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I. Introduction 
 
With this petition, NSTAR Electric Company (“NSTAR Electric” or the “Company”) 

hereby seeks approval of the Energy Facilities Siting Board (the “Siting Board”) pursuant to G.L. 

c. 164, § 69J (“Section 69J”) to construct, operate and maintain two, new 115-kilovolt (“kV”) 

underground transmission lines (totaling approximately 4.7 miles) and a new substation on 

Company-owned property in East Boston, and to make modifications to existing substations in 

Everett and Chelsea, all as more fully described herein.  In support of this Petition, NSTAR 

Electric respectfully represents as follows: 

1. NSTAR Electric is a Massachusetts corporation and an “electric company” as 

defined by G.L. c. 164, § 69G and is subject to the provisions of G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H-69R. 

2. Pursuant to Section 69J, an electric company seeking to construct a “facility” 

must obtain approval from the Siting Board.  Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69G, jurisdictional 

facilities are defined to include a “new electric transmission line having a design rating of 69 

kilovolts or more and which is one mile or more in length on a new transmission corridor” and 
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any “ancillary structure which is an integral part of the operation of any transmission line which 

is a facility.”  Accordingly, the Project is subject to the Siting Board’s jurisdiction under Section 

69J. 

II. Project Description 

3. The Company’s existing electric transmission system serves approximately 

32,000 NSTAR Electric customers within the city of Chelsea and the city of Boston 

neighborhood of East Boston.  National Grid’s Lynn and Revere Substations serve 

approximately 55,000 customers in the municipalities of Nahant and Winthrop, and parts of 

Revere, Lynn, Saugus and Swampscott.  This geographic area is referred to herein as the 

Chelsea/East Boston/Lynn Load Area.  There are several critical customers in the Chelsea/East 

Boston/Lynn Load Area, including emergency facilities, fire and police, telecommunications and 

water and sewer facilities.  NSTAR Electric’s Chelsea Substation # 488 (“Chelsea Substation”) 

in Chelsea currently supplies the load in Chelsea and East Boston.  This area is experiencing 

continued load growth, with load expected to exceed the firm capacity of the Chelsea Substation 

by 2019, straining the capability of the existing substation and distribution system infrastructure.   

4. The Company proposes to construct:  a) a new, underground 115-kV transmission 

line from NSTAR Electric’s Mystic Substation # 250 (“Mystic Substation”) in Everett to a 

proposed new, 115/14-kV substation (“East Eagle Street Street Substation”) to be located on an 

approximately 16,800-square foot, vacant, Company-owned parcel of land on East Eagle Street 

in East Boston, and b) a new, underground 115-kV transmission line from Chelsea Substation 

that will connect with the East Eagle Street Substation and a new line from Mystic Substation to 

East Eagle Substation.  These two lines are referred to herein as the New Lines.  The New Lines 

will be located primarily in city streets and will use existing ducts in some locations.  The New 
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Lines, together with the East Eagle Street Substation and modifications to the Mystic and 

Chelsea Substations, are herein referred to as the “Mystic-East Eagle-Chelsea Reliability 

Project” or the “Project.”  The Project is more particularly described in Section 1.0 of the Mystic-

East Eagle-Chelsea Reliability Project Analysis (the “Analysis”), which is provided as 

Attachment A hereto. 

 
III. Standard of Review  

5. In accordance with Section 69J, before approving a petition to construct a 

proposed energy facility, the Siting Board requires an applicant to justify its proposal in four 

phases.  First, the Siting Board requires the applicant to show that additional energy resources 

are needed (see Analysis, Section 2.0).  Second, the Siting Board requires the applicant to 

establish that, on balance, its proposed project is superior to alternative approaches in terms of 

reliability, cost and environmental impact, and in its ability to address the identified need (see 

Analysis, Section 3.0).  Third, the Siting Board requires the applicant to show that it has 

considered a reasonable range of practical facility siting alternatives and that the proposed site 

(or route) for the facility is superior to a noticed alternative site (or route) in terms of cost, 

environmental impact and reliability of supply (see Analysis, Sections 4.0 and 5.0).  Finally, the 

applicant must show that its plans for construction of its new facilities are consistent with the 

current health, environmental protection and resource use and development policies as developed 

by the Commonwealth (see Analysis, Section 6.0).  As demonstrated throughout the record of 

this proceeding, the Project satisfies the Siting Board’s standards and relevant precedent for 

jurisdictional facilities. 
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A. The Project Is Needed. 

