
 

 
Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light 

Department 
 

Board of Commissioners 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

September 1, 2021 
 

1



 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

WAKEFIELD MUNICIPAL LIGHT & GAS DEPARTMENT 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
 
DATE:    September 1, 2021 
CALL TO ORDER:   6:30 P.M.   
 

 
Consistent with the Governor’s orders suspending certain provisions of 
the Open Meeting Law and banning gatherings of more than 10 people, this 
meeting will be conducted by remote participation to the greatest extent 
possible.  The public may not physically attend this meeting, but every 
effort will be made to allow the public to view and or listen to the meeting in 
real time.  Persons who wish to do so are invited to click on the following 
link   
 
Join Zoom Meeting 
 
https://zoom.us/j/91986103502 
  
Meeting ID: 919 8610 3502 
  
Dial in  
        +1 646 876 9923  
Meeting ID: 919 8610 3502 
  
  
 
Please only use dial in or computer and not both as feedback will distort 
the meeting. 
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WMGLD BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MEETING 
480 North Ave 

Wakefield, Massachusetts   01880 
 

September 1, 2021 
 

AGENDA 
6:30  PM 

 
A. Call to Order 
 
B. Opening Remarks 

 
Chair’s Remarks – Tom Boettcher 
Commissioners Reports 
Town Council Liaison Comments 
Public Comments 

 
C. Secretary’s Report 

1 Approval of July 14, 2021 Minutes  
 

D. Old Business 
1 Project Updates 
2 Project 2015A Update and Discussion 
3 Project 2020A Update and Discussion 
4 WMGLD/Community Solar Project 
 

E. New Business 
1 WMGLD Systems Update – Jeff Morris 

 
F. Any other matter not reasonably anticipated by the Chair 

 
G. Executive Session- If necessary 

 
H.  Adjournment 
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 WMGLD 
 P.O. BOX 190  480 North Ave. 
 Wakefield, MA 01880 
 Tel. (781) 246-6363  Fax (781) 246-0419 
 
 Peter D. Dion, General Manager 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

     Thomas Boettcher, Chair 
     Elton Prifti, Secretary      
     Philip Courcy 
     Jennifer Kallay 
     John J. Warchol 

 
           

WAKEFIELD MUNICIPAL GAS & LIGHT DEPARTMENT  
 

BOARD OF GAS & LIGHT COMMISSIONERS MEETING  
 

July 14, 2021 
 
          MINUTES  
 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Commrs. Thomas Boettcher, Chairman  

Elton Prifti, Secretary  
Phil Courcy 
Jennifer Kallay 
John J. Warchol 

 
Peter Dion, General Manager, WMGLD 

  
Mark Cousins, Financial Manager  
Dave Polson, Engineering and Operations Manager 
Sylvia Vaccaro, Office Manager 

 
    Member of the Public 
    
    Micah Canestaro - 101 Cedar St. 
 
 
PLACE: ZOOM MEETING   
 
 
CALL TO ORDER:   
 
Commr. Boettcher called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M. and informed the Board the 
meeting is being recorded.  
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Chair Remarks:  
 
Commr. Boettcher noted that our new Town Counselor liaison will be Ed Dombrowski.  
He commented that it was decided during a Town Counselor’s retreat to change the 
liaison structure therefore, liaisons may not attend all board meetings and will look to 
the Chairperson to provide updates and communications.  Commr. Boettcher requested 
of all Board members when speaking in public, to clearly state that you are not speaking 
on behalf of the Board and only for yourself.  He provided the following statement as an 
example: 
  

My name is (name), and I am here as a Wakefield citizen and ratepayer.  I am 
also a Commissioner on the Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department Board.  
The comments I offer today are on my own and do not represent the opinions of 
my fellow Board members, WMGLD staff or management, other ratepayers in 
Wakefield, Wakefield public officials, or town employees and representatives. 

 
Commr. Boettcher also provided the Board with the following clarifying information on 
Project 2015A: 
  

o The last time this Board voted on project 2015A was in 2017. 
o Only one of the five Board members who voted to approve this project in 

2017 is on the Board today. 
o On May 10, 2021, the project was paused for a minimum of 30-days to 

address the concerns brought to the MMWEC Board by stakeholders, while 
also considering alternatives. 

o MMWEC has noted that technology has changed since the project was first 
proposed more than five years ago, making the need for reassessment 
necessary. 

o The design of the plant is changing based on stakeholder input. 
o The current Board has not voted on this project, and position of the current 

Board members on the final design of this project is not known or 
documented.  

