where feasible or donated to wood banks in Massachusetts. 

Because tree removal will occur over multiple years, opportunities for wood reuse and donation will be evaluated during 

construction planning for each phase, when contractors have been retained and the availability, capacity, and logistical 

feasibility of nearby wood banks can be assessed. 

Outside of NEP fee-owned parcels, trees within the ROW are owned by the respective private landowners. Accordingly, NEP 

cannot control or accurately account for how wood from these properties will ultimately be used, retained, or disposed of. 

As a result, it is not possible to provide a detailed accounting of wood distribution or end use for material originating from 

privately owned lands. 

X       

https://bioaudit.acrt.com/national-grid/
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Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

Wetlands and 

Waterways 
 

Install, inspect, and maintain temporary erosion and sediment controls, and other applicable construction BMPs, around 

work sites in or near wetlands. These will minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation, mark the limits of 

wetlands, and restrict crew access, as appropriate. 

 X X X X X X 

Within jurisdictional resource areas, limit grading for access and work areas to the extent necessary to provide a safe 

workspace. 
  X  X  X 

Avoid or minimize access through wetlands to the extent practicable. Where access must be improved or developed 

outside of vegetated wetlands, the access would be designed (where practical), so as not to interfere with surface water 

flow or the functions of the wetland. 

X X X X X X X 

Once construction is complete, restore wetlands to pre-construction configurations and contours, to the extent 

practicable. For work areas improved within Riverfront area (“RA”), post construction these areas will be loamed and 

seeded to re-establish vegetative cover.  

      X 

Comply with the conditions of local, state, and federal permit conditions related to wetlands. X X X X X X X 

Store petroleum products more than 100 feet (“ft”) from a wetland. X X X X X X X 

Proposed stream crossings with be temporary in nature and will be bridged using construction mats laid to not impact the 

hydrology or the bed of the stream. 
X X X X X X X 

Limit disturbance for structure foundations in wetlands to the amount necessary to perform the installations.     X   

Do not pile cut woody wetland vegetation to block surface water flows or otherwise to adversely affect the integrity of the 

wetland.  
X       

Schedule activities located near waterways during low-flow periods to the extent practicable. Some crossings may need to 

be installed outside of typical low-flow periods where necessary to maintain the Project construction schedule, including 

required transmission line outage windows that cannot be modified without affecting transmission system reliability. 

X  X     

Overhead crossings designed to avoid conflicts.     X X  

Vernal Pool 

Except in areas where access is required, existing scrub-shrub vegetation within 25 ft of vernal pools (“VPs”) will be 

maintained, consistent with ROW vegetation management requirements. 
X      X 

If low-growth (scrub-shrub) vegetation must be cut adjacent to VPs, the cut vegetation (“slash”) will be left in place to 

serve as recruitment for leaf litter and coarse woody debris. 
X      X 

Soil erosion and sediment control BMPs will be installed and maintained along access within (or in close proximity to) VPs. 

Sediment built up behind these BMPs will periodically be removed and placed in upland areas, in a manner that will 

preclude the potential for subsequent deposition into the pools. 

 X X X X X X 

To the extent that circuit outage and other construction timing constraints allow, NEP will schedule work within the vicinity 

of VP habitats so as not to interfere with amphibian breeding and migration seasons. 
X X X X X X X 

Construction activities that must occur in or near VPs will conform to the measures described in Section 5.2.2 to avoid or 

minimize the potential for the spread of invasive species to VP habitat. 
X X X X X X X 

For Project activities that must occur adjacent to VPs during amphibian migration periods, measures will be implemented 

on a site-specific basis as necessary to facilitate unencumbered amphibian access to and from VPs, e.g., placing wood 

chip ramps at intervals along sediment control fencing, leaving gaps in or staggering the installation of soil erosion and 

sediment controls, and aligning soil erosion and sediment controls to avoid bifurcating VP habitat. 

X X X X X X X 

Where existing on-ROW access adjacent to VP must be improved, construction mats will be used if practicable; otherwise, 

clean materials will be used (e.g., clean riprap, gravel, stone, or equivalent and rock fords).  
  X X X X X 
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Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

 

Water Supply 

Protection 
 

Where dewatering is necessary during excavations for structures within or adjacent to Surface Water Supply Protection 

Zones, water will be pumped into appropriate dewatering basins. 
    X   

Where drilling is necessary for the installation of caisson foundations, mud boxes or similar containment BMPs used to 

contain the drilling mud and excess soil will be removed regularly from the work site. 
    X   

Post-construction restoration and stabilization will be implemented.       X 

Design changes have been incorporated to minimize impacts within rare species habitat, particularly in terms of access 

and work area sizes and locations, and the use of temporary construction matting to protect particularly sensitive upland 

areas.  

X  X     

Rare 

Species Contractor 

Education and 

Awareness 

Contractors working in state-listed species habitats will be trained in species identification and general life 

history/behavioral notes. If a state-listed species is encountered, contractors will be instructed to notify NEP and the 

approved wildlife monitor. Additionally, contractors will be required to practice good housekeeping and securely dispose of 

food wrappers and waste to discourage any increase in the predator population. 

X X X X X X X 

Construction Timing 

and Restrictions for 

Rare Species 

Activities resulting in an open excavation during the active reptile season must be completed or filled in by the end of 

workday. Alternatively, exclusion fencing will be installed in state-listed reptile habitat when excavation cannot be 

completed in one day during the active season. Dewatering discharge will be directed to a straw bale or silt fence basin in 

a preferably vegetated upland area. Unattended foundation excavations will be covered. Additionally, silt fence placed in 

state-listed reptile habitat will be removed immediately following site stabilization to prevent barriers to movement. 

    X   

If permanent access upgrades are unavoidable within protected reptile habitat areas during the active season, full-time 

monitoring will be provided by an approved wildlife biologist. If activities occur during the reptile active season, visual 

inspections must be performed by trained personnel (see below).  

  X     

Important habitat areas for the protected species will be delineated/identified on the Project construction plans provided 

with the EFI. These features will also be flagged or demarcated in the field. 
X X X X X X X 

If a state-listed species is encountered, the monitor will: Record observations on NHESP Rare Animal Observation Form; 

Photo-document the species; If outside of nesting season, move reptiles in the direction they are traveling (not across 

paved access); or if during nesting season, not disturb the nest site and identify nest location with flagging. 

X X X X X X X 

Monitoring for Rare 

Species 

Weather forecasts will also be monitored carefully during the inactive season, as instances of unseasonably warm 

weather can trigger early activity. NEP will assume and prepare for the potential of protected reptiles entering work areas 

during certain weather conditions. Monitors will be available to sweep during sunny days, warmer than 50 degrees 

Fahrenheit (“°F”), when snow cover is absent.  

X X X X X X X 

NHESP will provide specific management requirements where cutting is required for maintenance activities in wetland 

resources areas located within mapped state-listed species habitat. 
X X X X X X X 

Areas dominated by low-growing shrub species (lowbush blueberry, huckleberry, sheep laurel, New Jersey tea, sweet fern 

and scrub oak) should be encouraged and restored if disturbance is necessary for maintenance-related activities.  
      X 

Materials will not be stockpiled in Certified Vernal Pools (“CVPs”) or wetland resource areas. X X X X X X X 

Parking of contractor vehicles will be limited or avoided, when practicable, in specified areas within the ROW. X X X X X X X 

Equipment will be monitored regularly for leaks and secondary containment will be used under equipment that will be 

parked in habitat areas during construction. Refueling will not occur within 100 ft of wetlands or waterways. 
X X X X X X X 
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Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

 

Vegetation 

Management for Rare 

Species 

NHESP-mapped habitats within the ROW are subject to the special conditions established in NEP’s Vegetation 

Management Plan (“VMP”).  
X       

Mechanical clearing/mowing related to permanent access upgrades will be avoided during sensitive breeding/dispersal 

period(s) in state-listed amphibian habitat. When vegetative management is unavoidable during the active season, blades 

should be set no lower than 7 inches off the ground (preferably 12 inches). Mowing will occur in low gear or at slow 

speeds to allow individuals time to react. Visual sweeps will occur as described in the monitoring subsection. 

X  X     

As practicable, a minimum 25-ft-wide vegetated buffer strip (of ROW-compatible species), will be left undisturbed around 

the edge of vernal pools in mapped habitat for state-listed amphibians. This will provide habitat for protected amphibian 

species and further reduce the risk of surface run-off into sensitive VP habitats.  

X       

Construction mats will be used for wetland access. This practice retains root systems and seed stock and facilitates 

revegetation post-construction.  
X X X X X X X 

Where conversion of vegetative cover types is proposed within NHESP habitat, NEP will coordinate with NHESP to provide 

a comprehensive mitigation plan for activities associated with it. This may include species-specific habitat enhancement 

and creation measures, both on and off-ROW.  

X      X 

Erosion and sediment controls will be installed and maintained to protect water quality in wetlands, vernal pools, and 

other waterbodies. During breeding and active seasons, barriers in state-listed species habitat will be checked daily for 

trapped amphibians and reptiles, which will be relocated by an approved wildlife monitor to the nearest undisturbed area. 

Monofilament-encased barriers will not be used in state-listed amphibian habitat. Refer to NEP EG-303 (details AA-22, AA-

24, and AA-25) for guidance on wood chip ramps and overlapping controls to prevent complete barriers to and from 

breeding pools. 

X X X X X X X 

Access improvements within protected amphibian and/or reptile habitat areas will include appropriate contouring and 

reduced “curb/shoulder” slopes, to facilitate migration across access routes. 
  X     

Upon completion of the Project activities, work areas for maintenance activities will be restored to existing condition. 

These areas will be allowed to progressively vegetate with typical regular management.  
      X 

Specialized 

Construction and 

Restoration Measures 

for Rare Species 

Native vegetation should be preserved in and adjacent to wetlands whenever practicable. Use of construction mats allows 

for the preservation of root stock by tamping down existing vegetation. Construction matting within wetlands in Priority 

and Estimated Habitat (for either protected invertebrate species), will be removed immediately after completion of work, 

to reduce impacts to emergent vegetation and facilitate revegetation. 

X X X X X X X 

Vegetation and maintenance activities will continue to be managed regularly in NHESP habitat using restrictions and 

measures that avoid adverse impacts to protected species.  
X X X X X X X 

 

 

 

 

 

Invasive Species 

 

 

 

 

Identification of the wetlands containing invasive species will be shown on Project plans provided to contractors. X X X X X X X 

Environmental training of workers so that BMPs are implemented consistently. X X X X X X X 

Requiring contractors check that construction equipment, vehicles, and materials (e.g., equipment mats) be clean and 

free of excess soil, debris, and vegetation before being mobilized to the Project Right-of-Way (“ROWs”).  
X X X X X X X 

Cleaning any equipment working in or traversing a wetland containing invasive plant species prior to relocating to another 

work site. Cleaning of vehicles and other equipment (including the tracks and tires) will involve removal of visible dirt, 

debris and vegetation using brooms, shovels, and, if needed, compressed air.  

X  X X X X X 

Use of construction mats at wetland crossings so construction vehicles that frequently travel along on-ROW access routes, 

such as pickups carrying personnel or material delivery trucks, can avoid direct wetland interaction.  
X X X X X X X 

Use of straw, or alternative BMP erosion and sedimentation controls will be used in and near wetlands.  X X  X  X 
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Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Invasive Species (cont.) 

Mats used in wetlands containing invasive species will be cleaned prior relocation to other work areas or wetlands. 

Cleaning of matting will involve dropping mats one on top of another to loosen any sediment and debris. The matting will 

then be swept to remove loose soil and any plant material.  

X X X X X X X 

Construction equipment and excavated soil material will be contained within the approved limits of work areas within the 

ROW; these limits of work will be defined on Project plans. 
X X X X X X X 

Soils excavated from wetlands or riparian areas containing a predominance of invasive plants will be stockpiled separately 

(to the extent that there is sufficient workspace) and contained within staked bales, silt fence or other approved erosion 

and sedimentation control BMPs to minimize the potential of spreading these soils elsewhere onto the ROW.  

    X   

Final restoration of the ROW will be performed in accordance with NEP’s Environmental Guidance Document EG-303.        X 

NEP field monitors will perform site inspections and oversee the contractors’ compliance with applicable federal, state, 

and local permit conditions, Project plans (e.g., SWPPP), and NEP policies. 
X X X X X X X 

Soil and vegetation disturbance will be minimized to the extent practicable. X X X X X X X 

Erosion and sedimentation controls will be installed and maintained, per the SWPPP.  X X X X X X 

Prior to moving to other work areas, remove plant matter, soil, or other deleterious material from equipment and 

construction matting when working at the sites containing invasive species. 
X  X X X X X 

Historic Resources 

Mitigation will be determined in consultation with Massachusetts Historical Commission (“MHC”), Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer (“THPOs”), Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”), any other consulting parties and 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (“ACHP”), as appropriate. 

If determined to be necessary, data collection activities will occur prior to any construction activities. If the site is to be 

protected in place, appropriate protective measures will be taken when earth-disturbing construction activities occur in 

the vicinity. 

X X X X X X X 

Hazardous Waste 

Work will be completed in accordance with EG-303, EG-501, EG-502, and EG-1707 which describe NEP’s procedures for 

managing hazardous waste and contaminated soils, and NEP’s spill response and reporting procedures.  
X X X X X X X 

If oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the implementation of this Project, notification will be made to 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”), per reporting requirements, and the necessary 

precautions outlined in NEPs BMPs and relevant permits will be followed. 

X X X X X X X 

Develop a spill prevention and response plan with procedures to be used during construction to minimize the potential for 

a fuel spill and, if a spill occurs, to control and minimize potential effects.  
X X X X X X X 

If refueling and maintenance in the field are necessary, vehicles and equipment will be brought to an area greater than 

100 ft away from sensitive environmental features, and reasonable environmental precautions will be taken. 
X X X X X X X 

General 

Decarbonization 

Benefits 

Improved transmission system infrastructure will provide improved electric transmission reliability, increased line capacity, 

and more opportunities for the interconnection of renewable energy generating facilities. Additionally, since the Project 

supports the transition to utilizing renewable energy resources, the Project promotes public health with regard to future 

reduction of air pollution, as well as water and soil contamination. Generating energy from renewable sources reduces the 

amount of energy generated from fossil fuels, the latter of which is associated with harmful gases that contribute to 

respiratory diseases such as emphysema and asthma. 

    X X  
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Parameter 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures and BMPs 

Construction Activity 

Vegetation 

Removal & 

Mowing 

Erosion & 

Sediment 

Controls 

Access  

Improvement 

Structure  

Removal / 

Disposal 

Structure  

Installation 

Wire  

Replacement 

ROW 

Restoration 

 

 

 

Climate Change 

Adaptation & Resiliency 

Precipitation Resiliency: 

Replacement steel structures and caisson foundations are more resilient to weather extremes than the existing 

structures. A review of the recent operating history, design, and physical condition of the Lines demonstrates that they 

should be rebuilt to ensure reliable service. In light of these concerns, the Lines will be designed with additional capacity 

to meet known and anticipated future requirements. 

Access improvements will better withstand flood conditions and will reduce the potential for erosion impacts during future 

maintenance. 

Improved line clearances (conversion of vegetative cover types) will reduce the risk of outages due to trees falling on the 

lines, which is likely to become more frequent with climate change (due to both temperature stress and increased 

precipitation destabilizing upland trees). 

Mitigation measures for work within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (“BLSF”) and wetlands (described below) also 

facilitate precipitation resiliency. 

  X  X X  

Temperature Resiliency: 

Upgrades to infrastructure, e.g., insulators and conductors, will allow the system to handle greater electrical loads during 

heat waves. 

    X X  

Inland Flooding Resiliency: 

Replacement steel structures and caisson foundations are more resilient to inundation. 

Structures within the floodplain are not expected to restrict flows or cause an increase in flood stage or velocity. 

Impacts to peak runoff rates (from conversion of vegetative cover types and increases in impervious surface area), will be 

mitigated through a combination of hard and soft engineering techniques.   

    X  X 

Traffic 

Develop and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to minimize traffic impacts and maintain a safe work 

zone and safe passage for the traveling public. Coordinate with MassDOT to obtain approval for overhead transmission 

line crossings of state highways (including the use of guard structures) and access to the NEP ROW from state highways, 

and coordinate with municipalities regarding traffic management needs on locally owned roads. 

  X   X  

Emissions 

Diesel-powered non-road construction equipment with engine horsepower ratings of 50 and above to be used for 30 or 

more days over the course of Project construction will have United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(“EPA”)-verified (or equivalent) emission control BMPs, such as oxidation catalysts or other comparable technologies (to 

the extent that they are commercially available) installed on the exhaust system side of the diesel combustion engine. 

Vehicle idling will be minimized in accordance with Massachusetts’ Anti-idling law, M.G.L. c. 90, § 16A, c. 111, §§ 142A – 

142M, and 310 CMR 7.11. NEP requires the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel (“ULSD”) fuel in its diesel-powered construction 

equipment and limits idling time to five minutes except when engine power is necessary for the delivery of materials or to 

operate accessories to the vehicle such as power lifts. 

X X X X X X X 

Dust controls will be evaluated and implemented as needed throughout the duration of the Project on disturbed soils that 

are subject to surface dust movement and dust blowing. 
X X X X X X X 
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8.2 Compensatory Mitigation 

After feasible and practicable available measures to avoid or minimize Project impacts have been implemented (as 

described in the “Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation” sections of each preceding section and summarized in 

Table 8-1), NEP will provide appropriate compensatory mitigation for Project impacts, in line with the requirements of 

the various regulatory programs under which the Project is being permitted. NEP will incorporate elements of both 

in--situ restoration and off-site compensatory mitigation approaches into its mitigation packages.  

NEP will work with the appropriate regulatory agencies during permitting to finalize mitigation proposals as required 

by federal, state, and local regulations. Under most regulatory programs, NEP proposes in-situ restoration as the 

primary means of providing 1:1 restoration of impacts associated with construction matting and work areas involving 

soil disturbance, such as around the base of structure installation/removal sites. Wetland replication will be provided 

under the 401 provisions.  Where required by statute and in areas of permanent impact, such as where structures 

will be installed in resource areas, NEP will provide compensatory mitigation. As approved in consultation with 

regulatory agencies, compensatory mitigation may include off-site preservation of forested land or wetlands, and 

culvert and stream enhancements, or other replication, restoration, or preservation packages. 

8.2.1 Compensatory Mitigation Requirements 

The Project is subject to a variety of environmental permits and authorizations that may require compensatory 

mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional/regulated areas that cannot be avoided or minimized. In consultation with 

regulatory agencies, NEP will provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts in order to comply with the 

various permit programs that have jurisdiction over work planned as part of the Project. NEP is working with federal, 

state, and local agencies to determine appropriate approaches to compensatory mitigation required by these permit 

programs. Compensatory mitigation standards and requirements fall under several jurisdictional programs such as 

the federal, state and local wetland regulations, including: 

▪ Clean Water Act (“CWA”) Section 401 Water Quality Certification (MassDEP) 

▪ WPA (MassDEP and Local Conservation Commissions) 

▪ CWA Section 404 (USACE)1 

▪ Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA) (NHESP) 

▪ State Historic Preservation Act / NHPA Section 106 (MHC) 1 

▪ Local Wetland Regulations 

At this stage of Project permitting, exact details of the anticipated mitigation packages have not been finalized. NEP 

is in consultation with regulatory agencies to ensure that the construction methods and anticipated mitigation 

measures will meet applicable mitigation criteria. Given the overlap in jurisdiction over resource areas in many 

locations (for example, wetlands within NHESP habitat or DCR land), NEP anticipates that some mitigation packages 

will be able to address multiple Project impact types within the same comprehensive package. In other cases, 

mitigation may be more tailored to specific concerns or specific jurisdictions 

8.2.2 Conversion of Vegetative Cover Types Compensatory Mitigation Requirements 

Within wetlands, conversion of vegetative cover types, while defined as an “alteration” or a “secondary impact” under 

state and federal regulation, does not constitute a loss of BVW or a discharge of fill material into Waters of the United 

States (“WOTUS”). There is no requirement in the WPA or the 401 Water Quality Certification (“WQC”) regulations to 

compensate for conversion of wetlands from one vegetation cover type to another, as no BVW or WOTUS within the 

Commonwealth is “lost” following vegetation removal. The WPA regulations require NEP to mitigate the reduction or 

loss of the capacity of a wetland to provide for any of the Statutory Interests for specific regulated resource areas. As 

described in Section 5 of the DEIR, NEP has documented existing conditions within jurisdictional wetlands along the 

Project ROW and assessed potential construction impacts. Per this analysis, the Project will not impair the integrity of 

the wetland or ability of the wetland to provide for the statutory interests as provided in M.G.L. c. 131, §40. 

 
1  While MEPA Review is primarily concerned with state regulatory requirements, some federal and/or local regulatory 

requirements overlap with those promulgated by the state. These are included in this table, for reference. 
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While conversion of vegetative cover types will not result in permanent loss of BVW, this activity is considered 

permanent wetland alteration and will result in a change in community type from Palustrine Forested Wetlands 

(“PFO”) wetland to Palustrine Scrub Shrub Wetlands (“PSS”) or Palustrine Emergent Wetlands (“PEM”). Conversion of 

vegetative cover types will be selective and will only remove tall-growing species which have the potential to interfere 

with the overhead transmission lines, or trees which are directly obstructing access to the ROW. Trees will be cut near 

the ground surface, and root balls left intact to maintain soil stability. Cut stumps will be treated with herbicide during 

the next routine maintenance cycle, reducing regrowth and the need for future tree cutting. Understory shrub and 

emergent wetland vegetation will be left intact and maintained under long term vegetation management cycles as 

PSS or transitional PFO/PSS systems. These transitional systems can be a beneficial natural resource as they provide 

wetland functional diversity in an otherwise forested area and provide valuable and important wildlife habitat as 

PSS/PEM wetland types. Accordingly, NEP does not anticipate providing compensatory BVW mitigation under the 

WPA or 401 WQC regulatory programs for conversion of vegetative cover types within wetlands along the existing 

ROW edge.  

Some conversion of vegetative cover types will take place within RA. NEP recognizes that maintaining/re-establishing 

vegetation within the RA is critical to protecting water supplies, providing flood control, preventing pollution, and 

protecting wildlife and fisheries habitat. Therefore, NEP is proposing in-situ restoration of disturbed soil surface to 

promote soil stabilization and rapid revegetation. Additionally, NEP will loam and seed work areas with native grass 

and herbaceous species following construction to reestablish vegetative cover. 

Additionally, pursuant to 310 CMR 10.60, proposed BMPs have been approved by NHESP for prior, similar projects, 

and NEP anticipates that these BMPs will contribute to the Project’s avoidance and minimization measures. A MESA 

Project Checklist will be submitted for the Project, and impact avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures 

within rare species habitats (including those associated with conversion of vegetative cover types), will be designed in 

coordination with NHESP, and with the specific habitat requirements of known rare species in mind. NEP will 

continue to work closely with NHESP throughout the MESA review process, including continued coordination and 

preparation of a Conservation Management Plan. 

Under federal Section 404 regulation, conversion of vegetative cover types, more specifically defined as a conversion 

of wetland vegetation cover type, is a “Secondary Impact.” Secondary impacts are effects on wetlands that are 

associated with a discharge of dredged or fill materials, but do not result from the actual placement of the dredged or 

fill material (40 CFR 230.11(h)). NEP will coordinate with the USACE to ensure all mitigation requirements are met. 

8.2.3 Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Discharge of Fill Material/Wetland Loss 

To mitigate unavoidable permanent impacts associated with installation of new or replacement structures in 

wetlands, NEP will work with the USACE, the MassDEP, and local Conservation Commissions to develop 

compensatory mitigation plans. NEP currently anticipates utilizing the MA In-Lieu Fee program (ILFP) 2, administered 

by the MA Department of Fish and Game (“DFG”) for compensatory mitigation under Section 404. The In-Lieu Fee 

program is  additional mitigation measures required by state and local agencies will be determined during the 

consultation and permitting processes with these agencies. 