6. Section 69J provides that the Siting Board should approve a petition to construct 

if the Board determines that the petition meets certain requirements, including that the plans for 

the construction of the applicant’s facilities are consistent with the policies stated in G.L. c. 164, 

§ 69H to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the 

environment at the lowest possible cost.  In carrying out its statutory mandate with respect to 

proposals to construct energy facilities in the Commonwealth, the Siting Board evaluates 

whether there is a need for additional energy resources to meet: (1) reliability objectives; 

(2) economic efficiency objectives; or (3) environmental objectives.  New England Power Co. 

d/b/a Nat’l Grid, EFSB 12-1/D.P.U. 12-46/47, at 5 (2014) ("NEP/IRP”); New England Power 

Co. d/b/a Nat’l Grid & W. Mass. Elec. Co., 18 DOMSB 323, at 336 (2012) (“Hampden 

County”); NSTAR Elec. Co., EFSB 10-2/D.P.U. 10-131/132, at 4 (2012) (“Lower SEMA”); W. 

Mass. Elec. Co., 18 DOMSB 7, at 25 (2010) (“GSRP Decision”).  Accordingly, the need for a 

particular facility can be demonstrated by showing need on any (or all) of those three 

bases.  ECC Remand, 1 DOMSB 213, at 411-12 & n.264 (1993); see e.g., NEP/IRP, at 

5; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 336; Lower SEMA, at 4.1   

7. To ensure reliability, each transmission and distribution company establishes 

planning criteria for construction, operation, and maintenance of its transmission and distribution 

                                                 
1  The Siting Board’s review of proposed transmission facilities is conducted pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J.  

This section states, in part, that “[n]o applicant shall commence construction of a facility at a site unless . . . 
in the case of an electric or gas company which is required to file a long-range forecast pursuant to section 
sixty-nine I, that facility is consistent with the most recently approved long-range forecast for that compa-
ny.”  The Siting Board has noted that, pursuant to the Department’s Order in D.T.E. 98-84A, Massachusetts 
electric companies, are now exempt from the requirements of G.L. c. 164, § 69I.  NEP/IRP, at n.1; Hamp-
den County, 18 DOMSB at 336 n.2; Lower SEMA, at 4 n.4; Order Exempting Electric Companies From 
Any and All of the Provisions of G.L. c. 164, § 69I, D.T.E. 98-84/EFSB 98-5, at 5 (2003).  Thus, the Siting 
Board need not consider whether the proposed transmission facilities are consistent with a recently ap-
proved long-range forecast.  NEP/IRP, at n.1; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 336 n.2; Lower SEMA, at 
4 n.4.  
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system.  NEP/IRP, at 5; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 336; Lower SEMA, at 4.  Compliance 

with the applicable planning criteria can demonstrate a “reliable” system.  See e.g., NEP/IRP, at 

5; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 336; Lower SEMA, at 4.   

8. To determine whether system improvements are needed, the Siting Board: 

(1) examines the reasonableness of the Company’s system reliability planning criteria; 

(2) determines whether the Company uses reviewable and appropriate methods for assessing 

system reliability over time based on system modeling analyses or other valid reliability 

indicators; (3) determines whether the relevant transmission and distribution system meets these 

reliability criteria over time under normal conditions and under reasonable contingencies, given 

existing and projected loads; and (4) determines whether acceleration of conservation and load 

management programs, and pursuant to c. 249 of the Acts of 2004, the use of other alternatives 

to the facility, including other methods of transmitting or storing energy, might eliminate or slow 

the need for such additional energy resources.2  NEP/IRP, at 5; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 

336; Lower SEMA, at 4; New England Power Co. d/b/a Nat’l Grid, 18 DOMSB 173, at 181-82 

(2011).  

