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PETITION OF HINGHAM MUNICIPAL LIGHTING PLANT FOR
APPROVAL OF A NEW UNDERGROUND 115-kV ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE
AND RELATED ANCILLARY FACILITIES IN WEYMOUTH AND HINGHAM

l. INTRODUCTION
Hingham Municipal Lighting Plant (“HMLP”) hereby requests that the Energy Facilities

Siting Board (“Siting Board” or “EFSB”), pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J, approve this Petition to
construct, operate, and maintain (1) a proposed approximately 3.2-mile underground
transmission line in the Towns of Weymouth and Hingham (“New Line”); and (2) a proposed
enclosed substation located at the transfer station site at Old Hobart Street in the Town of
Hingham (“New Substation™). By this Petition, HMLP also seeks approval of a proposed open-
air tap station in Weymouth (“New Tap Station’’), which would be constructed, owned, and
operated by NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy (‘“Eversource”) within an
existing transmission corridor on Broad Street. (The proposed New Line, New Substation and
New Tap Station are referred to collectively as the “Project”.) As required by G.L. c. 164, 8 69/,

the Project as more fully described herein is necessary to provide a reliable energy supply for the



Commonwealth while minimizing cost and environmental impacts. In support thereof, HMLP

states as follows:

1. HMLP is a Massachusetts municipal lighting plant that was established by two
town votes in 1893 and operates pursuant to applicable sections of G.L. ¢. 164, including
Sections 34-69.

2. As “a municipal corporation empowered to operate a municipal lighting plant
under the provisions of section thirty-five or section thirty-six,” pursuant to G.L. c. 164, 8§ 69G,
HMLP is an “electric company” and is subject to the provisions of G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H-69R.

3. Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J, an electric company seeking to construct a
“facility” first must obtain approval from the Siting Board. Under G.L. c. 164, 8 69G, the
definition of “facility” includes: “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
“an ancillary structure which is an integral part of the operation of any transmission line which is
a facility”.

4. The Project is a “facility” requiring Siting Board approval as it comprises (1) a
3.2-mile underground transmission line with a design rating of 115 kV that will be located
almost entirely in public ways in Weymouth and Hingham; (2) the ancillary New Substation in
Hingham that will be constructed, owned and operated by HMLP; and (3) the ancillary New Tap
Station in Weymouth that will be constructed, owned and operated by Eversource. The proposed
New Substation in Hingham and proposed New Tap Station in Weymouth are “facilities” subject

to EFSB review as each is an “integral part of the operation” of the proposed New Line.



1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

5. As described in detail in “Analysis of the Hingham Municipal Light Plant
Proposed 115 kV Project” (“Analysis”), the Project entails construction of the New Line, which
is a proposed 3.2-mile underground transmission line in public ways in Weymouth and
Hingham. The New Line will interconnect at the New Tap Station that will be owned and
operated by Eversource and located within an existing transmission corridor near the Connell
Skating Rink located off of Broad Street in Weymouth. The Proposed Route for the New Line or
the Broad Street Route would travel underground from the proposed New Substation at the
Hingham transfer station and run west on Hobart Street, turning south on French Street, then
turning west on High Street and continuing west into Weymouth on High Street which becomes
Broad at Commercial Street. Broad Street is then followed for approximately 9,300 feet until
ending at the proposed New Tap Station site at the Eversource transmission corridor.