 
Commr. Boettcher congratulated WMGLD on their performance recognition from the 
American Public Power Association (APPA) as a Smart Energy Provider and extended his 
thanks to all staff.  He noted that this award accompanies two previous APPA awards 
issued this year.  A recognition for gas system Operational Achievements as well as 
being recognized as a Reliable Public Power Provider for organizational & operational 
excellence.  
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Commissioner Remarks: 
 
Commr. Kallay stated the Green Communities project call scheduled for today was 
postponed a week due to vacations. 
 
She commended Jeff Morris, IT Manager of the WMGLD, for helping to upload 3 years of 
municipal building data into the Mass Energy Insight (MEI) database.  She noted they 
are confirming a few minor details.  She will be able to provide a walk thru of the data 
for Board at the next meeting and is going to provide a walk thru of the data for Town 
officials and other members of the Green Communities team next Wednesday. 
 
 
Town Council Liaison Comments: 
 
No comments 
 
Public Comments: 
 
Micha Canestaro from 101 Cedar St. asked for time before the Board to request approval 
of four new gas services at this location. He inquired if Pete Dion had shared his 
informational email with the Board, to which Pete replied that he had.  This location is 
the former site of a daycare which was permanently closed during COVID.   Mr. 
Canestaro provided a summary of the events leading to this meeting.  He stated that he 
spoke to Jim Brown, Gas Superintendent at WMGLD in 2020 about applying to the Town 
for a variance to turn this property into a 4 plex and was looking at moving away from 
oil to gas heat and inquired if gas was available at the location.  Jim Brown stated gas 
was available and to wait until the Town approved his variance for a 4 plex.  Mr. 
Canestaro noted that early in 2021 he called back to verify how to proceed in submitting 
the gas application and was told by Jim Brown to complete just one application. The 
application was submitted on 2/22/21.  John Davis, from WMGLD came out on 4/28/21 
for a site visit and said that they would be able to trench to the building and everything 
seemed fine. As a result of this, Mr. Canestaro removed the five-year-old oil furnace and 
an oil tank.  On 5/24/21, John Davis came back out to the site and informed him that 
there would only be 1 gas line for the entire building.  Mr. Canestaro claimed that this is 
not what he had been told.  Mr. Canestaro called Jim Brown again, and Mr. Brown told 
him that changes took place a couple of years ago and WMGLD is not adding new gas 
services for multi-units.  He said that Jim checked with his boss and WMGLD would only 
provide a gas line for the common areas.  Mr. Canestaro stated that he may condo this 
project and there will not be a common area. 
 
Pete mentioned that when he spoke to Jim, he stated there was only talk about a single 
service at this location.  The facility was only a single facility and there was no mention 
of 4 separate units until a latter conversation.   The application submitted on February 
22, 2021, was for a single gas service.  Pete stated that the Board received a copy of 
Mr. Canestaro’s application.  Mr. Canestaro stated that when he completed the new gas 
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service application it did not have a choice to select single or multi-unit services.  Pete 
Dion stated that there were changes to the new gas service application for clarification 
after this situation.  Mr. Canestaro stated that he is requesting help from the Board 
considering the miscommunications in this situation.  
 
Commr. Courcy commented that he recently removed and replaced his oil tank for 
$2400.00 and quotes to replace the oil boiler were between $9,000-$10,000 depending 
on size.  He asked Mr. Canestaro if those numbers were what he expected his costs to 
be.  He said no the costs would probably be more than that. He is trying to get separate 
utilities for each unit. He said that if he knew he could not get gas he would not have 
removed the oil system.  Pete stated that that one oil furnace would not have served 
your needs.  It would have only served for a single unit. Mr. Canestaro said he would not 
have separated it into 4 units or explored other heating options. Commr. Courcy asked if 
he had already researched heat pump options and Mr. Canestaro said he had, however 
options, costs, and efficiencies vary according to who you talk to about it.  Commr. 
Boettcher implored Mr. Canestaro to reach out to WMGLD’s consultant, ABODE for a free 
heat pump consultation. Commr. Boettcher stated that this project is ideal for heat 
pump conversion and would likely cost less versus 4 gas furnaces & 4 A/C units. He also 
stated that after speaking with Pete the Board would extend the heat pump rebates for 
each unit.  
 