8.2.3.1 Wetland Replication 

Where permanent fill (and associated loss of wetlands) is proposed, NEP will provide compensatory wetland 

replication meeting the requirements of the 401 WQC and local bylaws where applicable. Preparation of the wetland 

replication areas will include excavation of upland soils and backfilling with hydric soil, application of a suitable 

wetland seed mix, herbaceous plugs, and shrub plantings, and appropriate monitoring to ensure that the replication 

site achieves at least 75 percent native vegetation cover within two growing seasons. The wetland replication areas 

will be excavated to meet the appropriate grades necessary for hydrologic connectivity to the adjacent wetland and 

filled with suitable hydric soil material (free from invasive species seeds or rootstock).  

Following establishment of final grades that meet the grade of the adjacent existing wetland, the replication area will 

be planted with species that occur in the proposed impact area, which have high wildlife habitat value, and/or that 

 
2  The ILFP affords Corps permittees the new option of paying an in-lieu fee to DFG's ILFP as mitigation for their project impacts 

to federally-regulated aquatic resources. DFG, in turn, will aggregate ILFP fees to implement larger-scale mitigation projects. 

ILFP mitigation projects will focus on permanently protecting aquatic resources and upland buffers and/or restoring impacted 

aquatic resources within four identified bio-regions covering the state (called “Service Areas”). More information can be found 

at https://www.mass.gov/info-details/learn-about-dfgs-in-lieu-fee-program.  

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/learn-about-dfgs-in-lieu-fee-program
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are consistent with species in the adjacent existing wetland. Seed mix, herbaceous plugs, and shrub plantings will be 

completed immediately following soils work and grading. Wetland replication areas will be mulched and watered as 

necessary, and appropriate erosion and sediment controls will be installed prior to work and left in place until the 

wetland replication areas are fully stabilized. Replication areas will be monitored as required in local, state, and 

federal permits. NEP has prepared draft wetland replication plans for each location. Prospective mitigation areas will 

be located in areas hydrologically connected to the impacted wetland where feasible. Wetland replications areas 

have been proposed based on their proximity to impact areas, and potential to enhance the functions and values of 

existing wetland systems. Wetland replication will be provided at a minimum of 1:1 ratio of wetland replication to 

wetland loss and 2:1 ratio within ORW wetlands. Replication plans will be refined throughout the permitting process 

by MassDEP through the 401 WQC process and by Conservation Commissions through NOIs for each municipality in 

which permanent impacts to BVW are proposed. 

By replicating wetland hydrology, soils, and vegetation of the impact area, conditions will be established that will 

allow the replication of wetland functions and values, and thus will protect the interests of the Commonwealth’s 

Water Quality Standards, 401 WQC provisions, and the WPA. Interests of the WPA that are associated with hydrologic 

functioning (public and private water supply, ground water supply, flood control, storm damage prevention, 

prevention of pollution, land containing shellfish, fisheries), will be protected because the wetland replication areas 

will provide, at a minimum, an equivalent area for groundwater and surface water storage, filtration, and wetland 

vegetation. Wetland wildlife habitat functions/interests will likewise be replicated, with plant species chosen to 

replicate the species that were impacted, or because they offer high wildlife habitat value.  

8.2.4 Compensatory Flood Storage 

The majority of Project impacts within BLSF are associated with 2.3 acres of vegetative cover type conversion, use of 

3.9 acres of temporary construction matting, and with 1.2 acres of gravel access and work pad improvements. 

Conversion of vegetative cover type activities will be performed in a manner so as to minimize the potential for runoff 

and impacts to flood storage capacity and infiltration of stormwater by retaining as much understory vegetation as 

possible. Where temporary construction matting is required within BLSF, matting will be appropriately anchored to 

ensure that there is no risk of it becoming dislodged or causing an obstruction in the event of flooding. Once 

construction is complete, matting will be removed from BLSF. Where stone access or work pad improvements are 

required within BLSF, these areas will be over-excavated to ensure that there is no net loss in flood storage capacity. 

Once construction is complete, these areas will be allowed to naturally revegetate, minimizing impacts to infiltration 

rates or overland flows. 

The Project will result in de minimis impacts within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding (BLSF) associated with the 

installation of 15 structure foundations (10 concrete caissons and five direct embed) to replace the 12 existing 

structure foundations, totaling approximately 1,040 square feet of permanent fill. These impacts are limited in the 

context of a project that extends approximately 67.7 miles, encompasses approximately 1,165 acres of existing 

transmission right-of-way, and includes the replacement of nearly 700 transmission structures. The caisson 

foundations will be installed above the Base Flood Elevation (“BFE”) and, because of their limited footprint, will not 

result in a measurable loss of flood storage capacity or adversely affect flood conveyance functions. 

Accordingly, compensatory flood storage is not proposed. Consistent with existing conditions, the new caisson 

foundations will extend approximately one foot above the surrounding ground surface or normal high-water elevation, 

replacing existing structure foundations in substantially the same locations. During construction, sediment and 

erosion controls will be installed around the work areas, and all temporarily disturbed areas will be restored and 

stabilized through seeding and/or mulching following completion of construction Mitigation Measures 

Impacts to the environment, including land, stormwater, wetlands, rare species, and historic and archeological 

resources, are discussed in detail in Section 2 through Section 7. Table 8-2 presents a summary of anticipated 

Project impacts, and the proposed mitigation, where required.  
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Table 8-2: Summary of Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

Resource 

Area 

Impact Type Impact Area Potential Mitigation 

Bordering 

Vegetated 

Wetlands 

(“BVW”) & 

Land Under 

Water 

Bodies and 

Waterways 

(“LUWW”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

19.6 acres In-Lieu Fee administered by the MA 

Department of Fish and Game (per the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

[“USACE”]) and potential land preservation. 

Permanent Discharge of Fill 

Material / Loss of Resource Areas 

(Structure Foundations) 

3,230 

square feet 

(“sf”) 

Compensatory Mitigation as determined in 

state and local permitting, including 

wetland replication proposed within each 

municipality. Final replication locations and 

ratios to be determined during permitting. 

Temporary Discharge of Fill 

Material / Temporal Loss 

(Construction Matting) 

42.8 acres In-Lieu Fee (USACE) and 1:1 in-situ 

restoration. See also Avoidance & 

Minimization sections for details on the use 

of construction matting. 

Riverfront 

Area (“RA”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

21.2 acres In-situ restoration, including loam and seed 

as applicable. The habitat will remain 

vegetated and continue to function as 

wildlife habitat. 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting, Gravel Work Areas and 

Access to be Removed Post 

Construction) 

39.4 acres In-situ restoration. 

Inland 

Bank 

(“Bank”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

9,645 linear 

feet (“lf”) 

N/A - Vegetation alteration will be minimal, 

and understory will remain in place and/or 

quickly re-establish.  

Permanent Fill (Structure 

Foundations, and Gravel Work 

Areas and Access) 

0 lf N/A – no permanent impact to bank 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting and Gravel Work Areas) 

7,094 lf In-situ restoration. 

Floodplain 

/ Bordering 

Land 

Subject to 

Flooding 

(“BLSF”) 

Secondary Impacts (conversion of 

vegetative cover types) 

2.3 acres N/A – No flood storage lost.  

Permanent Fill (Structure 

Foundations, and Gravel Work 

Areas & Access) 

Structures: 

1,040 sf  

Gravel work 

areas and 

access: 

1.3 acres 

N/A – the flood storage loss is de minimis 

within each BLSF where structures are 

replaced, and the foundations will not 

impact flood storage capacity. 

 
 

Temporary Fill (Construction 

Matting) 

3.9 acres In-situ restoration. 

8.2.5 Wetland Restoration for Temporary Impacts 

NEP anticipates in-situ restoration will be the primary means of mitigation for temporary (or “temporal”) impacts 

associated with construction matting within wetlands under both Section 404 and the WPA. A detailed description of 

NEP’s standard procedure is presented in Section 4 and summarized below.  
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As construction mats are removed, wetlands will be inspected for sediment deposited from work and access areas. If 

rutting or soil compaction is observed following construction mat removal, the area shall be returned to pre-existing 

conditions consistent with the surrounding area, by light hand raking or by back-blading with machinery. Deep 

depressions (greater than 12 inches) shall be graded using available, loose soil from the work area. Depending on 

vegetation conditions, disturbed wetland areas will either be allowed to revegetate naturally or will be seeded with an 

appropriate wetland conservation seed mix.   

Restored areas will be monitored until at least 75 percent revegetation cover of native species is achieved. Where 

appropriate, native species plantings, and creation of woody debris and log piles, will be implemented. Any additional 

site-specific mitigation will be determined during future permitting, in coordination with the local Conservation 

Commissions, and if applicable, NHESP. 

Construction debris will be removed from the Project Area and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and 

regulations. Siltation fencing, strings and stakes shall be removed and disposed of as ordinary waste.  

8.2.6 Proposed Mitigation in NHESP Priority and Estimated Habitat 

Project impacts and associated avoidance and minimization measures within NHESP Rare Species Habitats are 

discussed in Section 5. NEP is in the process of consulting with the NHESP regarding Project impacts to rare wildlife 

and plants, and the anticipated amount and type of “Takes.” NEP will coordinate with NHESP to implement a CMP in 

the event of a “Take” to identify forested open space parcels with contiguous rare species habitat for preservation as 

part of NEP’s mitigation package. During construction, avoidance and minimization measures will include the use of 

appropriate BMPs; adherence to construction timing and restrictions, consistent with the OMP and VMP for rare 

species; protection and avoidance of rare species habitat areas; and measures to avoid direct harm to rare species 

through contractor awareness and training prior to construction. 

Specific measures will be designed in coordination with NHESP and tailored to the species of concern within each 

relevant NHESP habitat area. Post-construction, NEP may implement mitigation measures designed to provide a 

long-term net benefit to rare species, if deemed necessary by NHESP during review of the Project. 

Additionally, pursuant to 310 CMR 10.60, proposed BMPs discussed in Section 5.3 have been approved by NHESP 

for prior, similar projects, and NEP anticipates that these BMPs will contribute to the Project’s avoidance and 

minimization measures. A MESA Project Checklist will be submitted for the Project, and impact avoidance, 

minimization and mitigation measures within rare species habitats, including those associated with conversion of 

vegetative cover types, will be designed in coordination with NHESP, and with the specific habitat requirements of 

known rare species in mind. NEP will continue to work closely with NHESP throughout the MESA review process and 

preparation of a CMP.  

8.2.7 Proposed Mitigation for Tree Removals 

Consistent with the Certificate, NEP is committed to prioritizing mitigation opportunities that will also address the 

overall carbon footprint of the Project. NEP plans to prioritize preserving an equivalent acreage of forested open 

space identified in coordination with NHESP for rare species habitat mitigation, which is expected to address both 

rare species and carbon impacts. NEP is consulting with NHESP, DCR, MassAudubon, and local land trusts to identify 

land that provides a contiguous connection to existing forested open space, with existing rare species habitat as a 

criterion. 

To the extent that preservation does not provide acreage equivalent to the acres of tree removal, NEP will work with 

DCR, MassAudubon, and/or local land trusts to fund projects that will offset losses in carbon sequestration. NEP will 

coordinate with these entities on the specific details and mechanisms for successful implementation of the 

mitigation package as the Project progresses through design and permitting. 

NEP also reaffirms its plans to donate approximately 1.7 percent of trees felled to the DCR Community Wood Bank. 

Donations will come from felled trees that are not retained by landowners. At this time, NEP is engaged in preliminary 

coordination with DCR’s Bureau of Forestry Community Wood Bank Program. While discussions with firewood 

donation centers are ongoing, the amount of wood donated will depend on the capacity of these organizations to 

accept donations. Within NEP fee-owned parcels, wood collected during tree removal will be donated for reuse in 

long-lived wood products, to affordable housing projects, or to wood banks in Massachusetts where feasible. Outside 

of NEP fee-owned parcels, the trees within the ROW belong to the respective private landowners. As such, it is not 

possible to provide a detailed breakdown of how all wood is distributed or disposed of by parties other than NEP at 

this stage of the process. 
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8.2.8 Proposed Mitigation in EJ Communities 

Refer to Section 2 of this DEIR for analysis of EJ populations and potential impacts along the Project route. Overall, 

Project impacts to EJ populations will be de minimis. Impacts will be distributed across EJ and non-EJ communities 

and will not disproportionately affect EJ populations.  

Mitigation for Project impacts, including impacts within EJ communities/populations, are described throughout this 

FEIR. No mitigation measures specific to EJ populations are required or proposed, as no disproportionate Project 

impacts to EJ populations will occur. However, NEP will work with NHESP, DCR, and local Land trusts to prioritize 

protecting forested open space as part of the comprehensive carbon mitigation plan within or adjacent to EJ 

populations, to the extent it is practicable. 

8.3 Mitigation Costs and Responsible Parties 

At this early stage in Project permitting, NEP has not yet developed comprehensive compensatory mitigation 

proposals. Some generalized costs and responsible parties for broad-scale Project mitigation are listed below. These 

are pre-construction estimates based on available information and experience with other recent projects.  

Avoidance and Minimization Measures: 

▪ Construction mats for access and work areas within sensitive resource areas (including wetlands, select areas of 

rare species Priority Habitat, and archaeologically sensitive sites): ~$50/lf. NEP is responsible for the cost, and 

NEP Contractor(s) are responsible for installation and implementation. 

Wetland Mitigation Measures: 

▪ Wetland protection and in-situ restoration, including sediment and erosion controls, mitigation for wetlands, 

waterbodies, VPs, invasive species controls, and ROW restoration (upland and wetland) approximately 

$200,000/mile. NEP is responsible for the cost, and NEP Contractor(s) are responsible for installation and 

implementation. 

▪ Wetland Replication: approximately $10/sf. NEP is responsible for the cost, and NEP Contractor(s) are 

responsible for installation and implementation. 

In-Lieu Fee Mitigation and Land acquisition: 

▪ USACE In-Lieu fee mitigation (for impacts to wetlands/WOTUS) will be provided at the appropriate percentage of 

the standard ratio dependent upon the impact category. 

▪ Land acquisition at the cost per proposed parcel (if applicable/required by permitting authority). 

Detailed mitigation packages will be developed in coordination with federal, state, and local permitting authorities, 

and will be designed to satisfy applicable permitting requirements.  

NEP will be responsible for funding and land acquisition (if required), and NEP and their contractor will be mutually 

responsible for overseeing the implementation of all required mitigation measures. As applicable, wetlands 

replication and enhancement area plantings would occur according to schedule determined during permitting.  
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9 Section 61 Findings 

MEPA requires state agencies to make findings on environmental damage and mitigation measures before issuing a 

state permit for a Project requiring an EIR (301 CMR 11.07 - so-called Section 61 Findings). The MEPA regulations at 

301 CMR 11.07(6)(k) require that the FEIR contain the proposed Section 61 Findings. In accordance with this 

requirement, NEP’s proposed Section 61 Findings for the Project are presented in the following section. 

These proposed findings incorporate consultations with various state agencies. While NEP will continue to consult 

with certain agencies concerning mitigation, this FEIR contains the most up-to-date information on the Project’s 

mitigation measures, including those to which NEP has committed and those under discussions with agencies.   
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9.1 Proposed Section 61 Findings for Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection  

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) Number: 16913 

Agency Actions:  Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”) Section 401 Water 

Quality Certification (“WQC”) 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M. G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that all practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent (NEP) and 

are intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 

These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification (“WQC”) 

sought from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”). 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements, and vegetation management. 

New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line1.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

This Project requires an Individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification (“WQC”), primarily due to the discharge of 

fill material in Waters of the United States (“WOTUS”) within the Commonwealth which require a permit from the 

 

1  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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United States Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”). NEP seeks a Variance for the discharge of fill within 400 ft of the 

Ordinary High-Water Mark (“OHWM”) of a Class A surface water, the Quabbin Reservoir, for Structures 321 through 

324. NEP will file a WQC application with MassDEP for review under 314 CMR 9.00. MassDEP evaluation criteria for 

applications are the incorporation of appropriate and practicable measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to 

wetland resource areas. NEP additionally will apply for a Variance under 314 CMR 9.08. The Project’s design avoids, 

minimizes, and mitigates adverse impacts, as described below. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) and its 

implementing regulations at 301 CMR 11.00, the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the MEPA Office. The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or 

more state permits and exceeds the following thresholds requiring the filing of an: 

▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ Population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 0.5 or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”) ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: Impacts relative to the Section 401 WQC include the permanent fill of approximately 3,230 sf 

associated with structure foundations, and approximately 42.8 acres of temporary alteration by construction mats in 

the WOTUS. 

Project Mitigation: Mitigation was considered as a matter of course during the planning and design process as an 

overall approach to avoiding impacts whenever possible. In terms of mitigation during construction, NEP has 

established best management practices (“BMPs”) that are to be followed by NEP employees and its contractors for 

accessing sites and performing construction activities on transmission ROWs. These BMPs ensure that this Project 

will be completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations, as well as with NEP policies and 

compliance objectives. NEP completed field investigations and a constructability review along the Project route to 

determine access routes and construction techniques to be implemented during construction of the Project to 

provide an accurate impact assessment and to design work to avoid and minimize impacts within wetlands and other 

sensitive resources (e.g., cultural resources) to the greatest extent practicable. Accordingly, commitments listed in 

Table 9-1 below are to be carried out by NEP, to ensure that proposed wetlands and waterways mitigation strategies 

will be implemented as the Project proceeds. 
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Table 9-1: Mitigation Strategies for Impact to Waters of the United States (“WOTUS”) 

Wetland Resource 

Area 
Impact Mitigation Measures1 

Responsible Party / 

Implementation 

WOTUS within the 

Commonwealth – 

Wetlands  

Temporary alterations 

during construction; 

Permanent fill for 

structure foundations 

▪ Use construction mats to minimize 

compression of soils, rutting, and 

disturbance of vegetation 

▪ In-situ restoration for construction 

matting. 

▪ Restoration of impacted wetlands 

through seeding and plantings, as 

necessary. 

▪ Compensatory mitigation for 

wetlands permanently impacted by 

fill. 

▪ Implementation of Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”). 

Contractor / Construction / 

NEP 

Post-construction 

monitoring of wetland 

restorations and 

replications will be 

provided. 

 

WOTUS within the 

Commonwealth – 

Other 

Permanent impacts from 

concrete caissons 

1:1 ratio of replacement-to-loss for 

normal wetlands, and a 2:1 ratio of 

replacement-to-loss for Outstanding 

Resource Waters (“ORWs”). 

Contractor / Construction 

NEP / Planning 

 

1  Final Plans to be determined (“TBD”) with state and local regulatory agencies 

Findings: After the draft findings herein have been reviewed by MassDEP and revised by the Proponent, as 

appropriate, MassDEP will make a finding that the foregoing information adequately describes the environmental 

impacts associated with the Project, and that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described above, 

practicable means will have been taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts subject to MassDEP 

authority. Implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will occur in accordance with the 

terms and conditions set forth in the 401 WQC.  

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION  

                                     

BY______________________________________  DATE________________ 
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9.2 Proposed Section 61 Findings for Massachusetts Department of Conservation 

and Recreation – Division of Water Supply Protection  

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO 313 CMR 11.00 – Watershed Protection 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”)  Number: 16913 

Agency Actions:  Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) Division of Water 

Supply Protection - Watershed Protection Act (“WsPA”) Advisory Ruling / Determination of 

Applicability 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M. G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that all practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent (NEP) and 

are intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 

These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the WsPA Advisory Ruling / Determination of 

Applicability sought from DCR. 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements, and vegetation management. 

New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line2.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

This Project qualifies for exemption from the provisions of 313 CMR 11.04 under category (1) Uses, Structures or 

facilities lawfully in existence or for which all applicable municipal, state and federal permits and approvals, other 

 

2  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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than building permits and permits for septic systems, were obtained prior to July 1, 1992) and 12 (Maintenance of 

Public Utilities - Wetlands. The maintenance, repair or replacement, but not the substantial changing or enlargement 

of, an existing and lawfully located Structure or facility used in the service of the public and used to provide electric, 

gas, water, sewer, telephone, telegraph and other telecommunication services in Bordering Vegetated Wetlands; 

provided, however, that such maintenance and repair activities do not materially impair the quality of water in the 

Watersheds). 

The Project’s design avoids, minimizes, and mitigates adverse impacts, as described in Section 8 of this Final 

Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”), and summarized at the end of each Section 61 Draft Findings. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 11.00, 

the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this FEIR to the MEPA Office. The Project is subject to MEPA review 

as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following thresholds requiring the filing of an: 

▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ Population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 0.5 or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”) ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: Impacts relative to the WsPA include the permanent fill of approximately 1,016 sf of wetlands within 

DCR water supply protection area due to structure foundations, approximately 29.3 acres of vegetation conversion 

due to tree removals (on and off-ROW), and approximately 18.3 acres of temporarily disturbance from construction 

mats, within the Primary and Secondary Protection Zones. 

Project Mitigation: Mitigation was considered as a matter of course during the planning and design process as an 

overall approach to avoiding impacts whenever possible. In terms of mitigation during construction, NEP has 

established best management practices (“BMPs”) that are to be followed by NEP employees and its contractors for 

accessing sites and performing construction activities on transmission ROWs. These BMPs ensure that this Project 

will be completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations, as well as with NEP policies and 

compliance objectives. NEP completed field investigations and a constructability review along the Project route to 

determine access routes and construction techniques to be implemented during construction of the Project to 

provide an accurate impact assessment and to design work to avoid and minimize impacts within wetlands and other 

sensitive resources (e.g., cultural resources) to the greatest extent practicable. Mitigation measures including the use 

of sediment and erosion controls, temporary construction matting within wetlands, and implementation of a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”), will all ensure the protection of the Quabbin Reservoir and its 

associated tributaries, including groundwater and surface water resources.  

At this time, proposed mitigation may include, but is not limited to, the following:  

▪ Work will be performed in accordance with applicable statutes, regulations, codes, or standards. 

▪ NEP will coordinate with the DCR Staff Archaeologist and Ecologist prior to the commencement of work. 

Findings: After the draft findings herein have been reviewed by DCR and revised by the Proponent, as appropriate, 

DCR will make a finding that the foregoing information adequately describes the environmental impacts associated 
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with the Project, and that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described above, practicable means 

will have been taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts subject to DCR/WsPA authority. 

Implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures shall occur in accordance with the terms and 

conditions set forth in the applicable DCR permits, and pursuant to continued consultation and coordination with 

DCR. 

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION  

DIVISION OF WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION - WATERSHED PROTECTION ACT     

                                       

BY______________________________________  DATE________________ 
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9.3 Proposed Section 61 Findings for Massachusetts Department of 

Conservation and Recreation  

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs EEA Number: 16913 

Agency Action:  Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (“DCR”) Construction Access 

Permit (“CAP”) 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent and are 

intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 

These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the CAP sought from DCR. 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements or re-establishment and 

construction of new access, and vegetation management. New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line3.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of the MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 

11.00, the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the 

MEPA office. The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following 

 

3  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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thresholds requiring the filing of an: 

▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one half or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program [“NHESP”] ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: Impacts relevant to the DCR Construction Access Permits include approximately 2.1 acres of 

off-ROW vegetation conversion from one cover type to another. Off-ROW access improvements will be restored in 

coordination with DCR as part of the CAP process. 

Project Mitigation: Mitigation was considered as a matter of course during the planning and design process as an 

overall approach to avoiding impacts whenever possible. In terms of mitigation during construction, NEP has 

established procedures that are to be followed by NEP employees and its contractors for accessing sites and 

performing construction activities on NEP transmission ROWs. These procedures ensure that this Project will be 

completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations as well as with NEP policies and 

compliance objectives. NEP completed field investigations and conducted a constructability review along the Project 

route to determine access routes, clearing techniques, and construction techniques to be implemented during 

construction of the Project to provide an accurate impact assessment and to design work to avoid and minimize 

impacts. Coordination with DCR is ongoing. 

At this time, proposed mitigation may include, but is not limited to, the following:  

▪ Any and work will be conducted according to the CAP terms and conditions. 