9. When a petitioner’s analysis of system reliability and facility requirements is 

driven, at least in part, by load projections, the Siting Board reviews the underlying load 

forecast.  NEP/IRP, at 5; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 336; Lower SEMA, at 5.  The Siting 

Board requires that forecasts be based on substantially accurate historical information and 

reasonable statistical projection methods that include an adequate consideration of conservation 

and load management.  G.L. c. 164, § 69J; NEP/IRP, at 5-6; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 

                                                 
2  Pursuant to c. 249 of the Acts of 2004, applicants proposing a new transmission line are required to provide 

“. . . (3) a description of alternatives to the facility, such as other methods of transmitting or storing energy . 
. . or a reduction of requirements through load management . . ..” In addition, applicants are required to 
demonstrate that “projections of the demand for electric power . . . include an adequate consideration of 
conservation and load management.” G.L. c. 164, § 69J.  
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336-37; Lower SEMA, at 5.  To ensure that this standard has been met, the Siting Board requires 

that forecasts be reviewable, appropriate and reliable.  NEP/IRP, at 6; Hampden County, 18 

DOMSB at 337; Lower SEMA, at 5.  A forecast is reviewable if it contains enough information 

to allow a full understanding of the forecast method; a forecast is appropriate if the method used 

to produce the forecast is technically suitable to the size and nature of the company to which it 

applies; and a forecast is considered reliable if its data, assumptions and judgments provide a 

measure of confidence in what is most likely to occur.  NEP/IRP, at 6; Hampden County, 18 

DOMSB at 337; Lower SEMA, at 5. 

10. The New Lines will fully resolve a low-voltage criteria violation in the area and 

will eliminate a contingent loss of service to numerous customers.  In addition, the New Lines 

will provide the necessary 115-kV transmission system connections to the proposed East Eagle 

Street Substation.   

11. The primary purposes of the East Eagle Street Substation and related transmission 

and distribution line work are to maintain reliability and increase the capacity of the substation 

and distribution system infrastructure serving NSTAR Electric’s customers in Chelsea and East 

Boston.   

12. The Project is an integrated solution designed to address substation capacity and 

transmission system reliability needs.  The proposed East Eagle Street Substation and the 

installation of the New Lines will reduce the load on the distribution system emanating from the 

Chelsea Substation, support the growing load requirements in the area, and ensure the regional 

reliability needs and performance of the local 115-kV transmission system.  The Project will also 

improve the distribution capacity in an area currently served by the heavily loaded Chelsea 
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Substation.  NSTAR Electric’s analysis of the need for the Project is fully described in Section 

2.0 of the Analysis.   

13. NSTAR Electric has conclusively determined that the Project is necessary in 

order to support projected loads under reasonably foreseeable operating contingencies and, 

therefore, meets the Siting Board’s standard for project approval.   

B. The Company Properly Considered Alternatives to the Project. 

14. The Siting Board is required to evaluate proposed projects to ensure a reliable en-

ergy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest 

possible cost.  See G.L. c. 164, § 69H.  In addition, Section 69J requires a proposed project pro-

ponent to present alternatives to the proposed facility which may include: (a) other methods of 

transmitting or storing energy; (b) other sources of electrical power or natural gas; or (c) a reduc-

tion of requirements through load management.  Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 347.   

15. In implementing its statutory mandate, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to 

show that, on balance, its proposed project is superior to alternative approaches in terms of relia-

bility, cost, environmental impact, and ability to meet a previously identified need.  NEP/IRP, at 

25-26; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 347; Lower SEMA, at 29; GSRP Decision, 18 DOMSB 

at 50, citing Cape Wind Assocs., LLC, 15 DOMSB 1, at 33 (2005) (“Cape Wind Decision”).  In 

addition, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to consider reliability of supply as part of its 

showing that the proposed project is superior to alternative project approaches.  NEP/IRP, at 

26; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 347; Lower SEMA, at 29; GSRP Decision, 18 DOMSB at 

59. 