Commr. Boettcher clarified why WMGLD implemented a moratorium.  He stated the goal 
was to reduce and not increase WMGLD’s peak demand.  In closing, Mr. Canestaro asked 
the Board to consider that there was ambiguity in the application process and 
discussions with individuals in the gas department and thanked the Board for 
considering his request.   
 
Mr. Canestaro asked what the next steps would be.  It was decided that the Board would 
discuss this item tonight as to be able to provide a decision for Mr. Canestaro. 
 
Commr. Warchol stated that the moratorium was put in place to exclude the multi 
families not to reduce the peak but to try to stop it from getting out of hand and try to 
prevent gas from being used in all the new developments in town.  He commented that 
we did not stop oil to gas conversions in single family homes.  He asked if the footprint 
of the structure is changing.  Mr. Canestaro stated that the footprint is not changing.  It 
is a 4000 sq. foot property. Three units will be between 800-100 sq. feet, with the last 
unit being around 1600 sq. feet. 
 
Commr. Warchol questioned how you can demolish a small farmhouse on Prospect St. 
and replace it with 3 mc mansions and approve them because they are single families.  
He believes that this is a grey area, and we should not grant an exception to the 
moratorium, but to revise the moratorium to say if it is the same footprint you can 
convert to gas, but not if you are building a new structure. 
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Commr. Kallay commented that the town of Wakefield does not have tight building 
practices.  She said that we are now seeing a lot of development that are challenging 
our town and we do not have good building polices yet in this town to address those 
issues.  She commented that over time we will have situations that do not fall neatly 
into the black and white areas that we thought when we set up this policy.  She noted 
that we will have to evolve this policy and go forwards instead of backwards.  If you are 
going to have new construction, no matter what, it should be included in the 
moratorium.  Commr. Warchol stated then from today going forward you will not be able 
to take down a single-family home and replace with multi single family homes.  We 
should clean the slate now and allow this project today.  Commr. Boettcher proposed 
that this project does fall under the moratorium.  The building type is changing from a 
single-family home to a multi-family home.   He would like to see that Mr. Canestaro 
explore the heat pump option.  He stated that he believes from a capital outlay cost and 
a long-term operating cost the heat pump option is the most cost-effective option to 
pursue.  He noted that he converted his rental property from oil to a heat pump and his 
tenant is extremely happy. His tenant’s most expensive electric bill in the coldest winter 
month was $230.00.   He said that especially if you are looking to sell these units as 
condos, the operating costs are much lower. He stated that he supports Commr. Kallay 
recommendation that if we are going to change policy than we include single family 
homes. 
 
Commr. Courcy says he suffers from the same problem trying to replace a 40 plus year 
old oil boiler and looking at adding an addition onto the house. The heat pump is a 
perfect option for the addition, but converting the main house is quite a challenge.  Gas 
is not available on the street, but even if there were the environmentalist are looking at 
getting rid of gas by the year 2030, so there is no return on your investment.  He stated 
that he would also like to see Mr. Canestaro work with the heat and a/c people to get 
estimates and get a bracket around the target of the burden that we are asking for here. 
He said he is leaning towards being sympathetic with this customer. Commr. Kallay 
informed Mr. Canestaro that we do have a financing program for all heating system 
conversions and was not sure if he is eligible or aware of this.  Mr. Canestaro noted that 
once he has a direction, he will investigate the financing option. Commr. Prifti stated 
that he just added a heat pump to his home and highly recommends doing a cost 
comparison.  He explained that he would be surprised if the heat pump cost comes in 
higher than a gas furnace with all the rebates and incentives that are offered. 
 