▪ Work will be performed in accordance with applicable statutes, regulations, codes, or standards. 

▪ NEP will coordinate with the DCR Staff Archaeologist and Ecologist prior to the commencement of work. 

▪ Appropriate mitigation will be provided for activities resulting in disruption to DCR properties. 

Findings: After the draft findings herein have been reviewed by DCR, and revised by the Proponent, as appropriate, 

DCR will make a finding that the foregoing information adequately describes the environmental impacts associated 

with the Project, and that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described above, practicable means 

will have been taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts subject to DCR authority.  

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION     

BY______________________________________  DATE________________ 
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9.4 Proposed Section 61 Findings for Natural Heritage and Endangered 

Species  

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) Number: 16913 

Agency Actions:  Conservation and Management Permit from Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 

(“NHESP”) of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (“MassWildlife”) under 

321 CMR 10.23. 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent (NEP) and 

are intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 
These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the Conservation & Management Permit (“CMP”) 

sought from the NHESP of the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (“MassWildlife”) under 321 CMR 

10.23. This assessment will be further discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”).  

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements, and vegetation management. 

New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line4.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

 

4  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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The Project includes installation of structures and conversion of vegetative cover type for access, and the use of 

temporary construction matting within wetlands, within NHESP Priority/Estimated Habitats for 28 rare species. These 

include three birds, three reptiles, one amphibian, five invertebrates, one fish, and 15 plant species  

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of the MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 

11.00, the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the 

MEPA office. The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following 

thresholds requiring the filing of an: 

▪ Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”): Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is 

consistent with an approved conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted 

agricultural or forestry practices. (301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 10 or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ Population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one half or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: Specifically, Project activities within NHESP Priority and Estimated Habitats will result in 

approximately 43.7 acres of permanent conversion of vegetation from one cover type to another, approximately 

15.3 acres of permanent alteration due to graded stone access and work areas, and approximately 30.4 acres of 

temporary alteration associated with construction matting.  

Project Mitigation: Mitigation was considered as a matter of course during the planning and design process as an 

overall approach to avoiding impacts whenever possible. In terms of mitigation during construction, NEP has 

established procedures that are to be followed by all NEP employees and its contractors for accessing sites and 

performing construction activities on transmission ROWs. These procedures ensure that this Project will be 

completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations as well as with NEP policies and 

compliance objectives. NEP completed field investigations and a constructability review along the Project route to 

determine access routes, clearing techniques, and construction techniques to be implemented during construction of 

the Project to provide an accurate impact assessment and to design work to avoid and minimize impacts within 

sensitive resources to the greatest extent practicable.  

NEP is working closely with NHESP to develop mitigation measures for each species, and consultation is ongoing. The 

Project will implement the necessary actions to avoid, minimize, and mitigate Project-related impacts to comply with 

the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (“MESA”) permit issued for the Project. 

At this time, proposed mitigation includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

▪ If after consulting, the Project will result in a “take,” a Conservation & Management Permit (“CMP”) will be 

prepared in compliance with the MESA.  

▪ Specialized construction measures and commitments will be implemented to avoid impacts in sensitive areas. 

These measures will include specific design modifications to reduce work pad size where practicable, using 

construction matting or temporary stone in rare plant habitats, and adhering to timing restrictions and monitoring 

protocols; contractors working in Priority Habitat areas will receive training to ensure awareness of rare species 

protections; vegetation management will follow the requirements outlined in the Vegetation Management Plan 

(“VMP”) and Operation and Maintenance Plan (“OMP”).  

▪ In-situ habitat restoration of temporarily disturbed areas. 
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▪ Extensive “sweeps” and monitoring during construction (where applicable). 

▪ Training on species biology, identification, and mitigation requirements for construction personnel working within 

rare species habitat areas. 

A detailed mitigation plan will be prepared in conjunction with NHESP during the MESA Review, which is currently (as 

of October 15, 2025) in progress. Initial consultation with NHESP began in November 2024, prior to the filing of the 

ENF  in January, 2025. NEP has maintained on-going discussions with NHESP regarding the type and extent of 

impacts that will occur in mapped Priority Habitats. NEP will submit a Checklist in September 2026. 

Findings: After the draft findings herein have been reviewed by NHESP, and revised by the Proponent, as appropriate, 

the NHESP will make a finding that the foregoing information adequately describes the environmental impacts 

associated with the Project, and that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described above, 

practicable means will have been taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts subject to NHESP 

authority. 

NATURAL HERITAGE AND ENDANGERED SPECIES PROGRAM 

MASSACHUSETTS DIVISION OF FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 

                                            

BY______________________________________  DATE________________ 
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9.5 Proposed Section 61 Findings for Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation   

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs EEA Number: 16913 

Agency Action:   Massachusetts Department of Transportation (“MassDOT”) Permit to Access State Highway 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent and are 

intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 

These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of State Highway Access Permits sought from MassDOT. 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements, and vegetation management. 

New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line5.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 11.00, 

the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the MEPA office. 

The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following thresholds 

requiring the filing of an: 

 

5  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ Population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one half or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program (“NHESP”) ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: Project impacts relevant to MassDOT are associated with the replacement of overhead wires across 

state highways by a non-municipal utility. In addition, an access route is proposed from the highway to the ROW, as 

well as the installation of several structures within the highway layout. Guard structures will be used to ensure the 

safe removal and replacement of the overhead wires. Guard structures will be situated within the NEP ROW at state 

roadway crossings (specific locations currently under review). Activities at state roadway crossings could temporarily 

affect traffic flow, but no permanent physical modifications to the roadway are proposed. Access to the NEP ROW 

from state highways will occur via existing approved access points. 

Project Mitigation: Mitigation was considered as a matter of course during the planning and design process as an 

overall approach to avoiding impacts whenever possible. In terms of mitigation during construction, NEP has 

established procedures that are to be followed by NEP employees and its contractors for accessing sites and 

performing construction activities on NEP transmission ROWs. These procedures ensure that this Project will be 

completed in accordance with applicable environmental laws and regulations as well as with NEP policies and 

compliance objectives. NEP completed field investigations and conducted a constructability review along the Project 

route to determine access routes, clearing techniques, and construction techniques to be implemented during 

construction of the Project to provide an accurate impact assessment and to design work to avoid and minimize 

impacts.  

MassDOT Districts 1, 2 and 3 will be contacted to discuss specific design information and anticipated Project 

activities within highway jurisdiction. With MassDOT input, a Traffic Management Plan (“TMP”) will be developed and 

submitted for review and approval prior to the start of construction. Enforceable commitments in the TMP will be 

carried out by NEP to ensure that proposed traffic mitigation strategies will be implemented as the Project proceeds. 

Such strategies may include, as appropriate, traffic management procedures; construction time restrictions; signage; 

installation of track pads to minimize soil in roadways; and/or restoration of vegetation along soft shoulders after 

construction. Work will occur in accordance with NEP Policy for ROW Access, Maintenance and Construction Best 

Management Practices (“BMPs”). 

Findings: After the draft findings herein have been reviewed by MassDOT, and revised by the Proponent (NEP), as 

appropriate, the MassDOT will make a finding that the foregoing information adequately describes the traffic impacts 

associated with the Project, and that with the implementation of the mitigation measures described above, 

practicable means will have been taken to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts subject to MassDOT’s 

authority. Appropriate conditions consistent with this Section 61 Finding are included in the State Permit to Access 

State Highway issued by MassDOT to describe more fully and ensure implementation of said measures.  

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

         

BY______________________________________  DATE________________  
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9.6 Proposed Section 61 Findings for the Energy Facilities Siting Board 

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) Number: 16913 

Agency Action:   Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (“EFSB”) 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent and are 

intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 
These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the EFSB. 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements or re-establishment and 

construction of new access, and vegetation management. New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line6.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of the MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 

11.00, the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the 

MEPA office. The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following 

thresholds requiring the filing of an: 

▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

 

6  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one half or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program [“NHESP”] ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: The EFSB evaluated the Project to determine public necessity and environmental impacts. Project 

impacts relevant to EFSB include natural resources impacts such as permanent and temporary impact associated 

with structure replacements, access improvements and construction matting, and social impacts such as EJ 

considerations, traffic impacts, and historic or archaeological impact. A full description of Project impact analysis was 

provided in the EFSB filing to the Massachusetts EFSB (Docket No. EFSB 25-01). 

Project Mitigation: NEP considered avoidance and minimization as a matter of course during the planning and design 

process, with an overall approach of avoiding impacts whenever possible. Avoidance, minimization and mitigation 

was provided in the EFSB filing to the Massachusetts EFSB (Docket No. EFSB 25-01). 

Findings: Providing significant consideration to the unique scope of the Project and the significant length, cost, and 

reliability concerns, NEP conducted a route analysis in the EFSB filing. Route evaluation relied heavily on NEP’s 

responsibility to ensure that no clearly superior route was overlooked. As a result of the in-depth screening process, 

no candidate routes were found to meet the route evaluation criteria and/or provide benefits comparable to 

rebuilding the E5/F6 Lines and Tap Lines within their existing Right-of-Way (ROWs), the Project Route. NEP concluded 

that, consistent with the EFSB’s statutory mandate, the construction of the Project along the Project route properly 

minimizes environmental impacts and achieves an appropriate balance among conflicting environmental concerns, 

as well as among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability.  

ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD 

            

BY______________________________________  DATE________________ 
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9.7 Proposed Section 61 Findings for the Department of Public Utilities 

DRAFT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO G.L. CHAPTER 30, SECTION 61 

Project Name:  Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project 

Project Location:  Auburn, Belchertown, Buckland, Conway, Deerfield, East Brookfield, Leicester, Leverett, 

Millbury, North Brookfield, Pelham, Shelburne, Shutesbury, Spencer, Sunderland, Ware, and 

West Brookfield 

Project Proponent: New England Power Company (“NEP”) 

Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) Number: 16913 

Agency Action:  Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (“DPU”) 

Intent of These Section 61 Findings: Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (“MEPA”) regulations 301 CMR 

11.12(5) stipulate that in “accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61, any Agency that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) shall determine whether the Project is likely, 

directly or indirectly, to cause any damage to the environment and make a finding describing the damage to the 

environment and confirming that practicable measures have been taken to avoid or minimize the damage to the 

environment.” The Section 61 Findings are incorporated into the conditions or restrictions to the relevant permit or 

authorization. The following proposed Section 61 Findings have been prepared by the Project Proponent and are 

intended to assist the state permit-issuing agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, §61. 
These Findings are limited to the subject matter jurisdiction of the DPU. 

Project Description: The Project includes complete refurbishment of 67.7 miles of 69 kilovolt (“kV”) Transmission 

Line assets, including structure replacements and installations, access improvements or re-establishment and 

construction of new access, and vegetation management. New construction is proposed for this Project. 

Comprehensive inspections have identified structures and wires in need of replacement due to asset condition and 

aging infrastructure, and lack of safe access for maintenance and emergency needs. From a safety and reliability 

perspective, and in order to extend asset life, the following activities are proposed:  

▪ Right-of-Way (“ROW”) vegetative cover type conversion: approximately 181.2 acres of within-ROW tree removals 

are required to obtain the optimal cleared ROW widths of 125 feet (“ft”) in the E5/F6 ROW, 80 ft in Quabbin 

Switch Taps, and 125 ft in Deerfield Taps. These clearance widths are necessary to meet the North American 

Electric Reliability Commission (“NERC”) safety standards for a 115 kV Transmission Line7.  

▪ Tree removals to accommodate construction access: approximately 51.9 acres of off-ROW vegetative cover type 

conversion are required for access. 

▪ Improvement/re-establishment of approximately 30.1 acres of access routes (22.2 acres within-ROW, and 

7.9 acres off-ROW).  

▪ Replacement/installation of 191 direct embed structures, 306 micropile foundations and 227 concrete caisson 

supported structures.  

▪ Reconductoring of both the E5 and F6 circuits with 795 kcmils Aluminum-conductor steel-supported conductor 

(“ACSS”), and installation of two optical ground wires (“OPGW”). The new ACSS will be capable of being operated 

at 115 kV capacity, compared to the existing 69 kV capacity lines. 

MEPA History: Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30 §61- §62A-I, of MEPA and its implementing regulations at 301 CMR 11.00, 

the Proponent (NEP) has prepared and submitted this Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) to the MEPA office. 

The Project is subject to MEPA review as it requires one or more state permits and exceeds the following thresholds 

requiring the filing of an: 

▪ EIR: Land: Direct alteration of 50 or more acres of land, unless the Project is consistent with an approved 

 

7  Upgrading the E5/F6 Line to 115 kV is required to improve system capacity, and future-proof the system for anticipated 

increases in demand and new renewable energy interconnections. 
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conservation farm plan or forest cutting plan or other similar generally accepted agricultural or forestry practices. 

(301 CMR 11.03(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one or more acres of Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

(“BVW”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(a)(1)(a))  

▪ EIR: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of ten or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(a)(1)(b))  

▪ EIR: Environmental Justice (“EJ”): The Secretary shall require an EIR for any Project that is located within a 

Designated Geographic Area (“DGA”) around an EJ population. (301 CMR 11.06(7)(b))  

▪ Environmental Notification Form (“ENF”): Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of 500 or more linear 

feet (“lf”) of bank along a fish run or Inland Bank (“Bank”). (301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(1)(b))  

▪ ENF: Wetlands, Waterways and Tidelands: Alteration of one half or more acres of any other wetlands. (301 CMR 

11.03(3)(b)(1)(f))  

▪ ENF: Rare Species: “Taking” of an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern, provided that 

the Project site is two or more acres and includes an area mapped as a Priority Site of Rare Species Habitats and 

Exemplary Natural Communities. (301 CMR 11.03(2)(b)(2)). (Potential: consultation with Natural Heritage and 

Endangered Species Program [“NHESP”] ongoing.)  

Project Impacts: The Energy Facility Siting Board (“EFSB”) evaluated the Project to determine public necessity and 

environmental impacts. Project impacts relevant to EFSB include natural resources impacts such as permanent and 

temporary impact associated with structure replacements, access improvements, and construction matting, and 

social impacts such as Environmental Justice (“EJ”) considerations, traffic impacts, and historic or archaeological 

impact. A full description of Project impact analysis was provided in the EFSB filing to the Massachusetts EFSB 

(Docket No. D.P.U. 25-16). 

Project Mitigation: NEP considered avoidance and minimization as a matter of course during the planning and design 

process, with an overall approach of avoiding impacts whenever possible. Avoidance, minimization and mitigation 

was provided in the EFSB filing to the Massachusetts EFSB (Docket No. D.P.U. 25-16). 

Findings: Providing significant consideration to the unique scope of the Project and the significant length, cost, and 

reliability concerns, NEP conducted a route analysis in the EFSB filing. Route evaluation relied heavily on NEP’s 

responsibility to ensure that no clearly superior route was overlooked. As a result of the in-depth screening process, 

no candidate routes were found to meet the route evaluation criteria and/or provide benefits comparable to 

rebuilding the E5/F6 Lines and Tap Lines within their existing ROWs, the Project route. NEP concluded that, 

consistent with the EFSB’s statutory mandate, the construction of the Project along the Project route properly 

minimizes environmental impacts and achieves an appropriate balance among conflicting environmental concerns, 

as well as among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability. NEP filed a petition with the DPU requesting a 

determination that the Project is necessary and will serve the public convenience and be consistent with the public 

interest in accordance with G.L. c. 164, § 72 (“Section 72 Petition”). 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

            

BY______________________________________  DATE_____________ 
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10 Response to Comments 

Secretary's Certificate on the DEIR, EEA #16913, January 16, 2026 

Ref. # Comment Relevant 

Page # 

Response 

General 

C-1 The FEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content, as modified by 

this Scope. 

1-1 The FEIR followed Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content, as modified by the Scope of the 

Certificate for the FEIR. 

C-2 The FEIR should identify measures the Proponent will include to further reduce the impacts of the 

project since the filing of the DEIR, or, if certain measures are infeasible, the FEIR should discuss why 

these measures will not be adopted. 

1-9:1-12 The Project’s design standard parameters are unchanged since the DEIR filing, but ongoing coordination with regulatory 

agencies and internal design review has resulted in refinements to the Project’s design. These modifications and updates 

do not significantly alter the analyses and conclusions provided in the DEIR, but in general have resulted in an increase of 

temporary impacts, as described further in Section 1.6 and Section 1.7, mainly due to portions of originally proposed, 

permanent gravel work areas being replaced with temporary construction matting in sensitive resource areas, and an 

increase in conservative boundaries for the work area limits of disturbance. These changes represent an overall decrease 

in permanent impacts, but an increase in temporary impacts. Additionally, changes to off-ROW access plans have 

occurred since the DEIR, resulting in a decrease of approximately 6.9 acres in off-ROW selective tree removal. NEP will 

continue to coordinate with federal, state, and local agencies to provide measures to facilitate the Project moving forward 

while providing options to reduce impacts and concerns in specific locations. 

Project Description and Permitting 

C-3 The FEIR should include updated FEIR Plans for existing and post-development conditions. Conceptual 

plans should be legible and provided at a reasonable scale. Plans should clearly identify all major 

project components (structures, transmission lines, access roads, etc.); public areas; wetland resource 

areas; impervious areas; ownership of parcels including easements; stormwater and utility 

infrastructure; and the additional information described below. 

N/A The revised FEIR Plans are included in Appendix A and illustrate both existing and proposed conditions. 

C-4 The FEIR should clarify the number of both structures and foundations under existing and proposed 

conditions. 

1-5:1-6 The existing E5/F6 line has 683 existing structures and foundations on the main line and 28 tap structures and 

foundations, utilizing grillages, direct embed, or concrete caisson foundations. The proposed E5/F6 rebuild includes 

concrete caisson foundations (213 on the E5/F6 Lines, 14 on the Tap Lines), micropile foundations (302 on the E5/F6 

Lines, four on the Tap Lines), and the remaining directly embedded into the ground (175 on the E5/F6 Lines and 16 

switch structures). 

C-5 The FEIR should identify areas where blasting may be used. N/A No blasting is proposed. 

C-6 The FEIR should provide, in tabular format, an updated description of the project's temporary and 

permanent impacts to environmental resources; to the extent that the quantified impacts to any of 

these resources have changed from those identified in the ENF or DEIR, the FEIR should identify the 

reason for the change. Project impacts should be provided for each municipality. 

1-9:1-12 Updated tabular summaries of the Project’s temporary and permanent impacts to environmental resources are provided 

in Table 1-5. Section 1.6 describes the type of and reason for changes since the DEIR. Municipality-specific wetland 

resource area impact summaries are provided in Appendix E.  

C-7 As detailed above, additional information is needed regarding the extent of work needed on existing 

trails and paths that will be improved to provide off-ROW access, and the long-term use of off-ROW 

access roads, and to evaluate the impacts of the project on Article 97-protected land. 

3-8:3-11 The FEIR includes additional information regarding the extent of work required on existing trails and paths used for 

off-ROW access, as well as the anticipated long-term use of off-ROW access roads. This information is provided in 

Section 3 and summarized in Table 3-3, Table 3-4, and Table 3-5.  

 

The Project will not change the existing use of the ROW or of the surrounding open space lands. The ROW will continue to 

function as an actively maintained transmission corridor, and the intersecting open space lands will continue to serve their 

existing recreation, conservation, water supply protection, agricultural, public access, and timber management functions 

following construction. Proposed activities within Article 97 and open space lands consist of structure maintenance and 

replacement, access improvements, work area grading, vegetative cover type conversion (tree removal, off-ROW selective 

tree removal, and pruning), and the placement of temporary construction matting. These activities are authorized under 

NEP’s existing easements, which predate the establishment of the applicable Article 97 protections; no new easements or 

other permanent grant of rights are required. 
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Secretary's Certificate on the DEIR, EEA #16913, January 16, 2026 

Ref. # Comment Relevant 

Page # 

Response 

C-8 As further described, additional details should be provided regarding impacts to public open space on 

land owned by DCR, other state and local agencies, and private entities including DFG and University of 

Massachusetts. 

3-4:3-10 Table 3-2 provides a list of open space properties by owner, including DFG and UMass, and includes status of 

coordination. Table 3-4 provides impacts for public open space per MassGIS boundaries and ownership designations, and 

Table 3-5 provides impacts for the DCR state parks and forests that intersect the Project ROW. See response to 

Comment C-7 for additional information regarding the Project's activities within and continued use of Article 97 and other 

open space lands. 

C-9 Commenters raised concerns regarding the project's impacts, including tree clearing, habitat alteration, 

wetlands impacts, use of open space and trails, and changes in hydrological patterns, and noted that 

the impacts of this project are in addition to those of similar transmission ROW projects recently 

proposed in western Massachusetts. The FEIR should provide the additional analysis of the project's 

impacts and proposed mitigation measures detailed below.  

1-11:1-12 

3-7:3-10 

4-2:4-5 

7-1:7-2 

8-1:8-14 

Analysis of Project impacts related to vegetative cover type conversion, open space and trails, wetland resource areas, 

rare species habitat, and hydrology are provided in Section 1.7.1, Section 3.4, Section 4.4, Section 5.1, and Section 7.2. 

respectively. Refer to Section 8 for proposed mitigation measures by resource area. 

C-10 In addition, the FEIR should provide direct responses to comments received on the DEIR. 10-1: 

10-34 

Section 10 provides a “Responses to Comments,” which captures comments and provides responses to the delineated 

Secretary’s Certificate and comment letters for the DEIR, as shown in Appendix C.  

Environmental Justice / Public Health 

C-11 The Proponent should continue to take steps, including undertaking additional measures, to 

meaningfully engage EJ populations in decision-making for the project. The FEIR should report on the 

results of such engagement efforts, including outreach to ROW property owners within EJ populations. 

2-3:2-5 NEP has continued to update the EJ reference list, maintain and update the Project website 

(https://cmatowmaenergy.com/) which is publicly available in English and Spanish), and maintain and monitor the Project 

email address (info@cmatowmaenergy.com) and Project hotline (888-431-3536) throughout the MEPA process. A target 

notice will also be sent out to the abutters in the EJ Block Group, as well as the abutters and distribution list (translation 

for the document will also be offered, as requested). The FEIR will be posted on the Project website, and community 

stakeholders are encouraged to request additional public meetings if desired and will be provided with instructions for 

how to request them. Please refer to Section 2.3 for more details. 

C-12 The DEIR asserts that the project will have no significant impacts to EJ populations. The FEIR should 

support this assertion by quantifying impacts, including tree removal, noise, air emissions, dust, 

vibrations, potential truck routes, and activities in staging areas, within each EJ population where 

project activities are proposed, and assessing these impacts in light of the baseline health conditions in 

each EJ population summarized above. 

2-1:2-2 Refer to Table 2-1 in Section 2. The Project minimizes and mitigates impacts on all populations, both EJ and non-EJ, by 

refurbishing Lines within the existing transmission line corridor to provide improved conditions and by implementing 

construction BMPs. The Project does not result in any substantial environmental or public health impacts for any 

population, including EJ populations.  

C-13 The FEIR should identify all EJ populations adjacent to tree removal activities, even if not within a 

mapped hot spot. 

2-1:2-2 Refer to Section 2.1.1 and Table 2-1 for a list of EJ block groups within or adjacent to tree removal and selective tree 

removal activities. The FEIR reaffirms the analysis demonstrates that tree removal activities that will occur near EJ 

populations will be proportionate to those occurring along the entire ROW and adjacent to non-EJ populations. Of the 

233.1 acres of total vegetative cover type conversion impacts for the Project, 23.7 acres are within EJ block groups 

(10.2 percent). Overall, vegetative cover type conversion primarily occurs within non-EJ block groups (210.0 acres or 

90.0 percent of the total 233.1 acres) 

C-14 The FEIR should specifically assess whether riverine or stormwater flooding risks may be exacerbated 

for nearby EJ populations due to tree removal, including under future climate conditions. 

2-2 

7-1:7-2 

The FEIR reaffirms the analysis demonstrates that tree removal activities that will occur near EJ populations will be as 

minimal as those occurring along the entire ROW. The removal of trees in the Project ROW is not expected to have any 

significant impact on flooding risks under future climate conditions within EJ communities or other residential 

communities. Refer to Section 2.2 for description of storm resiliency related to EJ communities and Section 7.2 for further 

discussion on the implications of tree removal in the overall peak flow rate. 