6. The Noticed Alternative Route for the New Line or the Lake Street Route is a 3.7-
mile underground line that would exit the proposed New Substation in Hingham and run west on
Hobart Street, then turn south on French Street and turn west on High Street. The Noticed
Alternative Route then continues west into Weymouth and continues on High Street which
becomes Broad Street. This route then turns south down Water Street, turning north on Pleasant
Street, and travels west on Lake Street, and northwest on Essex Street, which transitions to
Spring Street. The Notice Alternative Route then turns west onto Broad Street and continues

west on Broad Street to the New Tap Station site within the transmission corridor.*

1 HMLP is also presenting a Variation of its Noticed Alternative Route which follows the same route out of the
proposed Substation to Broad Street in Weymouth. Then, instead of turning south down Water Street, the variation
follows Broad Street west and turns south on Shawmut Street and turns southwest onto Lake Street where it
continues to follow the Noticed Alternative Route to the New Tap Station site.
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7. The New Substation in Hingham will be constructed, owned, and operated by
HMLP on an approximately 31,000 sf parcel of land at the Town of Hingham transfer station
located at 0 Hobart Street, Hingham. The proposed New Substation will be the termination point
for the proposed New Line and will comprise the following equipment and structures -- circuit
breakers, bus work, protection and communications equipment, stormwater management,
retaining wall, and space for a future transformer and future switchgear.

8. The New Substation will be located approximately 150 feet from HMLP’s
existing Hobart Substation and will allow HMLP coordinate and manage its transmission system
in a reliable and efficient manner. In addition, as discussed above, the New Substation parcel? is
sufficiently large to accommodate an additional transformer and switchgear when such facilities
are warranted to meet the increased winter peak that is expected in the long-term as part of an
increasing focus on electrification which is consistent with the climate change goals of the Town
of Hingham and the Commonwealth.

9. Finally, the Project includes a proposed New Tap Station on land owned by
Eversource located within an existing Eversource transmission corridor near the Connell Skating
Rink off of Broad Street in Weymouth. The open-air New Tap Station will be constructed,
owned and operated by Eversource and will include: air-insulated switchgear, an electrical
control house, two electric overhead-to-underground transition structures, two 210-foot
underground transmission interconnections between the existing lines in the Eversource

transmission corridor and the New Tap Station, one tangent pole, fencing and an additional

2 On April 30, 2022, Hingham Town Meeting voted to authorize the Select Board to transfer custody and control of
the subject parcel from the Town for DPW purposes to HMLP for purposes of construction and operation of the
New Substation.
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parking area on an approximately 8,700 square foot portion of a 11.6-acre Eversource parcel off
Broad Street in Weymouth.

10.  Simultaneously herewith, HMLP and Eversource are submitting a joint petition to
the Department of Public Utilities (“Department” or “DPU”) seeking zoning exemptions
pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 3 (“Zoning Petition”) with respect to the New Substation and New
Tap Station. The Zoning Petition has been docketed by the Department as D.P.U. 24-135.
Eversource is a co-petitioner on the Zoning Petition for the limited purpose of seeking zoning
exemptions for the New Tap Station in Weymouth. HMLP and Eversource also are filing
motions as of the date of this Petition with the Department and the Siting Board requesting that
the Department refer the joint Zoning Petition to the Siting Board and that the Siting Board
consolidate the joint Zoning Petition and this Petition for its review. See G.L. c. 25,8 4; G.L.c.
164 8§ 69H(2).3

11.  This Section 69J Petition and the Analysis provide the factual basis for HMLP’s
position that the plans for the construction of its Project 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, and are consistent with current health,
environmental protection, and resource use and development policies of the Commonwealth.
See Town of Sudbury v. Energy Facilities Siting Board, 487 Mass. 737, 746-747 (2021) (“Town
of Sudbury”).

I11. STANDARD OF REVIEW

12. 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 five

3 HMLP incorporates by reference the Zoning Petition together with all attachments into this Section 69J Petition.
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phases. First, the Siting Board requires the applicant to show that additional energy resources
are needed (see Analysis, Section 2). Second, the applicant must 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).
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 facilities are sited in locations that
minimize costs and environmental impacts while ensuring a reliable energy supply (see Analysis,
Section 4). Fourth, an applicant must show the that environmental impacts of the Project are
minimized and the project achieves an appropriate balance among conflicting environmental
concerns as well as among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability (see Analysis, Section 5).
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 of
the Commonwealth (see Analysis, Section 6). NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource
Energy, EFSB 19-06/D.P.U. 19-142/D.P.U. 19-143, at 9 (2022) (“Eversource Mid-Cape”).