16. NSTAR Electric has comprehensively identified and analyzed various alternatives 

to address the identified needs for the Project, including a “no build” alternative, other 
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transmission alternatives and non-transmission alternatives (“NTAs”).  The Company considered 

the expansion of the existing Chelsea Substation by installing a fourth transformer and also 

examined the potential for NTAs such as new generation, energy efficiency, demand response 

programs, and energy storage technologies, to address the Project needs.  The Company assessed 

and compared all of the various available alternatives for meeting the identified need and 

determined that the construction of the proposed East Eagle Street Substation will best address 

the need to serve load growth and improve reliability to Chelsea and East Boston.  The Company 

also determined that the New Lines will best address the load pocket reliability and low-voltage 

needs, as well as provide the needed transmission supply to the new East Eagle Street Substation.  

Taken together, the proposed Project is the alternative that best addresses the identified needs at 

the lowest cost, with the most favorable system performance, and with a minimum impact on the 

environment.  NSTAR Electric’s analysis of Project alternatives is described in Section 3.0 of the 

Analysis.   

C. The Company Properly Evaluated Alternative Routes and Locations. 

17. The Siting Board has a statutory mandate to implement the policies of G.L. 

c. 164, §§ 69J-69Q to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum 

impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost.  G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H, 69J.  Further, 

Section 69J requires the Siting Board to review alternatives to planned projects, including “other 

site locations.”  In implementing this statutory mandate, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to 

demonstrate that it has considered a reasonable range of practical siting alternatives and that its 

proposed facilities are sited at locations that minimize costs and environmental impacts while 

ensuring supply reliability.  NEP/IRP, at 41; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 366; Lower 

SEMA, at 53.  To do so, an applicant must satisfy a two-pronged test: (1) the applicant must first 
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establish that it developed and applied a reasonable set of criteria for identifying and evaluating 

alternative routes in a manner that ensures that it has not overlooked or eliminated any routes 

that, on balance, are clearly superior to the proposed route; and (2) the applicant must establish 

that it identified at least two noticed sites or routes with some measure of geographic 

diversity.  NEP/IRP, at 41; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 366; Lower SEMA, at 53-54. 

18. NSTAR Electric engaged in a comprehensive route selection process to determine 

the least costly and most reliable routes that result in the least environmental impact with respect 

to the construction and operation of the Project.  The route selection process for the New Lines, 

which resulted in the selection of a Preferred Route and Noticed Alternative Route for each line, 

is described in Section 4.0 of the Analysis.   

D. The Environmental Impacts, Cost and Reliability of the Preferred and  
Alternative Facilities Have Been Appropriately Evaluated.  

 
19. In implementing its statutory mandate to ensure a reliable energy supply for the 

Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost, the 

Siting Board requires a petitioner to show that its proposed facility is sited at a location that 

minimizes costs and environmental impacts while ensuring a reliable energy supply.  To 

determine whether such a showing is made, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to demonstrate 

that the proposed site for the facility is superior to the noticed alternatives on the basis of 

balancing cost, environmental impact and reliability of supply.  NEP/IRP, at 46-47; Hampden 

County, 18 DOMSB at 370; Lower SEMA, at 57; GSRP Decision, 18 DOMSB at 66. 

20. An assessment of all impacts of a proposed facility is necessary to determine 

whether an appropriate balance is achieved both among conflicting environmental concerns as 

well as among environmental impacts, cost and reliability.  A facility that achieves that 

appropriate balance meets the Siting Board’s statutory requirement to minimize environmental 
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impacts at the lowest possible cost.  NEP/IRP, at 47; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 

370; Russell Biomass, LLC & W. Mass. Elec. Co., 17 DOMSB 1, at 34 (2009) (“Russell 2009”). 

21. In order to determine if a petitioner has achieved the proper balance among 

various environmental impacts and among environmental impacts, cost and reliability, the Siting 

Board determines if the petitioner has provided sufficient information regarding environmental 

impacts and potential mitigation measures to enable the Siting Board to make such a 

determination.  The Siting Board then determines whether environmental impacts would be 

minimized.  Similarly, the Siting Board must find that the petitioner has provided sufficient cost 

and reliability information in order to determine if the appropriate balance among environmental 

impacts, cost and reliability is achieved.  Russell 2009, 17 DOMSB at 34-35; Cape Wind 

Decision, 15 DOMSB at 65; Cambridge Elec. Light Co., 12 DOMSB 305, at 335 (2001). 