C-15 The FEIR should identify specific mitigation measures that will be implemented in EJ populations along 

the ROW, including opportunities for tree planting. 

2-1:2-5 

8-14 

As described in Section 2 and Section 8.2.8, no disproportionate adverse effects on EJ populations are anticipated, as any 

impacts following avoidance and minimization measures will be shared by both EJ and non-EJ populations, and will be 

mitigated to the extents feasible. While no EJ-specific mitigation is proposed, NEP, in coordination with NHESP, DCR, and 

local Land Trusts, will evaluate proximity to EJ populations as a criterion when selecting forested open space for 

preservation as part of the comprehensive mitigation package.  

Article 97 and Open Space 

C-16 The FEIR should include a separate chapter that clearly identifies and describes the condition and use 

of public open space and Article 97-protected lands in the project ROW and off-ROW areas under 

existing and proposed conditions. 

3-1:3-11 A separate chapter is provided in Section 3 that describes public open space and Article 97-protected lands located within 

the Project ROW and off-ROW areas. Section 3 expands on existing conditions of Section 4 of the DEIR. 
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Secretary's Certificate on the DEIR, EEA #16913, January 16, 2026 

Ref. # Comment Relevant 

Page # 

Response 

C-17 It should clarify whether any off-ROW access on DCR property or Article 97-protected land will be used 

on an ongoing basis for maintenance, and, if so, whether the Proponent will pursue Article 97 legislation 

to acquire formal recorded easements. 

3-1, 3-10 Given NEP’s existing easement rights to access and maintain the E5/F6 Line ROW, including the off-ROW access routes, 

which predate the Article 97 designation, the Project does not constitute a change in use or other disposition that would 

trigger Article 97, the EEA Article 97 Policy, or the PLPA. NEP's rights to use the existing access routes to reach its ROW are 

contained within its deeded easements, as are any associated access improvements (e.g., stoning of access routes and 

tree trimming along off-ROW routes) necessary to maintain and operate the ROW. These existing easement rights allow 

NEP to use the off-ROW access routes for ongoing maintenance, if and when required, and NEP will continue to use them 

post-construction pursuant to these rights. See Section 3 for details of proposed restoration measures within DCR-owned 

and non-DCR-owned Article 97 land. 
 
Accordingly, NEP intends to obtain the necessary construction and access permits from DCR, which does not implicate 

Article 97, and continues to coordinate with DCR regarding permitting requirements. 

C-18 If all off-ROW access is intended for temporary construction access only, the FEIR should confirm this 

and detail proposed restoration measures for both DCR and non-DCR Article 97 land. 

3-3 

8-1:8-14 

Not all off-ROW access required for construction of the Project is for temporary construction access only; a majority of 

improved off-ROW access will remain for maintenance and emergency access. However, no new permanent access routes 

are proposed outside the existing ROW within DCR-managed property; access will be restored following construction within 

DCR land unless otherwise requested by DCR. NEP has completed an extensive evaluation of feasible access alignments 

and routes necessary to support the Project within DCR properties and has minimized the extent of off-ROW alterations to 

the maximum extent practicable. 

 

Restoration measures for temporary off-ROW disturbance areas will be implemented in coordination with DCR and will be 

tailored to the existing land use, operational function, and public accessibility of the affected areas, for both DCR and 

non-DCR Article 97 land. Areas serving recreational or public access functions will be restored consistent with their 

intended use following construction. See Section 8 for further detail on proposed restoration measures. 

C-19 The FEIR should consult with DCR to review easement documents provided during the DEIR review 

period to confirm agreement that no Article 97 compliance is needed for the project. 

3-4 NEP has ongoing consultation with DCR regarding easement rights. See Section 3.3.1 for details of DCR coordination. 

C-20 The FEIR should clearly identify the open space lands where project activities are proposed and indicate 

which portions are protected under Article 97 and which are not. 

3-2 

3-4:3-7 

Refer to Section 3 for details of open space land transected by the Project Area, and activities/impacts proposed within 

these areas. Refer to Table 3-1 for a list of the 35 properties protected under Article 97. 

C-21 The FEIR should describe and quantify impacts on individual Article 97 parcels, including DCR parks; 

DCR watershed; land where DCR holds a CR; DFG-owned land (Mt. Toby Wildlife Management Area 

[“WMA”]); the Cadwell Memorial Forest managed by the University of Massachusetts; municipally-owned 

land subject to Article 97; and privately-owned land subject to Article 97. 

3-9 Refer to Section 3 and Table 3-4 for a break-down of Project impacts on individual Article 97 Lands, including: DCR parks; 

DCR watershed; land where DCR holds a CR; DFG-owned land (Mt. Toby WMA) the Cadwell Memorial Forest managed by 

the University of Massachusetts; municipally-owned land subject to Article 97; and privately-owned land subject to 

Article 97.  

C-22 Prior to filing the FEIR, the Proponent should consult with DFG and the University of Massachusetts 

regarding the work proposed on land owned by those agencies and any activities or changes in use that 

may require Article 97 legislation. 

3-1 As discussed previously, and in Section 3, NEP’s existing rights to access the E5/F6 Lines pre-date Article 97, and project 

activities would not constitute a change in use nor land disposition that would require Article 97 compliance. Coordination 

is ongoing with both UMass and DFG, and other affected landowners regarding project access, temporary work areas, 

restoration measures, and other project-specific requirements, and will continue through final design, permitting, and 

construction. 

C-23 For each type of parcel subject to Article 97 protection, the FEIR should describe the Proponent's 

easement rights and include an analysis of whether proposed activities on each parcel constitute a 

change of use that requires Article 97 legislation, and whether future access may require land 

dispositions for additional easements. 

3-2 See response to Comment C-17. All proposed work is authorized under NEP’s existing easements and no new easements 

within Article 97 Lands are proposed or required for the Project.  

C-24 The FEIR should include the easement information provided to DCR during the DEIR review period. 3-2 NEP's easement rights on DCR land were provided to DCR during the DEIR review period. Please refer to Section 3.2.1 for 

additional information. 

C-25 The FEIR should report on any consultation with property owners of Article 97 land that have been 

conducted by the Proponent. 

3-3:3-7 To date, NEP has initiated coordination with Article 97 landowners including DCR, DFG, the University of Massachusetts 

(“UMass”), the Town of Amherst, and Kestrel Land Trust. Coordination with these parties is ongoing, and each will be 

informed prior to the start of construction when access/work is required within their land. All landowners with parcels 

involved in construction activities will be notified prior to the start of work, and the FEIR will be posted on the Project 

website. Community stakeholders will be encouraged to request additional public meetings (if desired) and will be 

provided with instructions for how to request them, in compliance with the distribution requirements of 301 CMR 11.06. 

Refer to Table 3-2 in Section 3. 

C-26 The draft Section 61 Findings to be included in the FEIR should include commitments to restore off-ROW 

open space that will not be permanently accessed by the Proponent. 

9-9 NEP acknowledges this comment. Commitments regarding the restoration of off-ROW open space areas have been 

incorporated into the draft Section 61 Findings in Section 9.3. 
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C-27 As requested by DCR, the FEIR should outline a trail safety and closure plan for all trails affected during 

construction. It should identify safe by-pass routes or, if by-pass routes are unavailable, trail closures; 

describe procedures for providing the public with up-to-date information about trail by-passes and 

closures and construction activities; and describe any barriers that will be used at work zones. As 

recommended by DCR, trails should be posted with project information at least 30 days in advance of 

the initiation of any project activity and made available to DCR and other organizations so that the 

information can be posted in other locations and online. 

3-10:3-11 NEP recognizes the importance of maintaining safe public access to recreational trail networks within and adjacent to the 

Project ROW during construction and refers DCR to Section 3.5.1. NEP will continue to coordinate with DCR, AMC, and 

other affected landowners and land managers to design and implement a trail safety and closure plan.  

 

Measures implemented during construction may include temporary trail detours or bypasses, signage and public 

notification, temporary trail closures where necessary to maintain public safety, coordination of construction timing to 

minimize disruption to trail use, stabilization of disturbed trail surfaces, and restoration of affected trail segments, as 

appropriate. Site-specific measures will be developed in coordination with the applicable landowner or land manager, 

taking into consideration public safety, existing site conditions, intended recreational use, operational requirements, and 

the reasonableness and practicality of proposed measures. Trail and project information, including by-passes and 

closures, will be made available to DCR and other applicable organizations at least 30 days in advance of the initiation of 

any project activity so it can be posted in additional locations and online.  

C-28 The FEIR should report on any coordination with DCR since the filing of the DEIR regarding 

implementation of strategies to deter unauthorized motorized trail use, such as installation of gates or 

boulders at strategic locations identified by DCR. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. NEP will coordinate with DCR to design appropriate measures to minimize unauthorized 

motorized trail use. 

Water Supply 

C-29 The FEIR should include a review of the WsPA regulations and describe how the project meets the 

exemptions described above or can be permitted if it is not eligible for exemptions. The Proponent 

should consult with DCR prior to completing this analysis. 

4-1 Refer to Section 4.1 for a review of the WsPA regulations applicable to the Project. NEP confirms that coordination is 

ongoing with DCR regarding work within the Quabbin Reservoir Watershed.   

Wetlands and Stormwater 

C-30 The FEIR should include an analysis in support of the Proponent's assertion that impacts associated 

with tree clearing in BVW does not require mitigation; the Proponent should consult with MassDEP prior 

to completing this analysis. 

8-9:8-10 Refer to Section 8.2.2 for details on mitigation for vegetative cover types. Within wetlands, conversion of vegetative cover 

types, while defined as an “alteration” or a “secondary impact” under state and federal regulation, does not constitute a 

loss of BVW or a discharge of fill material into Waters of the United States (“WOTUS”). There is no requirement in the WPA 

or the 401 Water Quality Certification (“WQC”) regulations to compensate for conversion of wetlands from one vegetation 

cover type to another, as no BVW or WOTUS within the Commonwealth is “lost” following vegetation removal. 

C-31 The FEIR should identify any mitigation that will be provided for tree clearing in BVW, including the tree 

clearing mitigation proposed to offset the project's impact on forests and carbon sequestration that may 

also serve as wetlands mitigation. 

8-13 To provide mitigation for tree removals per the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF and DEIR, NEP is committed to  

developing a mitigation package addressing the unavoidable loss of trees. Such a package may contain a  

combination of measures, including purchasing a preservation parcel (which could provide multiple benefits from  

carbon sequestration to rare species habitat mitigation), replanting trees, or funding other actions through DCR  

and/or MassAudubon that would offset the loss of carbon sequestration. Furthermore, NEP will continue to work with  

landowners, its contractors, local organizations, and the State to ensure that marketable timber and biomass  

suitable for use as firewood is utilized. These actions reduce the level of GHG emissions that will actually occur when  

the forest is disturbed. Refer to Section 8.2.7 for a discussion of NEP’s mitigation plan at the time of filing the DEIR. 

C-32 As requested by MassDEP, the FEIR should provide a justification for the Proponent's assertion that 

compensatory flood mitigation is not required, or describe how compensatory flood storage will be 

provided. 

7-2 While some permanent fill is proposed within areas categorized as BLSF, no significant loss of flood storage capacity will 

occur in these locations. Fifteen structure installations are located within BLSF resulting in a total of 1,040 square feet of 

fill within BLSF. The new concrete caisson foundations within BLSF will protrude approximately 1-ft above ground level / 

normal high-water elevation, which is similar to the existing structure foundations installed in these locations; as such, 

NEP does not anticipate that compensatory flood storage will be required. 

C-33 The FEIR should confirm that project activities, other than the new floodplain fill associated with 

proposed structures in the floodplain already quantified in the DEIR, will not result in changes to 

preconstruction grades. 

8-1 Refer to Section 8. Access and construction work areas have been designed such that permanent changes in substrate 

and grade are limited to only where required for safety. 

C-34 The FEIR should identify project activities that will impact coldwater fisheries and describe specific 

mitigation measures. 

4-1:4-2 Refer to Section 4.2. Impacts to CFRs will be avoided and minimized through the use of BMPs applicable to the protection 

of all waterways and wetlands.  

C-35 As noted above, the DEIR included a review of the project's eligibility for a WQC Variance, but did not 

discuss the overriding public interest to be provided by the project; this should be included in the FEIR. 

1-4 

8-9:8-10 

See Section 1.2 for a description of the overriding public interest to be provided by the Project and Section 8.2.2 for 

details of the Project’s eligibility for a WQC Variance. Overall, the Project will serve the public interest by addressing the 

long-standing history of poor performance on the E5/F6 Lines, which are nearing the end of their useful life, and are in 

need of significant improvement work to ensure the delivery of reliable electric supply to the ~24,000 customers across 

12 municipalities, for which the E5/F6 Lines are the sole transmission source. 

C-36 The FEIR should provide additional details about the capacity of the proposed stormwater management 

system to handle flows under future storm events, and should review any additional measures that may 

be required to meet local stormwater regulations. 

7-1 See Section 7 for details of proposed stormwater management for the Project, including design criteria and storm event 

thresholds, and details of how the proposed stormwater management measures will confirm with applicable local bylaws 

and regulations.  
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Waterways 

C-37 As requested by MassDEP, the FEIR should provide a detailed description of all proposed activities 

within streams that are subject to c. 91 jurisdiction. Information previously requested by MassDEP that 

should be provided in the FEIR includes: a list of all waterway crossings; documentation to support a 

determination as to whether each waterway is jurisdictional pursuant to Chapter 91 (e.g., photos, 

bathymetric data, bankfull width, topography, etc.); detailed information on the specific work proposed 

in, over, under, or within each waterway, including the height above the High Water Mark of all 

transmission line crossings; and anticipated timing and details for all activities that are proposed to 

occur within each waterway, such as deployment of construction matting. 

4-2 Refer to Section 4.3. NEP met with MassDEP Waterways on June 30, 2026 to review the 22 perennial non-tidal river and 

streams proposed to be crossed using temporary timber mats during construction. The consultation and subsequent 

correspondence concluded that none of the perennial streams, for which temporary construction-phase crossings are 

proposed, are navigable as defined by the Massachusetts Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.04, nor are the 22 

non-tidal river or stream crossings proposed within any geographic area subject to Chapter 91 jurisdiction. MassDEP 

Waterways determined that no further review or approval of the proposed work is required under G.L. c.91 or the 

Waterways Regulations. No new licensing will be required for the Project, and all of the jurisdictional crossings can be 

addressed through applicable exemptions in 310 CMR 9.05 The FEIR Plans in Appendix A display flagged crossings and 

matting, if it is used at that crossing. 

Rare Species and Biodiversity 

C-38 The FEIR should provide an update on potential impacts to state-listed rare species habitat associated 

with the project and proposed measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate those impacts. 

5-1:5-2 

8-3:8-8 

See Section 5 for an update on potential impacts to state-listed rare species habitat associated with the Project, and 

proposed measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate those impacts. Mitigation measures for work within NHESP Rare 

Species Habitat are also provided in Table 8-1. 

C-39 The FEIR should clarify whether a Take of species will occur, and if so, how the project will meet the 

performance standards for a CMP. It should report on the Proponent's consultation with NHESP since 

the DEIR was filed. 

5-1 

8-13 

Since the submittal of the ENF, NEP has reduced impacts associated with gravel access, grading (cut/fill), and gravel work 

pads. NEP anticipates impacts to habitat will occur within 19 mapped Priority Habitats, associated with the grading and 

stoning of permanent work areas and access, conversion of vegetative cover type, installation of new structures, and the 

temporary use of construction matting within wetlands and other select sensitive areas. In the event of a “Take” of 

species’ habitats, NEP will coordinate with NHESP to implement a Conservation & Management Permit (”CMP”) and to 

identify forested open space parcels with contiguous rare species habitat for preservation as part of NEP’s mitigation 

package. Refer to Section 5 for updates on consultation with NHESP since the filing of the DEIR. See Section 8.2.6 for 

mitigation measures. 

C-40 It should describe how the project will mitigate impacts on rare species habitat and biodiversity, 

including any benefits associated with the support for DCR programs and land preservation proposed to 

mitigate the project's impacts associated with tree clearing. 

5-2 See Section 5 for details of Project avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures within rare species habitat. 

Proposed measures include comprehensive species surveys, avoidance of sensitive habitats, and time of year restrictions. 

Consultation with NHESP regarding land preservation is ongoing.  

Traffic and Transportation 

C-41 The FEIR should review the Proponent's anticipated coordination with municipalities during the 

construction period. 

N/A NEP will coordinate with the municipalities along the Project route during the construction period. For municipality-owned 

roadways, NEP and its contractors will coordinate directly with each municipality, often including local government and 

public safety officials, to develop construction work zones, practices, and procedures, which may be based on MassDOT 

and Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices ("MUTCD") design standards. NEP and its contractors will discuss traffic 

coordination plans with the municipalities at least three to four months prior to the start of construction. During 

construction, NEP will implement BMPs (such as vehicle tracking pads at site entrances, and regular road sweeping at the 

end of each work day), to ensure that sediment is not tracked onto roadways.  

C-42 It should describe mitigation measures that will be implemented to maintain safe pedestrian, bicycle 

and vehicular traffic on these roads, and restore them to preconstruction conditions. 

3-10:3-11 To maintain safe pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic, NEP will coordinate with MassDOT and local traffic authorities 

to implement appropriate traffic control measures, signage, and safety barriers during construction. All public and private 

roadways will be restored to pre-construction conditions once work is complete. 

C-43 The FEIR should report on any consultation with MassDOT conducted since the filing of the DEIR. 1-8:1-9 NEP had a virtual meeting on August 14, 2026 with Districts 1, 2 and 3. Refer to Table 1-4 in Section 1. 

Historical and Archaeological Resources 

C-44 The FEIR should review findings of additional archaeological surveys conducted since the filing of the 

DEIR and describe any changes to the project design necessary to avoid or minimize impacts. 

6-1 Refer to Section 6.1 for details of additional archaeological surveys conducted since the filing of the DEIR.  

C-45 The FEIR should [report on] the Proponent's consultation with Tribes and agencies since the filing of the 

DEIR. 

6-1:6-2 Section 6.2.1 summarizes consultation and coordination conducted with Tribes and regulatory agencies since the filing of 

the DEIR. 

Climate Change 
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C-46 The FEIR should provide calculations or other information in support of the assertion that the proposed 

stormwater management measures will mitigate the 2070 50-year storm event. 

7-2 To assess stormwater implications from the Project, BSC Group performed hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for several 

watersheds along the ROW using HydroCAD Stormwater Modeling Software (version 10.20). The watersheds chosen as 

examples to analyze represent typical terrain along the ROW and include improvements along the ROW that are generally 

representative of the Project. The analyses demonstrate that there is not a significant change to hydrology based on the 

proposed changes. Detailed stormwater calculations, field testing, and design of stormwater infrastructure to comply with 

the Massachusetts Stormwater Standards included in 310 CMR 10.05(6)(k) and 314 CMR 9.06(6)(a) would be excessive 

and unnecessary for limited hydrological benefit to the watersheds. The construction of stormwater infrastructure would 

result in additional environmental impact (e.g., loss of valuable, vegetated habitat along the ROW) without providing 

meaningful benefits. The ROW access improvements proposed along the ROW are not open to public travel and are 

infrequently traveled following construction for routine maintenance, inspections, or emergency repairs. Therefore, 

pollutant loading, common for frequently traveled public roads and parking lots, would be very low along the ROW access 

routes. The access is also generally buffered by shrubby or forested areas which supports infiltration of the relatively low 

increase in runoff. In most cases, the potential impact from stormwater along the ROW is linked to erosion and the 

potential for washout of gravel access. The construction of appropriate BMPs along the access, including swales, check 

dams, water bars, and plunge pools, mitigate the potential for erosion and washouts. Refer to Section 7.1 for details of 

proposed stormwater management for the Project, and Appendix G for the stormwater analysis. 

C-47 It should describe how the condition of stormwater management structures will be maintained and 

monitored over the life of the project to ensure they will function as intended under future conditions. 

N/A Stormwater BMPs are designed to mitigate potential impacts to public roadways. Following the completion of the Project, 

swales and plunge pools will be maintained as needed. 

C-48 For portions of the project within floodplain, the FEIR should report on the elevation of structures related 

to any established BFEs and indicate whether efforts were made to elevate infrastructure such as 

structure foundations and work pads. The FEIR should describe any specific measures taken to improve 

resiliency of infrastructure located in the floodplain. 

7-2 Consistent with the design guidance from the RMAT Climate Resilience Design Standards Tool Output Report, the Project 

will improve resilience to riverine flooding from a 2070 50-year (2 percent) storm event through the design and material 

selection of structures and foundations capable of withstanding the effects of flooding. Refer to Section 7.3 of this FEIR 

resiliency measures related to stormwater.  

C-49 Impacts associated with tree removal will be mitigated by funding one or more of a suite of DCR 

programs that either directly enhance carbon storage, rates of sequestration, or support the resiliency of 

forest carbon storage, and by supporting the preservation of carbon-rich lands acquired through Mass 

Audubon's 30x30 Catalyst Fund. The Proponent should consult with the MEPA Office prior to finalizing 

these mitigation commitments, and describe the final mitigation package in the FEIR. It should describe 

any assistance that will be offered by the Proponent to private landowners to donate wood to wood 

banks or reuse it in long-lived wood projects. 

7-3 

8-3:8-8, 

8-13 

See Section 8.2.7 for details of proposed mitigation. Please note that mitigation commitments will not be finalized until all 

applicable federal, state and local permitting has been completed. Until the Project (and associated mitigation measures) 

have been approved by the applicable agencies/commissions, mitigation is subject to change.  

C-50 The FEIR should estimate the carbon sequestration benefits of the wood reuse mitigation program to be 

implemented by the Proponent and DCR. 

8-3:8-8 

8-13 

See Section 8, Table 8-1 for details on Project mitigation commitments for tree removal impacts, and Section 7.4 for 

details of the estimated carbon/GHG impacts and mitigation analysis.  

C-51 The FEIR should provide an estimate of the tree canopy within the ROW, and its carbon content, that will 

not be removed, and estimate the reduction in the DEIR's estimate of the project's carbon impacts 

associated with selective tree removal and pruning. To the extent feasible, the FEIR should provide an 

estimate of the GHG benefits of mitigation to demonstrate that impacts will be offset to the maximum 

extent practicable. 

1-11 See Section 1.7.1 for details on Project impacts from tree removals, including estimates of existing and proposed 

(retained) tree canopy cover, and any changes in the proposed extent of tree removals since the submission of the DEIR.  

Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings 

C-52 The FEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing all proposed mitigation measures, including 

construction-period measures. 

8-1:8-14 A separate chapter summarizing the Project’s proposed mitigation measures, including construction-period avoidance, 

minimization, restoration, and mitigation commitments, is provided in Section 8. 

C-53 This chapter should also include a comprehensive list of all commitments made by the Proponent to 

avoid, minimize and mitigate the environmental and related public health impacts of the project, and 

should include a separate section outlining mitigation commitments relative to EJ populations. 

8-13 Section 8 summarizes all proposed mitigation measures for the Project. No mitigation measures specific to EJ populations 

are proposed, as no disproportionate Project impacts to EJ populations will occur. However, NEP will work with NHESP, 

DCR, and local Land trusts to prioritize protecting forested open space as part of the comprehensive carbon mitigation 

plan within or adjacent to EJ populations, as feasible. 

C-54 The filing should contain clear commitments to implement these mitigation measures, estimate the 

individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties responsible for implementation, and 

contain a schedule for implementation. The list of commitments should be provided in a tabular format 

organized by subject matter (traffic, water/wastewater, GHG, environmental justice, etc.) and identify 

the Agency Action or Permit associated with each category of impact. Draft Section 61 Findings should 

be separately included for each Agency Action to be taken on the project. The filing should clearly 

indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon project phasing to 

ensure that adequate measures are in place to mitigate impacts associated with each development 

phase. 