13.  As demonstrated in this Petition and the accompanying Analysis, the Project
satisfies the Siting Board’s standards and is consistent with relevant precedent for jurisdictional
facilities.

IV. THE PROJECT IS NEEDED

14.  Consistent with G.L. c. 164, 8 69J, the Siting Board should approve a petition to
construct if it 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,
8 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. Eversource Mid-Cape at
10; NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy, EFSB 19-03/D.P.U. 19-15, at 7 (2021)
(“Eversource Andrew/Dewar”); New England Power Company d/b/a National Grid, EFSB 19-
04/D.P.U. 19-77/19-78, at 10 (2021) (“NEP Beverly-Salem”); NSTAR Electric Company d/b/a
Eversource Energy, EFSB 17-02/D.P.U. 17- 82/17-83, at 15 (2019) (“Eversource Sudbury-
Hudson”).

15. In this instance, the additional energy resources associated with HMLP’s Project
are needed to meet reliability objectives. When demonstrating the need for a proposed
transmission facility based on reliability considerations, a petitioner applies its established
planning criteria for construction, operation, and maintenance of its transmission and distribution
system, and compliance with the applicable planning criteria can demonstrate a “reliable”
system. Eversource Mid-Cape at 10; NEP Beverly-Salem at 10; Eversource Andrew-Dewar at 7;
Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at 15.

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

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

(2) determines whether the petitioner uses reviewable and appropriate methods for assessing
system reliability over time based on system modeling analyses or other valid reliability
indicators; and (3) determines whether the relevant transmission and distribution system meets
these reliability criteria over time under normal conditions and under certain contingencies,

given existing and projected loads. Eversource Mid-Cape at 10; NEP Beverly-Salem at 10;



Eversource Andrew-Dewar at 7; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at 15. See also Town of Sudbury
at 748-749.

17.  As set forth in the Analysis, Section 2, HMLP does not operate “Bulk Electric
System”* facilities or “Pool Transmission Facilities”.> However, as a Load Serving Entity and
Transmission Operator as defined by NERC, HMLP follows good utility practice and,
accordingly, HMLP applies national and regional reliability standards in maintaining and
operating its system. These standards establish a sound basis for HMLP to assess its system with
respect to the reliability and adequacy. NERC, which is charged with ensuring the reliability of
transmission systems across most of North America, oversees a number of regional councils,
including the Northeast Power Coordinating Council (NPCC), covering New York, New
England and eastern Canada. NPCC, in turn, has a number of “control areas” which include the
New England transmission system that is under the control of ISO-NE. Accordingly, in planning
and operating its system, HMLP makes system planning decisions consistent with reliability and
planning standards issued by NERC, NPCC and 1SO-NE.

18.  The standards issued by NERC, NPCC and ISO-NE all include evaluation of
reliability performance under certain contingency events. Such standards include assessment of
the impacts associated with single contingency events that result in loss of both circuits installed
on double-circuit towers (N-1 contingency events), as well as loss of one circuit followed by loss
of a second circuit (N-1-1 contingency events). HMLP has determined that under its current
system configuration, either of these contingency events could result in loss of service to its

entire service area for an extended period of time. These system reliability needs are current and

4 «“Bulk Electric System” facilities are defined by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) as
networked facilities operating at 100 kV or greater that have the potential for regional impacts.

5 “Pool Transmission Facilities” are defined by the Independent System Operator-New England (ISO-NE) as
regional networked facilities operating at 69 kV or higher that integrate the New England transmission systems.
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immediate and require resolution by HMLP in order to ensure that HMLP’s service territory does
not suffer an extended outage.