22. Accordingly, the Siting Board examines the environmental impacts, reliability 

and cost of the proposed facilities along the Preferred and Noticed Alternative Routes to 

determine: (1) whether environmental impacts would be minimized; and (2) whether an 

appropriate balance would be achieved among conflicting environmental impacts as well as 

among environmental impacts, cost and reliability.  In this examination, the Siting Board 

compares the primary and alternative routes to determine which is superior with respect to 

providing a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact to the 

environment at the lowest possible cost.  NEP/IRP, at 47; Hampden County, 18 DOMSB at 

370; Russell 2009, 17 DOMSB at 34-35; Cape Wind Decision, 15 DOMSB at 65. 

23. NSTAR Electric conducted a comprehensive analysis of the environmental 

impacts of the Project and has appropriately minimized and mitigated all environmental impacts 

associated with the construction of the Project.  The Project will also achieve an appropriate 
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balance among conflicting environmental concerns as well as among environmental impacts, 

reliability and cost.  The cost, reliability and environmental impacts analysis are set forth in 

Section 5.0 of the Analysis.  

E. The Project Meets the Siting Board’s Consistency Standards in Accordance 
With Precedent.        

24. Section 69J states, inter alia, that the Siting Board shall approve a petition to con-

struct a facility if it determines that “plans for expansion and construction of the applicant’s new 

facilities are consistent with current health, environmental protection, and resource use and de-

velopment policies as adopted by the commonwealth.”   

25. The Project is an efficient, necessary, relatively low-cost and environmentally be-

nign method to ensure the reliable supply of electricity to customers in the Chelsea/East Bos-

ton/Lynn Load Area.  Section 6.0 of the Analysis demonstrates that the construction and opera-

tion of the Project is consistent with current health, environmental protection and resource use 

and development policies as adopted by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  The Company 

has demonstrated that the Project is consistent with the policies articulated in the Electric Utili-

ties Restructuring Act of 1997, the Green Communities Act, the Global Warming Solutions Act, 

as well as the health and environmental protection policies of the Commonwealth. 

26. Simultaneously herewith, NSTAR Electric is filing with the Department of Public 

Utilities (the “Department”): (1) a petition for approval of the New Lines pursuant to G.L. c. 164, 

§ 72 (D.P.U. 14-153); and (2) a petition pursuant to Section 6 of Chapter 665 of the Acts of 1956 

(the “Enabling Act”) for specific and comprehensive zoning exemptions from the Boston Zoning 

Code in connection with the Project (D.P.U. 14-154).  NSTAR Electric is also filing a motion 

with the Department requesting the referral of such petitions to the Siting Board and a motion 
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with the Siting Board requesting the consolidation of all three related petitions into one 

proceeding. 

WHEREFORE, NSTAR Electric respectfully requests that, pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 

69J, the Siting Board conduct a public hearing on this Petition (and on any matters referred to the 

Siting Board from the Department) and take such other action as may be necessary to: (i) grant 

the authority to construct the Project as more particularly described in the attached Analysis; 

(ii) find that the construction of the Project is consistent with current health, environmental, and 

resource use and development policies as adopted by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 

the policies stated in G.L. c. 164, § 69H; and (iii) find that such construction is required in order 

to provide a necessary energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the 

environment at the lowest possible cost. To ensure that the Project is placed into service in a 

timely manner to meet the reliability and capacity needs, the Company requests such approval no 

later than December 31, 2015. 

      Respectfully Submitted, 
 
      NSTAR ELECTRIC COMPANY 
      By its attorneys, 

        
      Catherine J. Keuthen, Esq. 
      Cheryl A. Blaine, Esq. 
      Keegan Werlin LLP 
      265 Franklin Street 
      Boston, MA 02110 
      (617) 951-1400 
       
       
 
Dated:  December 23, 2014 
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