8-1:8-14 See Section 8, which summarizes all proposed mitigation measures for the Project, and Table 8-1 and Table 8-2, which list 

these mitigation measures, the estimated individual costs of each proposed measure, the parties responsible for 

implementation, and the schedule for implementation. 
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Responses to Comments 

C-55 The FEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter received. The FEIR 

should contain a direct response to the scope items in this Certificate. To ensure that the issues raised 

by commenters are addressed, the FEIR should also include direct responses to comments to the extent 

that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to 

enlarge the scope beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and has included in the FEIR this table of “Responses to Comments,” a delineated copy 

of the Secretary’s Certificate, and copies of all comment letters received in response to the DEIR.  

Circulation 

C-56 The Proponent should circulate the FEIR to each Person or Agency who previously commented on the 

ENF, each Agency, including DFG and the University of Massachusetts, from which the Project will seek 

Permits, Land Transfers or Financial Assistance, and to any other Agency or Person identified in the 

Scope. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. As shown in the Distribution List provided in Appendix B, distribution has been made to 

agencies, organizations, and individuals identified in the Scope, including parties that previously commented on the ENF 

and agencies from which permits, approvals, land transfers, or financial assistance may be sought. NEP's distribution 

complies with the requirements of this comment and 301 CMR 11.06. 

C-57 The Proponent may circulate copies to commenters other than Agencies in a digital format (e.g., CD-

ROM, USB drive) or post to an online website. However, the Proponent should make available a 

reasonable number of hard copies to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer to 

be distributed upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. The Proponent should send 

correspondence accompanying the digital copy or identifying the web address of the online version 

indicating that hard copies are available upon request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and 

appropriate addresses for submission of comments. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment.  

C-58 The Proponent should contact public libraries in municipalities along the ROW and provide copies for 

public viewing. 

N/A NEP contacted each municipality’s public library that requested an electronic or physical copy of the DEIR filing to  

ask if they are interested in a physical copy, electronic copy, or no copy. All libraries responded with  

their preference, except for the Tilton Library in Deerfield; since this library requested a copy of the DEIR, a  

physical copy will be sent. Updated responses from the libraries are denoted in Appendix B.   

  
 Kelly Kowal, November 10th, 2025  

1-1 The work envelope and pull pad noted on page 9 of the DEIR Appendix A Plans is entirely within the inner 

100 feet of Riverfront Area to the Deerfield River. Therefore, it seems impossible that this project will 

have zero impacts to the RFA as noted on the provided impact table in Appendix C. We would like to see 

this potential discrepancy addressed, and will look forward to reviewing more detailed plans for the work 

proposed in Buckland when available. 

N/A Appendix C of the DEIR contained a rounding error for the Riverfront Area (“RA”) and Buffer Zone (“BZ”) impacts for the 

Town of Buckland, which overlap. The correct value of 0.4 acres has been included in the updated municipality impact 

tables in Appendix E. 

Town of Belchertown, December 5th, 2025 

2-1 The Commission requires all applicants to submit an alternatives analysis, demonstrating need and 

justification for any work proposed within the 50’ Buffer Zone. The Commission will require that a Notice 

of Intent be filed for any work (construction, removal of vegetation, grading, bank stabilization, etc.) that 

occurs within 100 feet of a Wetland Resource Area or within 200 feet of a Perennial Stream or River to 

confirm the wetland boundaries. A permit is required from the Conservation Commission for work in these 

regulated areas, under the MA Wetlands Protection Act and Regulations 310 CMR and the local Wetland 

Bylaw. While the replacement of existing structures is exempt, this does not include tree cutting or the 

enlargement of existing structures/conditions. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment and will be submitting a NOI to all Town Conservation Commissions along the Project 

route. The NOI will address all requirements of the WPA and any local wetland protection Bylaws/Ordinances/Regulations. 

The NOI will include an alternatives analysis, descriptions of all proposed activities and applicable restoration and 

mitigation measures proposed within each Town. 

2-2 The Commission, as the Stormwater Authority, will require a Stormwater permit, as this project is not 

exempt from the local Stormwater Management Bylaw and Regulations. Mitigation in areas where soils 

are classified as having severe erosion potential shall include temporary and permanent stabilization 

methods. Best management practices shall be used. This project shall not increase stormwater runoff to 

any water body, roadway or neighboring property. 

8-3 NEP acknowledges this comment and will be submitting a Stormwater Permit to Towns along the Project route with 

applicable stormwater bylaws. NEP has designed the Project to comply with the applicable Massachusetts Stormwater 

Standards to the extent practicable and will be subject to the standards and conditions of the NPDES CGP. Specific 

stormwater management practices, procedures, and BMPs are outlined in Table 8-1. Refer to Appendix F for a 

presentation of NEP’s BMPs and Appendix G for the Stormwater Report. 

2-3 This project is not exempt from a Natural Heritage determination and care should be given to not result in 

a “take” of any species. 

5-1:5-2 

8-13 

 

Consultations with NHESP are ongoing; NEP will continue to coordinate with NHESP pursuant to MESA (M.G.L. c. 131A) 

and MA WPA (M.G.L. c. 131, § 40) to avoid and minimize impacts to listed species and their habitat, and to provide 

mitigation for any unavoidable impacts. Refer to Section 5.3 and Section 8.2.6 for additional details on mitigation 

proposed in NHESP Priority and Estimated Habitat. 

2-4 This project crosses through Quabbin Reservoir Watershed, a Class A surface water, Outstanding 

Resource Water, and Public Water Supply. The applicant should work with the landowner, DCR to make 

sure to project does not impair the quality of the water. 

N/A NEP is coordinating with DCR Division of Water Supply Protection (“DCR-DWSP”) to ensure all necessary permits are 

obtained, and to ensure that the Project does not impair water quality within the Quabbin and Ware watersheds. 
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2-5 The analysis should include a summary of the last twenty years of herbicide use for vegetation treatment 

and make projections for how herbicide use will increase as a result of this project. 

N/A No herbicide application is proposed as part of the Project. Following construction, vegetation within the ROW will continue 

to be managed in accordance with NEP’s approved five-year Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) and applicable Yearly 

Operational Plans, consistent with NEP’s existing vegetation management practices. The Project does not propose any 

changes to these approved practices or to the manner in which herbicides are used as part of NEP’s routine ROW 

vegetation management program. 

2-6 The project as proposed has the potential to result in significant changes to the hydrology of the affected 

resource areas and downstream reaches. Therefore, this project should consider both surface and 

subsurface hydrology, wildlife habitat, fisheries habitat, and shading impacts. The project should highlight 

how any local cold-water fisheries will be affected, including thermal and sediment impacts. 

7-1:7-2 

4-1:4-2 

See Section 7 and Appendix G (Stormwater Report and Hydrological Analysis) for details of the hydrological and 

stormwater analysis performed for the Project. Potential impacts to wildlife and fisheries habitat, including coldwater 

fisheries, are described in Section 4.2. Sediment and erosion controls will be in place throughout construction, and will 

remain in place until final stabilization has been achieved. Impacts to stream shading will be minimized by limiting tree 

removals/trimming along banks, and retaining understory vegetation during vegetation management activities. 

2-7 Work should be done carefully to prevent the transmission of invasive species to and from the project 

site. Because invasive species establish and thrive in disturbed areas, to the extent feasible, soil and 

vegetation disturbance should be minimized. All vehicles and equipment must be clean and free of 

excess soil, debris and vegetation before entering the work site. 

N/A All equipment and construction mats shall be certified as "clean" and free of soil, plant matter, and other deleterious 

materials prior to mobilization to the work site, in accordance with NEP guidance document EG-303NE. Any equipment or 

construction mats that are placed or used within areas containing invasive species shall be cleaned of all soil and plant 

material at that location before being relocated, in order to prevent the spread of invasive species between work areas. 

Where excavation of soils is required, soils shall be reused within the same work area to the extent feasible, and any soils 

containing invasive species seeds or plant material shall be removed for appropriate off-site disposal and shall not be 

transported to other areas within or beyond the right-of-way. Upon completion of construction, all disturbed soils shall be 

stabilized and, where appropriate, seeded with a native seed mix to promote the establishment of native vegetation. Refer 

to Section 8 and Appendix H for detailed information on NEP's invasive species management procedures. 

2-8 Vernal Pools are significant to the protection of wildlife habitat, particularly amphibian breeding habitat. 

The removing, dredging, or altering of a Vernal Pool or it’s 100’ buffer shall not be allowed. 

N/A NEP recognizes the importance of vernal pools as amphibian breeding habitat and has avoided permanent impacts to all 

22 identified vernal pools. Project activities have been proposed to avoid or minimize effects to the extent practicable. No 

dredging or permanent filling is proposed.  

In the two locations where activities cannot be avoided due to the proximity of the vernal pool to existing structures, NEP 

will implement the vernal pool BMPs in Section 8, including minimizing pad footprints, maintaining scrub-shrub vegetation 

within 25 feet of the pool, observing seasonal windows for matting and tree removal, and installing erosion and sediment 

controls. Refer to Appendix H for BMP details. 

2-9 The Conservation Commission, as the Stormwater Authority, is happy to see the acknowledgement that a 

SWPPP will be obtained and the State Stormwater Standards will be met, but all Stormwater discharges 

must be at least 25’ from wetland resource areas.  

N/A NEP appreciates the Conservation Commission's support and confirms that a SWPPP will be prepared and the 

Massachusetts Stormwater Standards met to the maximum extent practicable. Consistent with Stormwater Standard, no 

new stormwater conveyances or outfalls are proposed, and no stormwater will be discharged directly into wetland 

resource areas. Stormwater will be managed by controlling run-on and runoff and allowing controlled recharge into the 

ROW. Erosion-control features such as plunge pools, check dams, and swales will be sited at least 25 feet from wetland 

resource areas to the extent practicable; where grade or site conditions require closer placement, they will be designed 

per the Stormwater Standards to prevent erosion or sedimentation of the resource area. Specific BMP locations will be 

confirmed in the NOI submissions. Refer to stormwater memo provided in Appendix E of the DEIR for further details.   
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Greta Marks-Strouble, December 10th, 2025 

3-1 I strongly oppose any plan that involves broad clear-cutting or expanded vegetation removal. This project 

corridor passes through forests containing wetlands, perennial streams, steep and erosion-prone terrain, 

and sensitive wildlife habitat. In addition, parts of the proposed work area lie adjacent to or near the 

Quabbin Reservoir Old-Growth Management Areas (“OGMAs”) in Pelham and Belchertown, which are 

actively managed to develop old-growth characteristics. These are among the most ecologically valuable 

forest stands in the region, and their protection must be a priority. 

N/A See Section 1 of the DEIR for details of tree removal and tree trimming methodology. NEP acknowledges the importance 

of maintaining intact forest habitat, particularly of old-growth forests, and has performed detailed analysis of tree removal 

needs for the Project. Tree removals will be limited to the area depicted on the FEIR Plans, along the existing cleared edge 

of ROW and associated off-ROW access routes.  

Please note that NEP is not proposing clear-cutting of trees in any part of this Project – the term “selective tree removal” 

versus “tree removal” refers to the method used to assess tree removal needs, and not to the physical method of tree 

removal. Along the existing ROW, in areas marked on the FEIR Plans for “tree removal” (pink crosshatching), NEP used 

LiDAR data to assess tree cover, and estimate tree removal needs. This contrasts with the narrow off-ROW access routes 

(where LiDAR data was unclear), where NEP forestry crews instead assessed tree removal needs from the ground, using 

the “selective tree removal” methodology (green crosshatching on the FEIR Plans).  

Within both the “selective tree removal” areas (assessed from the ground), and the “tree removal” areas (assessed by 

LiDAR), only trees which pose a threat to the lines, safety of construction crews, or which directly obstruct access, will be 

removed. Low growing species and understory cover will be retained wherever possible. Nothing will be cut 

indiscriminately. Within the on-ROW “tree removal” areas (based on LiDAR), NEP estimates about 25% will be pruned 

instead of removed. However, because conditions will change between the submission of this FEIR and the start of 

construction (~4-5 years hence in some locations), NEP has used a conservative estimate of the anticipated “tree 

removal” area, within which a combination of pruning and tree removals will be required.  

  

3-2 MEPA should require National Grid to demonstrate why the following lower-impact options cannot be 

adopted: 

• Selective trimming rather than corridor-wide clearing 

• Narrower access lanes 

• Temporary construction mats instead of soil disturbance 

• Avoidance of OGMA-adjacent zones 

• Alternative routing in sensitive segments 

• Helicopter-assisted installation when feasible 

• Seasonal restrictions to avoid wet periods and slope vulnerability 

1-11 

4-5:4-7 

See response to Comment 3-1 for clarification of the terms “tree removal” versus “selective tree removal.” NEP is not 

proposing corridor wide clearing as part of this Project, and will prioritize trimming over tree removals in all areas. See 

Section 1.7.1 for details of tree removal and tree trimming needs for the Project. 

Access and work pad requirements were described in detail in Section 8 (Construction) of the DEIR, including a discussion 

of measures taken to minimize impacts associated with access and work pads while meeting safety requirements for 

equipment access and operation. Section 5 of the DEIR (Wetlands) provided details of measures taken by NEP to 

minimize disturbance of wetland resource areas, which are further elaborated in Section 4 of this FEIR.  

In general, tree trimming/removal needs, and access and work pad minimum sizes are determined by safety 

requirements. The suitability of construction matting versus permanent gravel for access and work pads is determined by 

site specific conditions, the presence of wetland resource areas (where construction matting is always used), and work 

requirements at each location (e.g. in locations where routine access is required for maintenance, a permanent gravel 

sub-base may be necessary, and may result in less environmental disturbance than the repeated installation and removal 

of mats).  

3-3 Prohibit clear-cutting in all areas near the Quabbin Reservoir OGMAs in Pelham and Belchertown. N/A NEP is not performing clear-cutting activities and vegetation management (mowing and vegetative cover type conversion) 

is being conducted to the extents that NEP requires access to the proposed structure locations, safe vehicle and 

equipment passage, safe work sites for personnel, and to meet the conductor clearance requirements. NEP is closely 

coordinating with DCR-DWSP. 

3-4 Conduct a complete alternatives analysis showing why low-impact methods cannot be used. 1-5 See Section 3 of the DEIR for a summary of the alternatives analysis performed for the Project, including the relative 

environmental impacts to land alteration, wetlands, potential vernal pools, rare species habitat, and archaeological 

resources, associated with each alternative. The ENF and DEIR described the Project needs and benefits and established 

a framework for evaluating Project Alternatives. Additional information is summarized in Section 1.2. 

3-5 Require comprehensive wetlands delineation and watershed impact evaluation for all freshwater systems 

in the project footprint. 

4-1:4-7 See Section 4 for details of existing and proposed conditions, and proposed impacts, for wetlands and waterways along 

the Project route.  

3-6 Require a robust erosion and sediment control plan for all steep-slope and headwater areas. N/A See Appendix H for NEP’s erosion and sediment control BMPs, including measures applicable to work on steep slopes and 

in areas with increased erosion potential. Erosion and sediment controls will be selected and implemented based on 

site-specific conditions. Where warranted, permanent erosion and sediment control measures may include drainage 

swales, stone filters, plunge pools, and other measures designed to manage runoff and minimize erosion, including in 

steep-slope areas. 

3-7 Require independent environmental monitoring throughout construction. N/A Environmental monitoring will be performed throughout Project construction and restoration, in accordance with 

applicable environmental permits, plans, and regulations. 
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3-8 Establish no-machinery buffer zones around all perennial streams feeding the Atkins Reservoir and 

Amherst Watershed. 

8-1:8-13 Establishing no-machinery buffer zones around all perennial streams is not practicable because Project construction 

requires equipment access in the vicinity of, and in some locations across, perennial streams. NEP will implement BMPs 

to protect water quality and minimize disturbance associated with work near waterways, including installation and 

maintenance of erosion and sediment controls; limiting grading and disturbance to the minimum necessary for safe 

access and construction; use of temporary construction matting for stream crossings in a manner that avoids impacts to 

stream hydrology and the stream bed; spill prevention and response measures; and stabilization and restoration of 

disturbed areas following construction. Where dewatering or drilling is required within or adjacent to Surface Water Supply 

Protection Zones, appropriate dewatering and containment BMPs will also be implemented. These and other applicable 

avoidance and minimization measures and BMPs are described in Section 8. 

Diane Jacoby, December 12th, 2025 

4-1 During this meeting, the folks from National Grid described replacing structures on the existing 69 kV line 

with new structures that will be roughly 5 feet from the existing line of structures. The scope of work 

described also included removing conductors and structures that would be made obsolete by the new 

work. I have observed new structures being installed considerably farther from the older structures than 

what was described on 12/10/25. In some areas the new structures and conductors are energized, the 

old structures have de-energized conductors hanging from them haphazardly and perhaps in contact with 

the ground. During my career, I observed two philosophies of construction: 1. replace / remove; and 2. 

replace / abandon in place. With these projects by both National Grid and Eversource, who is responsible 

for being sure that the obsolete is indeed being removed and responsibly disposed of? 

N/A The locations of all structure replacements are depicted on the FEIR Plans in Appendix A. For this Project, all old structures 

and equipment being replaced will be removed from the ROW, and either recycled or disposed of appropriately, in 

accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. Old structures within wetlands will be cut at base, and the 

underground portion of the structure will be left in place (to minimize soil disturbance). NEP notes that the locations of 

replacement structures (relative to existing structures) may vary between projects, and may be determined by factors 

including: line voltage, whether work is being performed on live lines or lines which have been de-energized, ground 

conditions in a particularly location, ROW width and vegetation height.  

Michael DeChiara, December 21st, 2025 

5-1 In reviewing the DEIR I am very concerned about permanent impacts that the project could have on the 

environment and local infrastructure if plans are approved without MEPA requiring adequately protective 

measures in its approval. I think in all ways, the intention should be to follow the mitigation hierarchy – 

starting with avoidance of harm and only if these cannot be avoided should minimization be considered. 

Mitigation is the last, rather than a first step. 

1-7:1-8 

1-10:1-11 

NEP acknowledges this comment, and has followed the mitigation hierarchy throughout Project design, aiming first to 

avoid, then minimize, and finally mitigate (where impacts are unavoidable). Refer to Table 1-5 for details of Project 

impacts, Table 1-3 for details of applicable regulatory standards which the Project is required to meet, and Section 8 for 

proposed Minimization and Mitigation measures. 

5-2 In the DEIR, coded as pink/purple cross hatching designates areas where there will be considerable 

clearcutting of trees. According to the DEIR, 468 linear feet of trees will be permanently removed. While 

National Grid representatives have stated that on-site crews would likely conduct selective cutting, as I 

stated at the Town’s site visit, “what is in the plan is what is allowed”. So if MEPA codifies extensive 

clearcutting in the DEIR, it gives National Grid the ability to do considerable tree removal and still comply 

with the DEIR. I strongly recommend that these clearcut areas be reviewed. There is no need for straight 

lines at the edges of the Right of Way, rather selective cutting should be limited to prevent impact on the 

infrastructure only. Damage caused for ease of construction will last years after the construction is 

completed, so must be avoided. 

1-11 See response to Comment 3-1 for clarification of the terms “tree removal” versus “selective tree removal.” NEP is not 

proposing clearcutting as part of this Project, and will prioritize trimming over tree removals in all areas.  

See Section 1.7.1 for details of the Project’s tree removal requirements, including measures taken to minimize the extent 

of tree removals and prioritize tree trimming over tree removal. NEP has minimized the extent of tree removals to only that 

required to perform the Project, provide safe line clearances, and safely access the ROW. Refining tree removal 

requirements more precisely for the entire ROW (following the “selective tree removal methodology” used to assess 

off-ROW access roads) is not feasible, given the scale of the project and prohibitive time and costs involved. Instead, NEP 

have used LiDAR to estimate tree removal needs along the ROW based on canopy height. Note that while this approach 

suggests a wider area of trees which may require removal (based on canopy height), it does not mean that NEP will 

indiscriminately remove all trees within the indicated pink/purple cross hatched area. Tree pruning will still be prioritized 

over tree removal, and tree removals will be limited to only those required to perform the Project, provide safe line 

clearances, and safely access the ROW. Efforts will be made to retain low growing species and understory vegetation, 

particularly within wetlands and wetland buffer zones.  

5-3 There are three specific reasons why I am concerned about extensive tree removal. First, this will create 

less stability in the soils, increasing the likelihood of erosion and sedimentation, which is especially 

problematic given the proximity to wetlands, streams and the Atkins Reservoir. 

N/A NEP recognizes the importance of maintaining intact forest habitat, particularly in relation to maintaining soil stability, 

wildlife habitat, and carbon storage. Tree removals will be limited to the area depicted on the FEIR Plans, along the 

existing cleared edge of ROW (and within NEPs easement), and along associated off-ROW access routes. NEP has 

minimized the extent of tree removals to only that required to perform the Project, provide safe line clearances, and safely 

access the ROW. Sediment and erosion controls will be in place throughout Project construction and restoration to protect 

wetlands and watercourses from sedimentation, as required under the WPA and local wetland bylaws/ordinances (where 

applicable).  

5-4 Second, extensive cutting will unnecessarily reduce the carbon sequestration and storage capacity of the 

area, undermining the Commonwealth’s goals of Forests as Climate Solutions initiative. If we are to 

increase electrification because of climate concerns, we should not simultaneously reducing our natural 

decarbonization functions. 

7-3:7-4 See Section 7 for an analysis of the Project’s carbon impacts, and proposed mitigation for loss of carbon storage due to 

tree removals. 

5-5 Third, this project will create increased opportunities for invasive species to populate the opened areas 

since cutting trees will change the local environment. 

8-3:8-8 See response to Comment 2-7, Section 8, Table 8-1, and Appendix H for details of NEPs procedures for managing invasive 

species within their ROWs.  
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5-6 Require National Grid to reduce “placeholder” Clearcutting areas in the DEIR and replace with more 

protective, conservative estimates for Selective tree cutting that focus primarily on protection of 

transmission infrastructure, rather than the widening of open space within the ROW. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1 for clarification of the terms “tree removal” versus “selective tree removal.” NEP is not 

proposing clearcutting as part of this Project, and will prioritize trimming over tree removals in all areas.  

See Section 1 of the DEIR for an analysis and justification of the Project’s tree removal requirements. NEP has minimized 

the extent of tree removals to only that required to perform the Project, provide safe line clearances, and safely access the 

ROW. Widening of the open space within the ROW is necessary in some locations to meet line safety requirements for 

high-voltage transmission lines and is not being performed without careful consideration of Project needs and 

environmental impacts. Refining tree removal requirements more precisely for the entire ROW (following the “selective 

tree removal methodology” used to assess off-ROW access roads) is not feasible, given the scale of the project and 

prohibitive time and costs involved.  

5-7 MEPA should require the marking of trees by National Grid for potential review by local Conservation 

Commissions or Town Tree Wardens prior to cutting/construction  

N/A NEP will coordinate with local Conservation Commissions along the entire Project ROW prior to the start of construction, 

and will be submitting a Notice of Intent (“NOI”) to each Commission for work within jurisdictional wetland resource areas, 

including tree removals. Where Project tree removal involves public shade trees subject to M.G.L. c. 87 or applicable 

municipal requirements, NEP will coordinate with the appropriate municipal tree warden and obtain any required 

approvals. 

5-8 The proposed construction is in close proximity to or directly crosses important and sensitive hydrologic 

features that impact Shutesbury and neighboring Amherst. 

4-1:4-7 See Section 4 and Appendix H for details of measures which will be in place to protect wetlands, waterways, and other 

hydrologic features during construction. Examples include the use of sediment and erosion controls to intercept potential 

stormwater run-off from work areas, the use of construction matting to protect wetland soils from compaction and 

disturbance, and the implementation of appropriate stabilization and restoration measures throughout the ROW.  

5-9 MEPA must insist on avoidance of any disturbances. Not only is this protective but it will provide local 

Conservation Commission with a clear mandate for local conditions.  