V. HMLP CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES AND DETERMINED
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS SUPERIOR TO THOSE ALTERNATIVES

19.  Section 69J of Chapter 164 requires a proposed project proponent 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 reduction of
requirements through load management. Eversource Mid-Cape at 26; NEP Beverly-Salem at 28-
29; Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 24; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at 27.

20. 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
reliability, cost, environmental impact, and ability to meet a previously identified need. 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. Eversource Mid-
Cape at 26-27; NEP Beverly-Salem at 28-29; Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 24; Eversource
Sudbury-Hudson at 27.

21.  HMLP has comprehensively identified and analyzed various alternatives to
address the identified need for the Project. As set forth in the Analysis, Section 3, HMLP
identified and evaluated a wide range of alternative means to meet the identified need, including:
(1) a No-Action Alternative; (2) transmission alternatives; and (3) non-transmission alternatives
(“NTAs”) such as energy efficiency, wind generation, solar and battery storage systems, and
distributed generation. For each of these alternative approaches, HMLP evaluated whether the
approach would meet HMLP’s identified reliability need, and, if they did meet that need, HMLP

evaluated the reliability, cost and environmental impacts associated with each approach. As
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described in Section 3 of the Analysis, HMLP determined that construction and operation of the
Project, i.e., the New Line, New Substation and New Tap Station, is the best approach to meeting
the identified need based on a balancing of reliability, cost, and environmental impacts.
Moreover, by virtue of its comprehensive analysis of Project alternatives, HMLP determined that
(1) its New Line would bifurcate Eversource line #478-502 in Weymouth and that a new tap
station would be constructed along or in the vicinity of the Eversource transmission corridor in
Weymouth; and (2) that a New Substation would be constructed in Hingham in an area near
HMLP’s Hobart Substation.

22.  Accordingly, the Project, which comprises the New Line, New Substation and
New Tap Station, was advanced to the transmission routing and siting analysis.

VI. HMLP CONSIDERED A WIDE RANGE OF PRACTICAL FACILITY SITING
ALTERNATIVES AND SELECTED ROUTES AND SITES THAT MINIMIZE
COSTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHILE ENSURING A RELIABLE
ENERGY SUPPLY

23. Section 69J requires a petition to construct to include a description of alternatives
to the facility, 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 in locations that minimize
cost and environmental impacts while ensuring a reliable energy supply. To do so, an applicant
must satisfy a two-pronged test: (1) the applicant must first 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. Eversource Mid-Cape at 39;
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NEP Beverly-Salem at 38-39; Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 43; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at
71.

24.  Consistent with the Siting Board’s requirements, HMLP employed a detailed,
comprehensive and iterative process to identify and select locations for all components of its
proposed Project, i.e., the New Line, New Substation and New Tap Station. As set forth in
Section 4.2 of the Analysis, HMLP first employed a comprehensive site selection process to
determine the appropriate sites for both the New Tap Station and New Substation.

25.  Once these two endpoints were selected, HMLP engaged in a comprehensive
route selection process to determine the best routes for the New Line that contribute to a reliable
energy supply at the lowest possible cost and that result in the least environmental impact with
respect to the construction and operation of the Project. As described in Section 4.3 through 4.8
of the Analysis, HMLP’s comprehensive route selection process for the New Line, which
included multiple opportunities for public feedback in both Weymouth and Hingham, resulted in
the selection of a Proposed Route and a Noticed Alternative Route.

26. Consistent with the Siting Board’s standards, HMLP (1) has developed and
applied a reasonable set of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternative sites and routes in a
manner that ensures that it has not overlooked or eliminated any sites and routes that, on balance,
are clearly superior to the proposed sites and route; and (2) has identified at least two noticed
routes with some measure of geographic diversity.

VIlI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, COST AND RELIABILITY OF THE
PROPOSED AND THE NOTICED ALTERNATIVE ROUTES HAVE BEEN
APPROPRIATELY EVALUATED

27.  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
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supply. To determine whether such a showing is made, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to
demonstrate that the proposed route for the facility is superior to the noticed alternative on the
basis of balancing cost, environmental impact and reliability of supply. NEP Beverly-Salem at
41; Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 44; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at 78.