8-1:8-13 NEP acknowledges this comment and has incorporated measures to avoid and minimize disturbance to the extent 

practicable and to mitigate unavoidable impacts, as described throughout the FEIR and summarized in Section 8. Project 

activities will be conducted in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements and permit 

conditions, including those established through the WPA and local Conservation Commission review. 

5-10 According to the DEIR, there are two areas in the construction area that are designated as Priority and 

Estimated Habitats. These are north of Pratt Corner Road and west of the substation and along the 

transmission corridor south of Sand Hill Road. Protection of these habitat areas is important and 

construction should be required to minimize disturbances. MEPA should require further documentation 

regarding the potential environmental impact to these habitats areas, with specific methods that will be 

taken to avoid or minimize the negative impacts. This information should be provided to the Town of 

Shutesbury in advance of construction.  

5-1:5-2 See Section 5 for details regarding proposed impacts and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for work 

within NHESP Priority and Estimated Habitats. NEP continues to coordinate with NHESP regarding Project activities within 

these areas, including the applicability of species-specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. The Project 

is undergoing review pursuant to MESA, and the Shutesbury Conservation Commission is expected to receive NHESP’s 

determination on the Project Checklist and any associated Conservation and Management Plan (CMP), as applicable. 

Whether CMP requirements will apply to Project activities within Shutesbury remains subject to ongoing consultation with 

NHESP. 

5-11 Pratt Corner Road and Sand Hill Road, both of which will provide access to the project site are unpaved 

rural roads. Both are on hills and in certain stretches of the roads are adjacent to steep slopes. Both 

roads are approximately 1.5 car widths, but even more narrow depending on the season when runoff and 

rutting reduce the width making two-way travel difficult. Pratt Corner Road is especially prone to ruts and 

erosion along the sides of the road which will likely be made worse by heavy machinery. In addition, these 

roads are primary access routes for residents in the surrounding area and for school buses for children 

attending the Shutesbury and Regional schools. Emergency vehicles also require access to these roads. 

… Since National Grid has confirmed that the project will require the use of heavy equipment, I would 

suggest that this equipment that is not easily deployed on these unpaved roads. Unless significant 

planning and care is taken, the machinery will damage the road surface, advance erosion, and likely 

require temporary closing during construction. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and recognizes the potential issues related to the use of unpaved rural road for site 

access. NEP will coordinate with local traffic authorities and Town agencies along the Project route to devise appropriate 

traffic control measures to be employed during construction. While no impacts to local roadways are anticipated to result 

from the small increase in heavy truck traffic volume, all public and private roadways will be restored to preconstruction 

conditions once work is complete. During construction, NEP will implement BMPs (such as vehicle tracking pads at site 

entrances, and regular road sweeping at the end of each work day), to ensure that sediment is not tracked onto roadways.  

5-12 Finally, any permanent “improvements” that National Grid may make to the roads regarding to assist 

them with access to the transmission lines during construction or afterwards may also impact the fragile 

environment in terms of steep slopes, proximity to wetlands and streams, and on-going stormwater 

effects to the roadway. MEPA needs to ensure this does not occur with local and state-level consultation. 

4-2:4-3 See Section 4 for details of access improvement within proximity to wetlands and waterways, and Appendix F for an 

analysis of potential stormwater effects from the Project (including those due to access improvements). Appendix H 

provides further details on NEPs access improvement methods in relation to steep slopes. Access improvements will be 

subject to applicable federal, state, and local permitting requirements, and erosion and stormwater controls will be 

implemented in accordance with the Project SWPPP and applicable permit conditions. 

5-13 National Grid must consult with the Shutesbury Highway Department in the planning stage and then 

during construction regarding ways to maintain and protect the road. This should definitely include 

consultation with the Select Board and Highway department regarding any possible road “improvements”. 

N/A NEP will coordinate with all MassDOT and local traffic authorities, including the Shutesbury Highway Department, prior to 

the commencement of Project activities. Contractors will follow a pre-approved work zone traffic control plan.  
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5-14 As National Grid representatives agreed, a written transportation plan is essential given that the large 

equipment will block use of the road to school buses, emergency vehicles, commuters and residents for 

daily activities. This is a huge issue that must be addressed and planned for and MEPA must require the 

transportation plan in advance, developed in consultation with the Town.  

N/A See response to Comment 5-12. NEP will coordinate with all MassDOT and local traffic authorities, including the 

Shutesbury Highway Department, prior to the commencement of Project activities. Contractors will follow a pre-approved 

work zone traffic control plan.  

5-15 MEPA must also prohibit construction activities during periods when the roads are muddy or the road 

surface is vulnerable to damage, making future passage difficult or impossible.  

N/A See response to Comment 5-12. NEP will coordinate with all MassDOT and local traffic authorities, including the 

Shutesbury Highway Department, prior to the commencement of Project activities. Contractors will follow a pre-approved 

work zone traffic control plan. NEP will be responsible for ensuring that Project activities (including access to the ROW by 

large equipment), do not result in damage to public or private roadways. If damage does occur as a result of Project 

related activities, NEP will be responsible for implementing an appropriate and timely response/repair strategy.  

5-16 The proposed construction area is within the Walter Cowls Jones Conservation Area that has established 

and well-used recreational trails. This vibrant trail system should be protected both during construction 

and afterwards. Encroachment on and damage to existing trail networks should be avoided or minimized. 

In particular, select tree cutting should occur to maintain the integrity of the trails. If trails are temporarily 

closed due to construction, prior communication and coordination with the Town should occur and 

physical notices placed for hikers.  

3-10:3-11 See Section 3, including Section 3.5.1, for information regarding management of recreational trails during Project 

construction. Where Project activities affect public recreational trails, NEP will coordinate with the applicable landowner or 

land manager regarding appropriate trail safety, access, and restoration measures. Depending on site-specific conditions 

and construction activities, measures may include temporary detours or bypasses, signage and public notification, 

temporary closures where necessary for public safety, and stabilization and restoration of affected trail segments following 

construction. 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, December 30th, 2025 

6-1 The proponent has presented proposed Section 61 Findings in the DEIR for this project. MassDEP has 

reviewed these findings and finds them to be satisfactory. However, additional assessment and/or 

alternative mitigation measures may be necessitated based on the submittal of detailed information as 

part of the permitting process. MassDEP has the authority during permitting to ensure the project will 

avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse impacts to the environment. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and recognizes that additional and/or alternative mitigation measures may be 

necessitated based on future permitting.  

Samuel Gladstone, January 2nd, 2026 

7-1 In Buffam Falls the transmission lines that cross the stream are high above the trees so no trees should 

be cut there as cutting trees there will destabilize the beautiful stream & trails & is totally unnecessary 

1-11 

4-5:4-7 

8-1:8-3 

Tree removal and trimming will be limited to the areas shown on the FEIR Plans in Appendix A. Only limited tree removal is 

proposed in the vicinity of the Buffam Brook crossing, and vegetation removal will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

See Section 1.7.1 for additional information regarding the extent and basis for proposed tree removal and vegetation 

management, and Section 4 and Section 8 for applicable avoidance and minimization measures associated with work 

near wetlands and waterways 

Kimberly H. Robinson, Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, January 5th, 2026 

8-1 Although the applicant identifies compliance with the Wetlands Protection Act and outlines a proposed 

suite of mitigation measures, additional documentation is requested in the Final Environmental Impact 

Report (FEIR) for the following areas: Quantification of Wetland Impacts: A table is included with square 

footage of temporary vs. permanent impacts, but there is insufficient narrative explaining the ecological 

significance of wetlands (e.g., habitat value, connectivity, hydrology). 

4-1:4-7 

8-1:8-3 

See Section 4 for additional information regarding wetland resources and the nature and extent of temporary and 

permanent wetland impacts associated with the Project, as well as measures incorporated into Project design to avoid 

and minimize impacts and to restore or mitigate unavoidable impacts. See also Section 8 for a summary of applicable 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and BMPs. 

8-2 Avoidance and Minimization Measures: While alternative alignments are mentioned, the DEIR does not 

adequately explain how wetland impacts were avoided or minimized during design phases. 

4-2:4-7 

8-1:8-13 

As described in Section 5.3 of the DEIR, wetland avoidance and minimization were incorporated throughout Project 

planning and design and included consideration of replacement structure locations, work areas, and access routes. 

Proposed structures were generally sited in proximity to the existing structures being replaced and, where feasible, were 

relocated from wetlands to upland areas. Access and work areas were designed using wetland delineation and survey 

data to avoid sensitive wetland resources where practicable, including use of existing access routes and configuration of 

dead-end access routes where doing so avoided additional wetland crossings. Construction matting will be used where 

access and work areas cannot avoid wetlands to minimize disturbance to wetland soils and vegetation. 

See Section 5.3 of the DEIR for the detailed discussion of the Project's wetland avoidance and minimization measures. 

Section 4.4, Section 4.5, and Section 8 provide updated wetland impact information and supplement the avoidance, 

minimization, restoration, and mitigation measures described in the DEIR. 

 

8-3 Hydrology: The project as proposed has the potential to result in significant changes to the hydrology of 

the affected resource areas and downstream reaches. Therefore, this project should consider both 

surface and subsurface hydrology, wildlife habitat, fisheries habitat, and shading impacts. The FEIR 

should highlight how any local cold-water fisheries will be affected, including thermal and sediment 

impacts. 

4-1:4-7 See response to Comment 2-6, Section 4, and Appendix F for details of the hydrological and stormwater analysis 

performed for the Project. Potential impacts to wildlife and fisheries habitat, including coldwater fisheries. Sediment and 

erosion controls will be in place throughout construction, and will remain in place until final stabilization has been 

achieved. Impacts to stream shading will be minimized as far as possible by limiting tree removals/trimming along banks, 

and retaining understory vegetation during vegetation management activities. 
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8-4 Invasive Species: Work should be done carefully to prevent the transmission of invasive species to and 

from the project site. Because invasive species establish and thrive in disturbed areas, to the extent 

feasible, soil and vegetation disturbance should be minimized. All vehicles and equipment must be clean 

and free of excess soil, debris and vegetation before entering the work site. 

N/A See response to Comment 2-7, Section 8, and Appendix H for details of NEPs procedures for managing invasive species 

within their ROWs.  

8-5 Vernal Pools: Vernal Pools are significant to the protection of wildlife habitat, particularly amphibian 

breeding habitat. The PVPC does not support options that include removing, dredging, or altering of a 

Vernal Pool or a 100’ buffer. 

N/A See response to Comment 2-8 

8-6 Outstanding Water Resources: This project crosses through Quabbin Reservoir Watershed, a Class A 

surface water, Outstanding Resource Water, and Public Water Supply. The applicant should work with the 

landowner, Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) to make sure the project does not impair 

the quality of the water. 

N/A See response to Comment 2-4.  

8-7 Cumulative Impacts: There is no substantive discussion of cumulative wetland loss from this and other 

regional energy infrastructure projects. We request that the FEIR include a narrative assessment of 

functional wetland impacts (e.g., wildlife support, flood mitigation) and provide a clear matrix comparing 

alternatives with respect to total and functional wetland impact. 

4-1:4-7 See Section 4 for updated information regarding Project-related wetland impacts, including temporary and permanent 

impacts, avoidance and minimization measures, restoration, and mitigation. Permanent wetland loss associated with the 

Project is limited to fill associated with replacement structure foundations. Other wetland impacts include temporary 

construction matting and vegetation management within wetlands; these activities do not result in permanent wetland 

loss. Temporary construction matting will be removed following construction and affected wetland areas restored. 

Unavoidable permanent wetland impacts will be mitigated through wetland replacement designed to restore wetland 

functions and values, including hydrologic and wildlife habitat functions. See also Section 11 of the DEIR for the 

alternatives analysis and comparison of environmental impacts among the Project alternatives. 

8-8 The DEIR includes estimated tree clearing for each segment, but the scope and impact of this vegetation 

removal is requested as part as follows: Extent of Clearing: In several segments, the extent of clearing is 

unclear, with additional areas required for access roads and work pads. While the total acreage of impact 

is stated, it's unclear how much is mature forest vs. shrubland or edge habitat. PVPC understands the 

difficulty of knowing the exact tree removal that will be necessary at this point of the project and 

appreciates that trees that only need to be pruned will be treated accordingly. We look forward to more 

details being supplied as part. 

1-11:1-12 See Section 1.7.1 and Table 1-6 for updated information regarding the extent of tree removal, selective tree removal, and 

pruning associated with the Project. On-ROW tree removal is proposed along the forested edges of the existing, 

maintained transmission ROW; areas characterized as shrubland do not represent areas of proposed tree removal. In 

response to the Certificate, the FEIR further identifies portions of the existing tree canopy within the ROW that can remain 

because the vegetation does not conflict with required transmission-line clearances. See also the FEIR Plans in Appendix A 

for the locations of proposed vegetative cover type conversion. 

8-9 Forest Fragmentation: There is no analysis of interior forest loss or fragmentation impacts, which are 

critical in areas of contiguous habitat. 

N/A As discussed in Section 6 of the DEIR, the Project is located within an existing, maintained transmission ROW and does 

not create a new linear corridor through contiguous forest. Proposed on-ROW tree removal will occur along the forested 

edges of the existing cleared ROW. The DEIR evaluated potential effects of vegetative cover type conversion on 

biodiversity and determined that the existing open, vegetated ROW does not represent a barrier to movement for New 

England forest-dependent species, which are able to cross and use ROW areas. Accordingly, the Project is not anticipated 

to result in significant additional forest fragmentation. 

8-10 Climate and Carbon Sequestration: The DEIR does not provide a carbon accounting analysis of forest loss 

or propose offsets. This information is requested as part. 

7-3:7-4 See Section 7 for carbon accounting analysis for the Project.  

8-11 Herbicide Use: The FEIR analysis should include a summary of the last twenty years of herbicide use for 

vegetation treatment and make projections for how herbicide use will increase as a result of this project. 

N/A See response to Comment 2-5.  

8-12 We also recommend the FEIR include a GIS-based forest fragmentation analysis, along with mitigation 

strategies such as replanting, conservation easements, or carbon offsets to compensate for permanent 

canopy loss. 

7-3:7-4 See response to Comment 8-9, addressing forest fragmentation, and Section 7 for a summary of the Project’s carbon 

analysis and carbon offsetting for permanent canopy loss. NEP does not anticipate that tree removals and trimming for 

the Project will significantly contribute to forest fragmentation, as activities are limited to edge habitat along the existing 

ROW and off-ROW access routes, and open areas will not be widened substantially compared to existing conditions.  

8-13 Stormwater management is described in the DEIR in general terms, with references to MassDEP 

Stormwater Standards. Additional information is requested as part as follows: Site-Specific BMPs: There 

is insufficient detail about proposed stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) at individual access 

roads, laydown yards, and construction areas. 

N/A See Section 8 for a description of the Project’s stormwater management and erosion and sediment control measures, 

Appendix F for the Project’s stormwater analysis, and Appendix H for NEP’s BMPs and erosion and sediment control 

measures. BMPs will be selected and implemented based on site-specific conditions, including access configuration, 

topography, drainage patterns, soil conditions, and proximity to wetlands and waterways. 

8-14 Erosion Control Plans: For sloped or erodible areas, it is unclear whether erosion controls will be adapted 

seasonally or based on field conditions. 

8-1:8-13 See Section 8 and Appendix H for the Project’s erosion and sediment control measures and BMPs. Erosion and sediment 

controls will be selected, installed, maintained, and adjusted as appropriate based on site-specific and seasonal 

conditions, including changing field conditions during construction, and will be maintained until final stabilization is 

achieved. 
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8-15 Post-Construction Hydrology: There is limited discussion of how stormwater runoff patterns will change 

after permanent infrastructure is installed. 

8-1:8-13 See Section 8 for a summary of existing and proposed stormwater conditions, and Appendix F for the stormwater analysis 

performed for the Project. Stormwater runoff patterns are not anticipated to significantly change as a result of the Project. 

Conditions within the ROW will be substantially similar to existing, with minimal increase in the extent of impervious area 

(from replacement caisson foundations) and semi-pervious area (fresh stone access and work pads on existing 

compacted dirt/stone ground). Tree removals will be limited to edge habitats along the existing cleared edge of ROW and 

off-ROW access routes, with forest habitat bordering the ROW remaining largely intact and undisturbed. Understory and 

low-growing vegetation within the ROW will be retained wherever possible, helping to minimize stormwater impacts.  

8-16 Belchertown Specific Requirements under their Stormwater Bylaw: It should be noted that the 

Belchertown Conservation Commission will require a Stormwater permit, as this project is not exempt 

from the local Stormwater Management Bylaw and Regulations. Project mitigation in areas where soils 

are classified as having severe erosion potential should include temporary and permanent stabilization 

methods using BMPs. It is requested that the FEIR include information on how this project does not 

increase stormwater runoff to any water body, roadway or neighboring property. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that it will be applying for a Stormwater Permit from the Belchertown 

Conservation Commission (and all other applicable bodies which regulate local stormwater bylaws/ordinances along the 

Project ROW). NEP will conform with the requirements of all applicable stormwater regulations.  

8-17 We request that the FEIR include site-specific stormwater design plans for key impact areas and 

describe long-term inspection and maintenance responsibilities for all BMPs. 

7-1:7-2 

8-1:8-13 

See response to Comment 8-13. See also Section 7.2 and Section 8 and Appendix F for additional information regarding 

stormwater management and erosion and sediment control measures. Stormwater and erosion-control features will be 

selected and installed based on site-specific conditions and drainage patterns. Construction-period controls and post-

construction stabilization measures will be inspected and maintained until permanent stabilization is achieved in 

accordance with applicable permit requirements. 

8-18 The DEIR mentions the use of several publicly owned parcels and conservation lands, including those 

subject to Article 97 protections. Additional information is requested as part as follows: 

N/A See responses to Comment 8-19 through Comment 8-21.  

8-19 Article 97 Review: Where access roads or utility corridors cross protected open space, the FEIR should 

identify parcels requiring Article 97 alienation and describe the legislative and mitigation process. 

N/A See response to Comment C-17.  

8-20 Recreational Impacts: Temporary closure of public trails is mentioned, but the DEIR lacks a clear 

schedule of closures, detour plans, or notification protocols. Additional information is requested as part. 

3-10:3-11 See response to Comment C-27, and Section 3.5.1.  

8-21 Compensatory mitigation: There is no quantitative proposal for open space compensation, such as hand 

donation, trail enhancement, or conservation restrictions. The FEIR should include a parcel-level 

summary of open space impacts, and a formal compensatory open space mitigation plan is 

recommended to be included as part of the Section 61 Finding. 

N/A See Section 3 and Table 3-4 for a parcel-level summary of Project impacts to open space and Article 97-protected lands. 

As discussed in Section 3, the Project does not involve a change in use or disposition of Article 97-protected land that 

would trigger the replacement land requirements. Separately, as described in Section 7 and Section 8, NEP is developing 

a mitigation package to address unavoidable Project impacts associated with tree removal and carbon sequestration. The 

mitigation package is anticipated to include land preservation, which would also provide open space and habitat 

conservation benefits. 

8-22 The DEIR outlines required permits but does not fully demonstrate how overlapping federal, state, and 

local reviews will be coordinated: F1EPA/ FERC / Energy Facilities Siting Board Coordination: It is unclear 

how these processes will align to avoid duplication or regulatory gaps. Additional information is 

requested as part. 

1-7:1-8 See Section 1 and Table 1-3 for an updated summary of federal, state, and local permits and approvals required for the 

Project, including the anticipated timing and sequencing of applicable regulatory reviews. 

8-23 Wetlands and Water Quality Permits: The DEIR lists anticipated permits (e.g., Section 401, 404, Chapter 

91) but does not provide a clear timeline or identify responsible parties. Additional information is 

requested as part. 

1-7:1-8 See Section 1 and Table 1-3 for an updated permitting table identifying the federal, state, and local permits and approvals 

anticipated for the Project and their estimated timing. NEP is responsible for obtaining all applicable permits and 

approvals required for the Project prior to undertaking the activities subject to those authorizations. 

8-24 Local Conservation Commission Review: PVPC encourages direct consultation with local Conservation 

Commissions in Belchertown, Pelham, and Ware to ensure that site- specific wetland and stormwater 

conditions are incorporated. The FEIR should provide a coordinated permitting timeline and matrix 

showing agency jurisdiction over each impact type. 

1-7:1-8 NEP acknowledges this comment, and reiterates that Notice of Intent (NOIs) will be submitted to all Towns along the 

Project route (in accordance with the WPA and any applicable local wetlands bylaws/ordinances), with additional 

stormwater permits being submitted to those Towns with stormwater bylaws/ordinances. It is anticipated that NOIs for the 

Project will be submitted in the summer to fall of 2026. See Section 1 and Table 1-3 for an updated permitting table for 

the Project, outlining the estimated permitting timeline. 

8-25 The DEIR identifies proximity to Environmental Justice populations but does not clearly outline meaningful 

engagement strategies or mitigation: EJ Mapping: EJ screening is performed using state thresholds; 

however, the document lacks maps showing project components in relation to specific EJ communities. 

2-1:2-5 As shown in the Distribution List provided in Appendix B, NEP’s distribution requirement complies with this comment and 

301 CMR 11.06. NEP has continued to update the EJ reference list, maintain and update the Project website 

(https://cmatowmaenergy.com/ which is publicly available in English and Spanish), and maintain and monitor the Project 

email address: info@cmatowmaenergy.com and Project hotline (888-431-3536) throughout the MEPA process. A target 

notice will also be sent out to the abutters in the EJ Block Group. The FEIR will be posted on the Project website and 

community stakeholders will be encouraged to request additional public meetings if desired and will be provided with 

instructions for how to request them. See Section 2 for more details on Project activities in relation to EJ populations, and 

Appendix A for EJ related mapping.  

 

https://cmatowmaenergy.com/
mailto:info@cmatowmaenergy.com
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8-26 Disproportionate Impact Analysis: The FEIR should analyze whether construction impacts (noise, traffic, 

vegetation removal) disproportionately affect EJ neighborhoods. We recommend that the FEIR include a 

full demographic and health profile of nearby EJ communities and propose enhanced mitigation, such as 

additional vegetative buffers or community benefit agreements. 

 

7-1:7-4 

8-1:8-13 

The FEIR reaffirms that the short-term environmental or public health impacts of the Project (including noise, traffic, and 

vegetation removal) will be mitigated using BMPs provided in Section 8, and that vegetation removal activities that will 

occur near EJ populations will be as minimal as those occurring along the entire ROW. See Section 7 for further details of 

the impact analysis performed for the Project (using RMAT), and support for the Project’s finding of no disproportionate 

impact on EJ populations.  

8-27 Franklin Regional Council of Government (FRCOG) commented on the ENF related to historical, 

archaeological, and cultural resources…it is requested that status of these efforts be updated to the 

extent possible as part. 

1-7:1-9 See Section 1, Table 1-4 for updates on agency coordination and Table 1-3 for updates to project permitting since 

submission of the DEIR. NEP will continue to coordinate with MHC and Tribes regarding historical, archaeological, and 

cultural resources. 

Rachel Loeffler, January 6th, 2026 

9-1 1. Avoid significantly altering the porosity of soils below grade within the work area. Not all soils are the 

same structurally.  

a. Prior to construction and permitting, require thorough study of soils and underlying materials in both 

the areas of the towers and the areas of heavy construction: 

i. Heavy trucks, repeated vibration can cause silty and or clayey soil structure to collapse like a deck of 

cards. The impacts can be within that 1’ to 12’ below grade and can form below grade dams which 

intercept and redirect groundwater movement across the land.  

ii. Heavily compacted and/or collapsed soils can negatively impact existing drainage infrastructure below 

grade as well as the capacity of soils to move water below grade.  

iii. Due to the long, linear nature of access roads, these impacts and disruptions can be much greater 

than the footprint of construction, as they interface and impact the larger subsurface watershed.  

iv. NRCS surficial geology may may not be sufficient data to capture the characteristics of subsurface 

layers. Geotechnical borings and a resultant report should be prepared for each tower location and any 

adjacent area where the roads are being “repaired” or built.  

v. Wood matting may not be sufficient to prevent compaction, especially in areas of high groundwater and 

saturated soils.  