28.  Anassessment 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
impacts at the lowest possible cost. Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 44-45; Eversource Sudbury-
Hudson at 78.

29. 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 examines the environmental impacts of the proposed
facility and determines: (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. Eversource Mid-Cape at 50-51;
NEP Beverly-Salem at 41-42; Eversource Andrew/Dewar at 45; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at
78.

30. Finally, the Siting Board compares the routes to determine which is superior with

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

12



the environment at the lowest possible cost. NEP Beverly-Salem at 42; Eversource Andrew-
Dewar at 45; Eversource Sudbury-Hudson at 78.

31.  Asdescribed in Section 5 of the Analysis, HMLP has provided extensive
information regarding the environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of
the proposed New Line along the Proposed and Noticed Alternative Routes, as well as detailed
information regarding potential mitigation measures, and the cost and reliability impacts
associated with each route.® Moreover, based on its analyses, HMLP will take steps to
appropriately minimize and mitigate environmental and construction impacts regardless of
whether the New Line is constructed along the Proposed or Noticed Alternative Route. Further,
HMLP’s analysis demonstrates that the Project will achieve an appropriate balance among
conflicting environmental concerns as well as among environmental impacts, reliability, and
cost.

32. HMLP also has established that its proposed route for the facility is superior to the
noticed alternative on the basis of balancing cost, environmental impact and reliability of supply,
construction along either route will achieve the appropriate balance among conflicting
environmental concerns as well as among environmental impacts, reliability and cost. While
HMLP has designated the Broad Street Route as its Preferred Route, given that the
comprehensive routing analysis completed by HMLP indicated that the Broad Street Route and
Lake Street Route were ranked very close in score, based on the Siting Board’s decision, HMLP

is prepared to move forward with either the Broad Street Route or the Lake Street Route.

6 HMLP also has provided detailed information regarding the environmental impacts associated with construction
and operation of the New Tap Station (see Analysis, Section 5.2) and New Substation (see Analysis, Section 5.3),
along with potential mitigation measures for each.

13



VIIl. THE PROJECT MEETS THE SITING BOARD’S CONSISTENCY STANDARDS
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 69J AND PRECEDENT.

33.  G.L.c. 164, § 69J states, inter alia, that the Siting Board shall approve a petition
to construct 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 development policies as adopted by the Commonwealth.”

34.  The Project is necessary to ensure the reliable supply of electricity to customers in
Hingham. Section 6 of the Analysis demonstrates that the construction and operation of the
Project is consistent with current health, environmental protection and resource use and
development policies as adopted by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, including the Electric
Utility Restructuring Act of 1997, the Green Communities Act (c. 169 of the Acts of 2008), the
Global Warming Solutions Act (c. 298 of the Acts of 2008), the Energy Diversity Act (c. 188 of
the Acts of 2016), the Clean Energy Act (c. 227 of the Acts of 2018), and An Act Creating a
Next Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy (c. 8 of the Acts of 2021).

IX. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, HMLP respectfully requests that the Siting Board, pursuant to G.L. c.
164, § 69J, 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 described in this Petition and the attached Analysis;
(i) find that such construction is required in order to provide a reliable energy supply for the
Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost; and
(iii) 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.
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Dated: November 13, 2024
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Respectfully Submitted,

HINGHAM MUNICIPAL LIGHTING
PLANT

By its attorneys,

/s/ Robert D. Shapiro

Robert D. Shapiro

Diedre T. Lawrence

Duncan & Allen NE, LLC

25 Braintree Hill Office Park, Suite 200
Braintree, MA 02184

617-817-9365 (Shapiro)

617-435-2546 (Lawrence)
rds@duncanallen.com
dtl@duncanallen.com
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