N/A NEP has incorporated measures into Project design and construction planning to minimize soil disturbance and 

compaction. Construction matting is a widely accepted BMP for work in wetlands and stream crossings and is recognized 

in USACE guidance and permitting standards as a means of minimizing soil disturbance. Matting distributes equipment 

loads and minimizes rutting, compaction, and disturbance to underlying soils and vegetation. Matting will be used in 

wetlands and other designated sensitive areas along the Project in accordance with applicable permit requirements and 

the BMPs provided in Appendix H. Access improvements will similarly be implemented based on existing and field 

conditions, with measures used as appropriate to maintain stable access and drainage during construction. Temporarily 

disturbed areas will be restored following construction in accordance with applicable restoration requirements and 

site-specific conditions. 

9-2 2. Level of specificity of both existing conditions and final proposed conditions. Drawings and plans for 

permitting should be developed to a level of specificity to show the proposed final contours with 1’ 

intervals at the end of the project. 

a. If there are proposed adjustments to the terrain, the applicant must demonstrate that stormwater 

flows are balanced for pre and post lows, not just for the current standard but for future projected rainfall 

amounts as outlined by the state for the installed project’s projected future life span. 

b. Stormwater reports should be peer reviewed and critically evaluated for curve numbers applied, 

infiltration rates claimed and model storm amounts. 

8-1:8-13 See Appendix A for the FEIR Plans, Section 8 for a discussion of stormwater management and erosion and sediment 

control measures, and Appendix F for the Project's Stormwater Analysis. The FEIR Plans establish conservative limits of 

disturbance within which Project construction activities may occur. The specific extent and configuration of access 

improvements and grading within those limits will be based on site and field conditions and may be adjusted during 

construction. Stormwater and erosion and sediment control measures will similarly be implemented and adjusted as 

appropriate based on site and field conditions and applicable regulatory requirements. 

9-3 3. As built with final topography required to confirm compliance with original permit documents. During 

construction, deviations are inherent with a complex project of sustained timelines and changing 

personal. 

a. Formalizing review and compliance with the project’s initial proposal is essential to keep all parts of the 

effort accountable and ensure a successful project.  

8-1:8-13 NEP will implement environmental monitoring and inspection throughout construction to document compliance with the 

FEIR Plans, applicable permit requirements, and Project BMPs. The Project Environmental Monitor will identify and 

document conditions requiring corrective action, and corrective measures will be implemented as appropriate. Where 

changes to permitted Project plans are necessary during construction, they will be addressed in accordance with 

applicable regulatory and permit requirements. See Section 8 for additional information regarding environmental 

monitoring and compliance. 

9-4 4. Avoid generic approaches that engage with terrain. Historically we have seen a practice of utility 

companies scraping the topsoil within the area of work and mounding it up alongside the upslope side of 

the maintenance road and easement, forming a linear dam above grade to protect the gravel road base 

and save effort of hauling topsoil offsite.  

N/A Where excavation and grading are required, NEP’s Guidance for ROW Access, Maintenance and Construction Best 

Management Practices (EG-303NE) requires that topsoil be temporarily stockpiled separately from subsoil and 

redistributed over disturbed areas during restoration. The location of temporary soil stockpiles is determined based on 

project-specific site conditions and engineering considerations, including maintaining positive drainage along access 

roads, preserving stormwater management features, complying with electrical clearance requirements, and avoiding 

placement within sensitive resource areas or other locations where prohibited by permit conditions. Excess soil will be 

managed in accordance with NEP’s applicable environmental guidance. Upon completion of construction, topsoil is 

redistributed as part of final grading and site restoration in accordance with  applicable permit requirements. See 

Appendix H for additional details on BMPs. 
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9-5 5. Areas with high Groundwater: Areas with high groundwater are highly vulnerable to changes in 

groundwater and surface water inputs.  

a. The Commonwealth should require stricter oversight and infrastructure in areas with high groundwater 

and/or areas prone to groundwater flooding.  

N/A NEP acknowledges the comment regarding regulatory oversight of areas with high groundwater and areas prone to 

groundwater flooding. 

9-6 6. Geotechnical Engineering: Geotechnical borings and analysis of soils can inform the design team early 

on about potential vulnerabilities of soil and groundwater. Require a geotechnical report for each 

proposed tower location. Generalized approaches may not capture site specific vulnerabilities to dynamic 

groundwater interactions and artesian affects.  

a. Require the utility company to address issues of artesian effects of punctured confinement layers of 

silt and clay by footings, and posts and the upward movement of lower layers of groundwater or aquifer 

introduced by the new towers.  

N/A NEP conducted a subsurface investigation to inform the engineering design and selection of Project foundation types. The 

investigation included traditional soil borings and rock core samples at proposed concrete caisson locations, as well as 

seismic refraction and Refraction Microtremor (“ReMi”) investigations at intermediate structure locations. These 

investigations provided information regarding subsurface conditions, including depth to bedrock, groundwater levels, and 

general soil types, which was considered in selecting appropriate foundation types. Foundation locations and types are 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis considering subsurface conditions, structural requirements, terrain, constructability, 

environmental impacts, safety, and other design constraints. 

9-7 7. Anticipate Corrosion and High Acidity of Existing Groundwater: Localized groundwater is fairly acidic. 

Tests conducted on site on my property and in upstream areas showed pH to be as low as 3.5 or 4.0. 

Structures submerged in highly acidic groundwater can be prone to corrosion. Review the proposed 

structures and materials for resistance to corrosion from highly acidic groundwater which is endemic to 

our area. 

N/A NEP has performed detailed assessments of structure requirements, including existing structure conditions, ground 

conditions, and applicable environmental conditions. Replacement structures and foundations are designed in 

accordance with NEP’s applicable engineering standards and material specifications, including requirements for durability 

and corrosion protection. 

9-8 8. The utility company should review their Restoration Plan with the underlying land owners as well as the 

permitting agencies, and the Utility’s Restoration Plan should be deed or easement recorded.  

N/A Project restoration measures will be implemented in accordance with applicable permit requirements and NEP’s 

environmental BMPs. NEP continues to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies regarding restoration requirements, 

including for work within DCR-managed lands, NHESP-regulated habitat, and jurisdictional wetland resource areas. 

Restoration requirements will be incorporated into applicable Project plans and permit conditions, as appropriate. 

9-9 9. No intimidation or attempt to remove private owner property rights, or attempt to discredit the 

character of landowners where the work is taking place 

N/A All Project activities are proposed within the existing E5/F6 ROW and associated off-ROW access routes, to which NEP has 

existing property or access rights. The Project does not propose any change in existing land ownership or property rights. 

9-10 10. Repair of work: Repairs should be made by the utility company to restore the land to its original 

condition or better, including subgrade and above grade conditions, drainage, and low patterns, and type 

of vegetation cover. Cost of testing of issues, engineering, and permitting for repair work should not be 

borne by the underlying landowner. 

8-3:8-8 NEP will restore the Project ROW in conformance with federal, state, and local permitting requirements. See Table 8-1 for 

a summary of Project mitigation and restoration commitments, responsible parties, and approximate timeframes. 

Necessary repair work and restoration measures which result from Project activities will be the responsibility of NEP 

(and/or their contractors), and will not be borne by the underlying landowner.  

9-11 11. Better communication about the material nature of work and the final conditions of the land during 

and after construction: Recommend meeting with individual property owners to walk their property 

affected by the work and talk through the proposed work as well as the proposed final condition of the 

land. Any initial letter notifications to property owners, should include detailed descriptions of the 

proposed work during construction as well as any requested permanent changes to terrain or surfacing of 

the underlying landowner’s land. Any permanent changes to the land should be approved of by the 

landowner prior to the Utility company submitting permits. 

2-1:2-5 

8-1:8-13 

See Section 2 for additional information regarding Project outreach and stakeholder coordination and Section 8 for Project 

restoration measures. NEP will continue to coordinate with affected landowners before and throughout construction. Prior 

to construction, NEP will provide construction-start notification to Project abutters, followed by more targeted notifications 

near active construction areas identifying the location and general timing of work, anticipated equipment and construction 

activities, and other information pertinent to the specific activity. NEP will also coordinate with individual property owners, 

as appropriate, regarding site-specific conditions, restoration, and access considerations. 

9-12 12. Work with the University of Massachusetts Amherst’s Department of Hydrogeology to identify areas 

vulnerable to groundwater flooding as well as areas prone to be susceptible to groundwater flooding in 

the future. 

N/A NEP acknowledges the recommendation. 

9-13 13. Maximize existing Carbon Sequestration and stormwater management by protecting soils and trees. 7-1:7-4 See Section 7.4 for a summary of the carbon analysis performed for the Project (full report provided in Appendix G), and 

Section 7.2 for a summary of stormwater management (Appendix F for an updated Stormwater Analysis).  

9-14 14. Publicly owned lands: Utility company to reach out to each owner of the publicly held land to confirm 

what department(s) or representatives need to be included on future correspondence. 

3-3:3-7 See Section 3.3 for information regarding coordination with public landowners, including DCR, DFG, UMass, and 

municipalities. NEP will continue to coordinate with the appropriate representatives of these entities regarding Project 

activities affecting their properties. 

9-15 15. Engage with local public elected officials to provide more support for members directly affected by the 

work.  

N/A See Section 2 for information regarding Project outreach and stakeholder coordination. NEP has engaged with municipal 

officials throughout the Project, including through presentations to local Select Boards, and will continue to coordinate 

with municipal officials as the Project advances through permitting and construction. 

Stacey McCullough, January 6th, 2026 

10-1 I'm concerned that National Grid's plan calls for indiscriminate clear-cutting throughout their project, 

rather than exercising due care to limit damage. I ask that you require National Grid to limit their project's 

damage to only the amount that's truly necessary to meet their project's goals. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1. 
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10-2 To me, the universal application of the clear-cutting category within their ROW indicates that National Grid 

has not exercised sufficient care to distinguish areas that need to be clear-cut from those that don't. 

National Grid should be assiduous about managing via Selective Tree Removal or Pruning everywhere 

they can, and especially in areas that are priority habitats, water supplies, wetlands/streams/vernal 

pools, hiking areas, and otherwise sensitive. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1. 

10-3 They're saying: "We're not widening the ROW" and letting people think it means: "We're not widening the 

cleared corridor." Those two statements are not equivalent! Per National Grid's maps, they absolutely are 

widening the cleared corridor, albeit within their 125' ROW. The natural environment has value whether it 

falls on one side or the other of their property line, and National Grid should protect it wherever possible. 

N/A NEP acknowledges the distinction between the legal limits of the ROW and the existing cleared corridor. The Project does 

not propose to widen the existing ROW; however, tree removal and pruning will expand the existing cleared corridor in 

certain locations within the ROW. See response to Comment 3-1 regarding the extent of proposed tree removal and 

pruning and measures to minimize vegetation removal. 

Denise Prseley, January 7th, 2026 

11-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

1-11 See response to Comment 3-1 and Section 1.7.1 regarding proposed tree removal and pruning and measures to minimize 

vegetation removal. 

11-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

7-1:7-4 

8-1:8-13 

See Section 7 and Appendix G for the Project’s updated carbon analysis, including the effects of proposed tree removal 

and associated mitigation, and Section 8 and Appendix F for the Project’s stormwater analysis and mitigation measures. 

See Section 7.4 for additional information regarding the proposed tree-removal and carbon mitigation package. 

11-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 8-9 regarding potential forest fragmentation and wildlife corridor impacts associated with 

proposed tree removal. See Appendix H for BMPs to minimize the introduction and spread of invasive species during 

construction and restoration. 

11-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A NEP applies an Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) approach to vegetation management within its ROWs, as 

described in NEP’s Five-Year Vegetation Management Plan. The IVM program includes management of incompatible 

vegetation while retaining compatible low-growing vegetation. See response to Comment 3-1 regarding proposed tree 

removal and pruning for the Project. 

11-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and will comply with all MEPA requirements determined by the Secretary.  

Jacqueline Katz, January 7th, 2026 

12-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 
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12-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

12-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

12-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

12-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Janet Sinclair January 7th, 2026 

13-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

13-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

13-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

13-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  
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13-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Jodi Rodar, January 7th, 2026 

14-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

14-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 

goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in direct opposition 

to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

14-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

14-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

14-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Josette Henschel, January 7th, 2026 

15-1 Please, please rethink this project. We need every tree possible. I support improvement of the electric 

grid; I appreciate all that National Grid does to keep the energy flowing. This plan requires thoughtful 

planning and cutting to take into consideration the environment, the wildlife corridors, flooding, erosion, 

protection of this "green" legacy upon which we are dependent for tourism, beauty, oxygen, erosion 

protection, and on and on. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1.  

Lynne Man, January 7th, 2026 

16-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 
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16-2 I reiterate and support the collective concerns of Responsible Grid: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

16-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

16-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

16-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Maryann Auriemma January 7th, 2026 

17-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

17-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

17-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

17-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  
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17-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Miriam and Mike Kirkland, January 7th, 2026 

18-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

18-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

18-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

18-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

18-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Pam Younquist, January 7th, 2026 

19-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

19-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  
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19-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

19-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

19-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Robert Seletsky, January 7th, 2026 

20-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

20-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

20-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

20-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

20-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Wren Veatch, January 7th, 2026 

22-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 
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22-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

22-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

22-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

22-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Anita Ryan, January 8th, 2026 

23-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

23-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities 

works in direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

23-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

23-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  
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23-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Brittany Gravely, January 8th, 2026 

24-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

24-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

24-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

24-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

24-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Joanne Kasper-Dunne, January 8th, 2026 

25-1 MassDEP Central Regional Office Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup and Wetlands staff have reviewed the 

DEIR for the New England Power Central to Western Massachusetts Energy Improvement Project and 

have no additional comments. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment.  
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Judith Elseman, January 8th, 2026 

26-1 Granted, the towers are old and in need of extensive update work, but insisting that the portion of the 

right of way currently being used or cleared be enlarged seems overkill. Apparently work “needed" will be 

determined by whichever employee is on site and decides that cutting or clearing is necessary. This is 

unacceptable and since some of the work is in “sensitive" areas but others not, the Conservation 

Commissions and citizens of each town may not have an opportunity to weigh in or know how to object in 

advance. MEPA should intervene and fully review management plans to ensure that understory habitat is 

not damaged and that disturbed soils are not left to be replaced with invasive species or simply covered 

with traprock. That will undermine various species requirements and usefulness so actual soil should be 

replaced or not disturbed in the first place. 

8-1:8-13 See response to Comment 3-1 regarding proposed tree removal and pruning and measures to minimize vegetation 

removal. See Section 8 and Appendix H for measures to minimize impacts to soils and vegetation, restore temporarily 

disturbed areas, and minimize the introduction and spread of invasive species. 

26-2 It is unacceptable for National Grid to avoid adopting an Integrated Vegetation Management plan—no 

doubt to save money for them while damaging private and public resources here to increase potential 

electricity capacity for data centers and electrical uses elsewhere. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4 regarding NEP’s Integrated Vegetation Management approach. 

Nancy Haver, January 8th, 2026 

27-1 I urge you to require National Grid to complete a comprehensive EIR for their management plan. N/A NEP acknowledges the recommendation. See response to Comment 11-4 regarding NEP’s Integrated Vegetation 

Management approach and Five-Year Vegetation Management Plan. 

27-2 I ask that MEPA make the transition from clearcutting in favor of IVM forestry practices. N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

Alisa Plazonja, January 9th, 2026 

28-1 While maintaining a reliable electrical grid is essential, National Grid needs conduct its business in a 

manner that respects the critical role that our tree canopy plays in our Commonwealth’s ecosystem 

resilience and overall environmental health by providing carbon sequestration and storage, absorbing 

stormwater to reduce runoff and the pollution of our watersheds, protecting against erosion and invasive 

species, and serving as wildlife habitat. Because our tree canopy is so essential to our wellbeing, rather 

than approving wholesale clearcutting within their right of way, MEPA should require National Grid to 

submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report. 

N/A See responses to Comment 3-1, Comment 11-2, and Comment 11-3 regarding proposed tree removal and pruning, 

carbon and stormwater impacts, wildlife habitat, and invasive species. 

28-2 should also require that National Grid adopt an Integrated Vegetation Management plan that prioritizes 

selective cutting and pruning that would balance grid integrity with the preservation of our 

Commonwealth’s critical green infrastructure. Clear cutting is a drastic measure that should only be used 

when absolutely necessary, and by emphasizing clear cutting, Eversource’s proposed plan would cause 

substantial, avoidable harm to the environment, people, and the planet. I therefore ask that you exercise 

your authority to see that they adopt a more targeted plan that does not unnecessarily remove trees that 

pose no realistic or near-term danger to the grid. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4 regarding NEP’s Integrated Vegetation Management approach, and response to 

Comment 3-1 regarding proposed tree removal and pruning. 

Department of Conservation and Recreation, January 9th, 2026 

29-1 DCR requests that the Proponent continue to coordinate with DCR staff to avoid and minimize temporary 

and permanent impacts to sensitive resources, avoid accidental discharge of hazardous materials in the 

public water supply lands, reduce the threat of invasive species, minimize clearing of trees, and identify 

restoration and mitigation opportunities for loss or conversion of wetlands, rare species habitat, forest, 

and recreational resources resulting from Project work activities. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will continue to coordinate with DCR staff to minimize project 

impacts within DCR owned land.  

29-2 The Proponent is directed to coordinate with DCR-DWSP-Quabbin staff regarding protocols for enhanced 

vigilance and care by contractors to avoid or immediately report spills. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will coordinate with DCR-DWSP Quabbin staff prior to the 

commencement of Project activities within the Quabbin WsPA.  

29-3 DCR notes that vehicles are not permitted in the Quabbin Watershed during mud season. 3-4 See Section 3.3.1. NEP has been coordinating with DCR-DWSP to avoid vehicle travel within the Quabbin Reservoir 

watershed during mud season to the extent reasonably practicable considering Project outage requirements. Where mud-

season travel cannot be avoided, NEP will continue consultation with DCR-DWSP regarding appropriate measures to 

minimize impacts associated with vehicle travel during mud season. 

29-4 DCR also requests continued coordination with DCR’s Ecology and Management Forestry staff prior to 

and during the permitting process to implement measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects 

to significant natural resources, and for final review of flagged work limits to reduce clearing and 

construction impacts to sensitive resources. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will continue to coordinate with DCR’s Ecology and Management 

Forestry staff prior to and during the permitting process.  
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29-5 DCR similarly requests that the Proponent coordinate with DCR Management Forestry before work is 

conducted to ensure that work on DCR land is consistent with DCR’s mission and policies related to 

effective forest management. The Proponent should coordinate with DCR Forestry, Ecology and 

Watershed staff to ensure that appropriate drainage measures to prevent erosion and future degradation 

are in place and implemented to the satisfaction of DCR at the end of this Project. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will coordinate with DCR Management Forestry before work is 

conducted within DCR land.  

29-6 NEP indicates they will coordinate with DCR staff to identify locations where gates will be required to 

secure any access roads that remain in place post construction. We look forward to further consultation 

and detailed construction and access plans that will inform required mitigation and restoration of these 

access roads and other components of this Project.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will coordinate with DCR staff regarding required mitigation and 

restoration, and the installation of gates, on DCR land. 

29-7 DCR also appreciates the Proponent’s offer to coordinate additional field visits as the Project progresses. 

The Department stands ready to continue coordinated Project review with NEP. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. 

29-8 Where applications for environmental or other permits for work activities on DCR land must be signed by 

the Department as ‘Owner’, DCR requires that the Proponent provide applications and corresponding 

documents to DCR at least 45 days prior to submission to regulatory agencies. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will provide applications and corresponding documents to DCR 

at least 45 days prior to submission to regulatory agencies, for applications which must be signed by the Department as 

“Owner.” 

29-9 The Watershed Protection Act (M.G.L. c. 92A ½, §§1 et seq.) and regulations promulgated thereunder 

(313 CMR 11.00), defines an area of regulatory control around water resources in the Quabbin Reservoir 

watershed. While the regulations contain exemptions for utility work (see 313 CMR 11.05(11) and (12)), 

the Project must be reviewed by DCR to determine that such maintenance, repair or expansion activities, 

structures, or facilities do not materially impair the quality of water in the public water supply watersheds 

as determined by DWSP after consultation with the Department of Environmental Protection. DCR will 

initiate review of the Project only after the Proponent has filed a Watershed Request for Determination of 

Applicability, along with all required documentation. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that they will submit a Watershed Request for Determination of 

Applicability, along with all required documentation, to DCR.  

29-10 The DEIR indicates that the ROW covers a total of 167 acres within DCR properties. Quantification of tree 

removal from the DCR properties has not been provided. 

3-9 See Section 3.4 for details of tree removal activities, including proposed tree removals within DCR land. In total, 

30.8 acres of tree removals are required within DCR land, 4.7 acres of selective tree removals, and 4.0 acres of tree 

trimming. 

29-11 DCR’s Management Forestry staff requests coordination with NEP regarding mitigation for tree clearing 

and other activities proposed for this Project. 

N/A NEP will coordinate with DCR Management Forestry staff. 

29-12 Multiple DCR trails cross and/or meander along the utility ROW at South River, West Brookfield, and 

Spencer State Forests, including a segment of the Midstate Trail, a priority long distance hiking trail. DCR 

requests that NEP develop a trail safety and closure plan for all trails affected during construction. Such 

plan, which should be submitted for DCR’s review and approval, should identify safe routes, when 

possible, and trail closures, when safe bypass routes are unavailable. The Department requests that the 

trails be posted with project information at least 30 days in advance of the initiation of any Project 

activity. DCR will review the information and provide posting locations. The same information will be 

posted on the DCR Parks website, and the Midstate Trail website.  

3-10:3-11 See response to Comment C-27, and Section 3.5.1. NEP will continue to coordinate with DCR to design and implement an 

appropriate trail safety and closure plan. The plan will address issues including: establishing appropriate by-pass routes, 

providing adequate public notice of trail closures and diversions, and installing appropriate barriers around work zones. 

This information will be made available to DCR (and other applicable organizations) at least 30 days in advance of the 

initiation of any project activity. 

 

29-13 DCR notes that several trails within the Quabbin watershed coincide with the Proponent’s activities along 

access roads. DWSP requests coordination prior to any activities that may impact Quabbin walking trails. 

N/A NEP will coordinate with DCR-DWSP prior to the start of construction, to design and implement appropriate trail protection 

measures, and (where applicable), an appropriate trail safety and closure plan. 

29-14 DCR is concerned that the Project may result in increased OHV access to the state forests, potentially 

causing further degradation of natural, cultural, and recreational resources. DCR requests that the 

Proponent continue to coordinate with DCR Trails and Operations staff to develop and implement 

strategies to deter unauthorized motorized trail use, including the installation of gates or boulders at 

strategic locations identified by DCR. 

N/A See response to Comment C-28. Where the NEP easement is co-located within DCR trail networks, NEP will coordinate 

with DCR to design appropriate measures to minimize unauthorized motorized trail use. Measures typically include the 

installation of gates and boulders at appropriate locations (i.e. locations where these measures may reasonably be 

effective in reducing unauthorized entry, without compromising NEP’s access to the ROW to perform essential emergency 

or maintenance work). 

29-15 DCR will continue to evaluate NEP plans to determine if the proposed off-ROW activities and associated 

impacts and use amount to a change in use or control under Article 97 of the Amendments to the 

Constitution of the Commonwealth. Such change in use or control would require the Proponent to meet 

the requirements, including obtaining easements, set forth in the Open Space Act (M.G.L. c. 3, § 5A; the 

“OSA”) and the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ Article 97 Land Disposition Policy 

(the “Policy”) to ensure no net loss of lands protected under Article 97. 

3-1 See Section 3 for NEP’s evaluation of Article 97 applicability to the Project, including activities on DCR-managed lands. 

NEP’s existing property rights are sufficient for the proposed Project activities and that the Project does not constitute a 

change in use or disposition requiring compliance with the Article 97 disposition process. NEP will continue to coordinate 

with DCR regarding proposed off-ROW activities through the applicable DCR permitting process. 
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29-16 DCR determined that there are generally three types of proposed access roads: areas that are more like 

trails and include sensitive resources, and that would need significant widening and additional work to 

support the heavy equipment needed for construction (Type 1); areas that are existing roads but need a 

fair amount of upgrading to support NEP’s proposed use (Type 2); and areas where the roads are 

basically in place, may have been previously developed by NEP, and need some upgrading (Type 3). There 

may be overlap between Types 2 and 3 depending on specific work activities which, presumably, will be 

set forth in the Proponent’s detailed construction plans. DCR requests copies of these construction plans 

as soon as available. 

1-10:1-11 See Section 1 and Table 1-5 for a description of the Project’s proposed temporary access improvements and Appendix A 

for the locations and types of proposed access. NEP has provided DCR with plans depicting the proposed access 

improvements on DCR-managed lands and will continue to coordinate with DCR regarding these improvements through 

the DCR permitting process. 

29-17 some of these roads will be used primarily by NEP for the Project and for ongoing maintenance, while 

others will also benefit DCR and the public. DCR would like to discuss cooperative use of those roads that 

are beneficial to both parties.  

N/A NEP will coordinate with DCR to discuss the future cooperative use of access routes by DCR and the public.  

29-18 Some off-ROW areas may not be needed beyond construction or will not function as permanent roads 

when the temporary matting used to traverse wetlands are pulled, leaving these sensitive areas 

vulnerable to unauthorized vehicular traffic and further degradation. DCR prefers restoration of these 

roads and sensitive resources in accordance with a restoration plan approved by DCR.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. Restoration of off-ROW access routes within DCR-managed lands will be coordinated 

with DCR. 

29-19 The following are DCR’s observations and initial recommendations for each proposed off-ROW access 

Area: 

DCR State Parks  

• South River State Forest, Conway: The main stem of the access route is an established dirt road that 

will need some improvements which DCR views as a Type 2 road as described above, including regrading, 

filling in ruts, and possible replacement of culverts. There are three spurs leading off this road that 

appear to be less established and more consistent with a path or trail. Current plans call for widening, 

grading and graveling these areas. Further discussion is needed to determine the appropriate final 

outcome and use for these sections of the off-ROW area. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. NEP will continue to coordinate with DCR regarding the proposed access improvements 

and appropriate post-construction condition of the South River State Forest mainstem and spur access routes through the 

DCR Construction and Access Permit process. 

29-20 Connecticut River Greenway, Deerfield: Additional ownership information is needed for Steam Mill Road 

in Deerfield where access rights are a mixture of NEP, DCR and private ownership. DCR requests that NEP 

continue to research ownership of the road and share that information with DCR when complete. DCR 

also notes that the outcome of a pending court case involving a section of Steam Mill Road in Deerfield 

may impact DCR ownership in this area and necessitate additional consultation and review of work 

proposed at this location. It is difficult to provide feedback on this section of the off-ROW area without this 

information. For the area beyond Steam Mill Road, specifically the east-west off-ROW access route to 

reach structure 423 shown on the Map on pages 43 and 44 in the DEIR, DCR views this as an unofficial 

trail not intended for public use. Given this, DCR requests full restoration of this portion of the off-ROW 

area. 

N/A Pursuant to that judgement in the Land Court (21 MISC 000597) on July 28, 2025, Steam Mill Road is a public way for the 

portion identified in a 1952 layout plan recorded with the Franklin County Registry of Deeds in Plan Book 15, Page 36. The 

remainder of Steam Mill Road is a private way permanently open to the public, including to both DCR and National Grid, to 

use for access as public ways are commonly used in the Commonwealth.  

Regarding the east-west off-ROW access route from Steam Mill Road, NEP acknowledges DCR's request for restoration. As 

proposed, the route will be primarily matted, with limited improvements made only as necessary to provide safe 

construction access. Following construction, temporary matting and aggregate will be removed and the route will be 

substantially restored to its pre-existing condition. NEP will continue to coordinate with DCR regarding the specific 

restoration measures through the DCR Construction and Access Permit process. 

29-21 Spencer State Forest: This entire off-ROW area appears to be a trail or woods road which overlaps with 

the Midstate Trail. DCR requests that it is fully restored after work is completed. Further discussion and 

coordination with DCR Trails Staff and AMC is needed regarding impacts to the Midstate Trail and how to 

mitigate impacts to public use during the construction period as noted in Recreational and OHV use 

section above. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. Following construction, the off-ROW access route within Spencer State Forest will be 

restored in coordination with DCR. NEP will also continue to coordinate with DCR and AMC regarding trail safety, 

temporary closures, public notification, and other measures to minimize impacts to use of the Midstate Trail during 

construction through the DCR Construction and Access Permit process. 

29-22 Quabbin Reservoir Watershed, Pelham, Belchertown and Ware: Access routes across DWSP land vary 

widely in their existing condition, ranging from established internal management roads, to woods roads in 

fair to poor condition, to less-defined trails or paths. In less-established areas, such as the access route 

west of Gate PL6 and between Structures 345 and 346, DCR requests that temporary matting be used, 

and that these areas be fully restored after work is completed. 

N/A NEP has conducted multiple site visits and consultations with DCR-DWSP regarding proposed access across Quabbin 

Reservoir watershed lands, and the Project plans have been revised in multiple locations based on that coordination. NEP 

will continue to coordinate with DCR-DWSP regarding the appropriate use of temporary construction matting and 

restoration of off-ROW access routes based on existing conditions and the extent of improvements required. Restoration 

measures will be developed in coordination with DCR-DWSP to protect water quality and watershed resources. 

29-23 DCR notes that vehicle access is not permitted within the Quabbin Watershed during mud season, and 

that Gate 5 should not be utilized by the Proponent or its contractors. The timing of any use of off-ROW 

access routes, particularly in areas closest to the reservoir, should be coordinated with DCR to minimize 

impacts to management roads and to address erosion and water quality protection concerns. Additional 

discussion will be needed to determine the appropriate long-term treatment and use of each segment of 

the off-ROW area.  

N/A See response to Comment 29-3 regarding mud season access. NEP will continue to coordinate with DCR-DWSP regarding 

the timing and use of off-ROW access routes, to the extent reasonably practicable considering Project outage 

requirements, and measures to minimize erosion and protect water quality where access cannot be avoided. Appropriate 

post-construction treatment of off-ROW access routes will also be coordinated with DCR-DWSP. 
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29-24 The DEIR indicates that NEP will provide DCR with copies of any easement documents that grant access 

over DCR land in these properties. Easement documents have been provided for DWSP. DCR requests 

that NEP provide these documents for the State Parks portions of the Project as soon as feasible. 

N/A NEP provided easement documentation to DCR State Parks and Recreation on January 8, 2026, during the DEIR review 

process. 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, January 9th, 2026 

30-1 Based on the information available at this time, certain scopes of the project may be subject to Chapter 

91 licensing. The Department agrees that certain other scopes of the project may be exempt from 

licensing or eligible for authorization through an administrative review and approval, but at this time the 

filing does not include evidence to support such determinations by the Department. The Department 

reiterates its recommendation that the Proponent consult with the Department, and suggests this 

coordination should occur prior to preparation and submittal to ensure the filing includes adequate 

information about the scope of work as it relates to Chapter 91. 

4-2 Refer to Section 4.3. NEP met with MassDEP Waterways on June 30, 2026 to review the 22 perennial non-tidal river and 

streams proposed to be crossed using temporary timber mats during construction. The consultation and subsequent 

correspondence concluded that none of the perennial streams, for which temporary construction-phase crossings are 

proposed, are navigable as defined by the Massachusetts Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.04, nor are the 22 non-

tidal river or stream crossings proposed within any geographic area subject to Chapter 91 jurisdiction. MassDEP 

Waterways determined that no further review or approval of the proposed work is required under G.L. c.91 or the 

Waterways Regulations. No new licensing will be required for the Project, and all of the jurisdictional crossings can be 

addressed through applicable exemptions in 310 CMR 9.05 The FEIR Plans in Appendix A display flagged crossings and 

matting, if it is used at that crossing. 

Elizabeth Pols, January 9th, 2026 

31-1 Here in Belchertown we have carefully crafted robust Stormwater bylaws, and as the PVPC observed, our 

Conservation Commission would have to permit this work. 

N/A See response to Comment 5-9 regarding review of Project activities by the Belchertown Conservation Commission. NEP 

will also submit a Stormwater Permit application in accordance with the Town of Belchertown’s applicable stormwater 

requirements. 

31-2 Belchertown also takes the protection of our cold water fisheries very seriously when considering 

permitting land-use changes. It is concerning that proposed work in Pelham’s Cadwell Forest risks a cold 

water fishery largely in Belchertown, but with its headwaters in the middle of the Cadwell Forest. 

4-1:4-2 See Section 4.2 for a discussion of potential impacts to coldwater fisheries and associated avoidance and minimization 

measures, and Appendix H for the Project BMPs. NEP will implement BMPs to minimize potential thermal and sediment 

impacts to coldwater fisheries, including sediment and erosion controls, minimizing tree removal and pruning along 

stream banks, and retaining understory vegetation to the extent practicable. 

31-3 even as we celebrate the recent acquisition of more than 1,000 acres of unfragmented forest (critical to 

completing the wildlife corridor between the Holyoke range and the Quabbin reservoir) we face uncertain 

and unquantified forest loss with this aggressively extended ROW clearing. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1 regarding the extent of proposed tree removal and pruning and measures to minimize 

vegetation removal, and response to Comment 8-9 regarding potential forest fragmentation and wildlife corridor impacts 

associated with proposed tree removal. 

31-4 That some of this clearing will be executed on conserved and public land, on land thought to be protected 

by Article 97 will be a crippling disincentive to future land conservation. Having worked with land owners 

willing to put their land in conservation, I know that permanent conservation is key to their gifts. Please 

take any land protected by Article 97 out of consideration of this project. 

3-1 See Section 3 regarding Article 97 lands. The existing transmission ROW and associated NEP property rights predate 

Article 97. As described in Section 3, the Project does not constitute a change in use or disposition of Article 97-protected 

land requiring compliance with the Article 97 disposition process. 

31-5 I add my voice to those of the current Pioneer Valley Planning Commissioners and ask you to listen to and 

respect their well reasoned comments. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. 

Franklin County Regional Council of Governments, January 9th, 2026 

32-1 Appendix C of the DEIR provides impact tables by municipality, but the table is limited to a summary of 

impacts to wetland resources and, where relevant, impact to Department of Conservation Resources 

(DCR) properties. It would be good to see permanent and temporary “new land altered” numbers (as 

provided in Table 1-3) broken down by town as well as other statistics. Perhaps a fact sheet for each town 

could be made that summarizes pertinent impacts by town. 

N/A See Appendix E for a more detailed break-down of Project impacts by municipality, including all permanent and temporary 

impact types, within different resource areas, for each Town.  

32-2 In Table 4-2: Under Buckland, the Gardner Falls Recreation Area is not owned by Western Massachusetts 

Electric Company. It is owned by CRP MA Gardner Falls LLC (a subsidiary of Patriot Hydro LLC which is a 

subsidiary of something else) and “Veterans Memorial Field” is now called “Cricket Field” and the Town of 

Buckland owns this park, so it is a public (“local”) park. Under Leverett, Rattlesnake Gutter Trust might be 

best categorized as a land trust. Under Shelburne, “Bradwell Farms CR” should be spelled “Bardwell 

Farms CR” (this is an error in MassGIS). 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and has amended references to these areas on the FEIR Plans in Appendix A, and 

within the FEIR text, where appropriate.  

32-3 Table 4-3 summarizes the locations where the project intersects DCR properties. It would be helpful to 

understand the comparative size (acres) of impact on each DCR property. The information might be in 

Appendix C, but the name of each DCR state forest or park is not provided in Appendix C. 

3-10 See Section 3.4 and Table 3-5 for a more detailed break-down of Project impacts within DCR land, including the four parks 

and state forests.  

32-4 The proposed project will permanently impact this segment of the Mohican-Mohawk Trail, which is 

already heavily impacted by the aesthetics of the power line. We recommend that DCR and National Grid 

seek to re-route the trail corridor away from the impacted area so that hikers can hike in forest.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. See Section 3.5.3 for measures to manage potential impacts to public trails during 

construction, including coordination with applicable landowners and trail managers, temporary closures and public 

notification, and post-construction restoration. 
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32-5 FRCOG staff hiking along Conway section of the Mohican-Mohawk trail in 2025 observed Oriental 

bittersweet proliferating along the power line and spreading into the forest in this area. Widening of the 

corridor will encourage the further spread of bittersweet, which tends to grow best in forest edge areas. 

FRCOG recommends that the proponent commit to manually pull young plants and cut mature 

bittersweet in this area and within a 100-foot swath from the corridor as a regular maintenance activity.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment. 

32-6 Page 45 of the Environmental Resources Map in Attachment A has a “hiking trail” label on the map but 

the map shows no marked hiking trail. This is the Pocumtuck Ridge Trail on DCR property in this area. 

This trail is not identified in section 4.3 where other trails and unpaved roads are listed.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and has amended the FEIR Plans in Appendix A. 

32-7 FRCOG requests that, prior to construction, the proponent contact local outdoor organizations 

(Appalachian Mountain Club, Northeast Mountain Bike Association, etc.) and municipalities to let them 

know of upcoming recreational trail impacts. Additionally, during construction, trailhead kiosks/signs and 

trail crossings should have temporary signage installed to offer wayfinding on the trail through the 

construction zone (see photo below showing need for signage during these types of projects). 

3-10:3-11 See Section 3.5.1 for measures to manage potential impacts to public trails during construction. NEP will coordinate with 

applicable municipalities, landowners, trail managers, and other relevant organizations in advance of construction 

activities affecting recreational trails. Measures will include appropriate public notification, temporary signage and 

wayfinding, and trail closures or detours, as necessary, to maintain public safety during construction. 

32-8 FRCOG’s comment letter on the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) dated February 27, 2025 

expressed concerns about mitigating visual impacts to two nationally-designated scenic byways, the 

Connecticut River Byway on Route 47 in Sunderland and the Mohawk Trail Scenic Byway on Route 2 in 

Shelburne. On page 13-18, the proponent’s response referred to Section 11 for impacts and planned 

efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. However, we were unable to find any reference to avoid, 

minimize, and mitigate impacts to scenic byways. 

3-10:3-11 NEP’s approach to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts to scenic byways is consistent with general minimization 

of open space resources. Refer to Section 3.5. 

32-9 FRCOG recommends that BMPs for vernal pools also include the BMPs listed in section 5.3.1.1 for 

wetlands. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that all BMPs for vernal pools include those for wetlands listed in 

Section 5.3.1.1 in the DEIR.  

32-10 Section 8.1.2: FRCOG supports offering wood to landowners and community wood banks, along with 

leaving felled trees and snags to decompose where possible, to create habitat. 

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and confirms that cut wood will be offered to landowners and community wood banks, 

and that (where suitable) cut wood and snags will remain in place to provide wildlife habitat.  

Ian Buchanan, January 9th, 2026 

33-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

33-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity 

of local culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to 

meet its Net Zero 2050 

goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in direct opposition 

to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

33-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

33-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  
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33-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Jenn Suprenant, January 9th, 2026 

34-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

34-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

34-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

34-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

34-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Jill Buchanan January 9th, 2026 

35-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

35-2 My concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  
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35-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

35-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

35-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Lara Wahl, Eli Elkus, Zuleica Booth, January 9th, 2026 

36-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 

36-2 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

36-3 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

 

36-4 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4.  

36-5 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Lenore Bryck, January 7th, 2026 

37-1 If the Draft Environmental Impact Report is approved "as is", it will codify the unnecessary removal of 

trees, leaving it up to crews on the ground to remove at their convenience. Selective cutting and pruning 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-1. 
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37-2 We understand and support the necessity of a reliable electrical grid, but the planned tree cutting 

strategy seems to allow for considerable clearcutting rather than selective cutting or pruning, which 

should be the strong preference to maintain ecosystem resilience, carbon sequestration and storage, and 

to protect against erosion and invasive species. National Grid's regional approach of extensive 

clearcutting represents a significant environmental impact that warrants immediate MEPA intervention 

and a more rigorous review of utility management plans. 

N/A See response to Comment 3-1.  

37-3 Our collective concerns across these municipalities include: 

1. The Regional Loss of Ecological Services The removal of thousands of mature trees across multiple 

town lines creates a cumulative ecological deficit. Using USDA Forest Service i-Tree metrics, the loss of 

this "green infrastructure" translates to: Increased Regional Flooding: The destruction of mature root 

systems across the region significantly increases stormwater runoff, threatening the integrity of local 

culverts and roadways that connect our towns. Loss of Carbon Sinks: As Massachusetts strives to meet 

its Net Zero 2050 goals, the widespread removal of mature carbon-sequestering trees by utilities works in 

direct opposition to Commonwealth climate policy. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-2.  

 

37-4 2. Impact on Biodiversity and Wildlife Corridors The clearcutting in our region is not happening in a 

vacuum; it is fracturing critical wildlife corridors that span our town borders. The "scorched earth" 

approach currently utilized by National Grid destroys the understory habitat necessary for local pollinators 

and migratory species, replacing complex ecosystems with invasive-prone disturbed soil. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-3.  

37-5 3. Economic Devaluation of Our Rural Character The rural character of our region is a primary driver of 

our local economies and property values. National Grid’s December presentations (such as the one held 

in Pelham) have failed to offer residents a middle ground. By refusing to adopt Integrated Vegetation 

Management (IVM)—which focuses on the selective removal of tall-growing species while preserving 

compatible low-growth vegetation—the utility is unnecessarily scarring our landscape and devaluing 

private and public lands across the county. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-4. 

37-6 4. Request for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Given that these clear cutting 

operations span multiple towns and affect significant acreage of protected or sensitive land, we request 

that MEPA require National Grid to submit a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report for their 

regional vegetation management plan. We ask that MEPA mandate a transition away from clearcutting in 

favor of IVM practices that balance grid safety with the preservation of our natural assets. 

N/A See response to Comment 11-5. 

Shelly Kirkwood, January 9th, 2026 

38-1 Adding here the comments submitted today by the Franklin Regional Council of Governments, which I'd 

like to endorse as well. 

N/A See response to Comment 32-1 through Comment 32-10. 

Shelly Kirkwood, January 9th, 2026 

39-1 It is unique in the there are miles of uninterrupted woodland, which is unusual in this particular area. It is 

also in extremely close proximity to our drinking water. Consider that your project will likely impact clean 

water for the region and that you will be held liable if this occurs. 

4-1 NEP acknowledges this comment and reiterates its commitment to protecting public and private water supply, in 

accordance with all federal, state and local regulations. In addition to the BMPs outlined in Appendix H, which will be 

implemented across the entire Project area to protect water quality, NEP is required to implement additional protective 

measures when working within drinking water supply watersheds and their associated wetlands and waterways. See 

Section 4.1 for details of these additional measures.  
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39-2 This project, if it proceeds will represent yet another devastating loss for our collective natural spaces, all 

of which are deeply in need of protection in this moment. I urge you to reconsider this endeavor as we 

witness the undoing of so many environmental protections in our country. Please protect this very special 

forestland. 

1-5 

8-3:8-8 

NEP acknowledges this comment. As described in Section 1.2, NEP has evaluated Project needs and alternatives and has 

incorporated measures throughout Project design to avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources to the extent 

practicable. Where impacts cannot be avoided, mitigation measures are proposed as described in Section 8 and Table 

8-1. See also Appendix H for BMPs that will be implemented during construction to avoid and minimize impacts to 

environmental resources. 

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife, January 12th, 2026 

40-1 Based on with the information in the DEIR, the Division’s ongoing consultations with the Proponent, and 

in advance of a formal MESA filing, we continue to anticipate that the Project is likely to result in a Take of 

American Bittersweet (Celastrus scandens; Threatened), Muskflower (Erythranthe moschata; 

Threatened), and a Data-sensitive species.  

The Division anticipates, based on ongoing consultations with the Proponent, and in advance of a formal 

MESA filing that the project can be sufficiently conditioned to avoid a prohibited Take (321 CMR 

10.18(2)(b)) of Variable Sedge (Carex polymorpha; Endangered), Eastern Whip-poor-will (Antrostomus 

vociferus; Special Concern), American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus; Endangered) and Pied Bill Grebe 

(Podilymbus Podiceps; Endangered).  

The Division cannot yet determine whether the Project can be sufficiently conditioned to avoid a 

prohibited Take (321 CMR 10.18(2)(b)) of additional state-listed species habitat. If the Division 

determines the project will result in a Take of state-listed species, then the project may only be permitted 

if they meet the performance standards for a Conservation and Management Permit (CMP; 321 CMR 

10.23). In order for a project to qualify for a CMP, the applicant must demonstrate that the project has 

avoided, minimized and mitigated impacts to state-listed species consistent with the following 

performance standards: 

(a) adequately assess alternatives to both temporary and permanent impacts to the state-listed species 

(b) demonstrate that an insignificant portion of the local population will be impacted, and 

(c) develop and agree to carry out a conservation and management plan that provides a long-term net 

benefit to the conservation of the state-listed species. 

5-1:5-2 See Section 5 for details of the Project’s impacts and proposed mitigation within NHESP Priority and Estimated Habitat. 

NEP will continue to coordinate with NHESP to determine appropriate minimization and mitigation for impacts within 

NHESP Rare Species Habitats, and will be preparing a CMP for all species for which a “Take” cannot be avoided. In 

accordance with 321 CMR 10.23, the CMP will include a detailed assessment of Project impacts and the minimization 

and mitigation measures to be employed by the Project, assessment of alternatives to both temporary and permanent 

impacts to the state-listed species, and commitment to a conservation and management plan that provides a long-term 

net benefit to the conservation of the state-listed species. 

40-2 The Division recommends that the Proponent continue to work proactively with the Division to address 

development of stringent protection measures during construction, and restoration measures post-

construction for state-listed species habitat. The Division anticipates being able to address these issues 

through the MESA review process and looks forward to continued consultation with the Proponent.  

N/A NEP acknowledges this comment, and will continue to consult with NHESP regularly throughout the Project permitting 

process, including during the preparation of the CMP for applicable species and Project activities.  

Elizabeth Stefanik, January 14th, 2026 

41-1 In the FEIR, MassDEP Wetlands requests that New England Power Company (NEP) provide more detailed 

information on the project specific “proposed mitigation for tree removal.” NEP states that they look 

forward to continuing the partnership with both DCR and Mass Audubon on this mitigation package and 

that they will provide an update on the mitigation package and additional details in the FEIR. 

8-13 See Section 8.2.7 for details of NEPs proposed mitigation for tree removals.  
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41-2 The following ENF comment, provided by MassDEP Wetlands - Central Region was not fully addressed: 

“The ENF does not provide descriptions for compensatory storage for other activities which will occur 

within BLSF including the placement of utility structures and roadway improvements. The Proponent must 

provide compensatory storage for any fill of BLSF resource.” 

7-2 See Section 7.3 for additional information regarding Project activities within BLSF and the evaluation of potential effects 

on flood storage. Access roads and work pads within BLSF will be constructed in a manner that does not result in fill or a 

loss of flood-storage capacity. Permanent fill within BLSF is limited to replacement structure foundations and is not 

anticipated to result in a significant loss of flood-storage capacity; therefore, NEP is not proposing compensatory flood 

storage for these impacts. 

41-3 The following ENF comment, provided by MassDEP Wetlands - Central Region was not fully addressed: 

“The ENF does not provide descriptions for compensatory storage for other activities which will occur 

within BLSF including the placement of utility structures and roadway improvements. The Proponent must 

provide compensatory storage for any fill of BLSF resource.” … MassDEP requires Applicants to provide 

justification that the “activities within BLSF will not result in demonstratable loss of flood storage 

capacity.”  

Per 310 CMR 10.57(4)(a)1., Compensatory storage shall mean a volume not previously used for flood 

storage and shall be incrementally equal to the theoretical volume of flood water at each elevation, up to 

and including the 100-year flood elevation, which 

would be displaced by the proposed project. 

N/A See response to Comment 41-2.  
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