Pete Dion explained that when we went into moratorium, we felt that the multifamily 
units, which is your situation, as well as the stage of your construction, is best suited to 
adapt to changes required for a heat pump, as opposed to the situation Commr. Courcy 
has with an older home.  You were already planning to put in central air, so you would 
have had to install 4 separate heating and cooling units where with a heat pump it will 
be just one heat pump per unit.   There are also more incentives for heat pumps.  Pete 
stated he will email Mr. Canestaro ABODE’s information, so they can walk him thru the 
process.  They are very knowledgeable of heat pump technology and have a list of local 
contractors that are familiar with our rebate and incentive programs.  Pete also 
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mentioned that you would have to do same work for heat pumps as you would for 
central air conditioning, so you will find that the costs are comparable if not cheaper. 
 
Commr. Boettcher concluded that going forward Mr. Canestaro will explore working with 
ABODE. He asked if there were any motions from the Commissioners at this point or if 
they were going to table this.  Commr. Courcy responded that we should wait until Mr. 
Canestaro explores his options with ABODE first before there is a change to policy.  Pete 
suggested that if we are going to change the policy and add single families that we have 
attorney Mike McCarthy review the wording to ensure it is written correctly. 
 
Commr. Kallay asked for clarification of a multi-family. Pete stated that it is anything 
more than one unit.  Pete noted that we have been consistent with this policy of 
anything over one unit.  He is concerned that we have told people in Mr. Canestaro’s 
situation in the past that they we would not supply gas. She also inquired if we have an 
exemption for common areas in a multi-family and if so why.  Pete stated if we have an 
owner of service, we have allowed a single service and the owner has to maintain it. An 
example of this would be Tonno’s restaurant which has gas for cooking.  In the case 
before the Board tonight it does not apply because there would be 4 separate services.   
 
Commr. Boettcher thanked Mr. Canestaro for bringing this to the Board and to please let 
us know your findings thru ABODE.  Mr. Canestaro inquired if there would be a decision 
tonight.  Commr. Boettcher stated that he is to return with his findings from ABODE.  
Mr. Canestaro asked if he has permission to install gas if the cost is more for heat 
pumps.  Commr. Boettcher said no that his project still falls under the current 
moratorium guidelines.  Mr. Canestaro thought there would be a vote tonight. Discussion 
ensued amongst the Board about taking a vote tonight.  No motion was made. Pete 
recommended that the Board should wait until they can talk to Mike McCarthy because 
they have denied other people in the same situation as Mr. Canestaro in the past.  
Commr. Boettcher said he preferred not taking a vote and the moratorium stands as the 
unit is changing from single family to multifamily and Mr. Canestaro is to explore the 
heat pump option thru ABODE for free or any other consultant of his choosing. Commr. 
Warchol stated that we do not meet in August and that would not be fair to Mr. 
Canestaro to make him wait until September.   Pete explained that he was invited to the 
June meeting but did not attend.  Mr. Canestaro said he had another meeting scheduled 
at that time.  Commr. Warchol suggested to add another meeting in August to address 
this issue and give him an answer and to reevaluate how the policy is being followed and 
its adherence.  Mr. Canestaro will explore the heat pump option and advise the Board of 
his findings.  Commr. Boettcher advised that we need 72 business hours, to post the 
meeting notice.   Commr. Kallay stated that Mr. Canestaro would only need to come 
back to the Board if he finds that the gas option is less expensive than the heat pump 
option.  Mr. Canestaro thanked the Board for their consideration.  
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Secretary’s Report 
 
Approval of minutes from the June 2, 2021, meeting was before the Board for approval. 
Commrs. Boettcher, Kallay, and Courcy provided edits to incorporate into the minutes.  
 
A motion was made by Commr. Courcy to accept the June 2, 2021, minutes as 
amended and seconded by Commr. Warchol.   
 
 Roll Call Vote: Commr. Courcy  Aye 
   Commr. Kallay  Aye 
   Commr. Prifti  Aye 
   Commr. Warchol  Aye 
   Commr. Boettcher Aye   
   The motion was approved unanimously 5-0. 
 
The Board discussed several options as to how best to honor former Commr. Chase. 
 
Old Business: 
 
 Project Updates 
  

Commr. Boettcher requested updates and/or solutions on the following items: 
the outage map for mobile devices, an easier and clearer link on our website to be 
able to sign up devices for the Connected Homes program, and the Sense demand 
management dashboard system.  Pete explained that Jeff Morris has been working 
on the MEI project with Commr. Kallay as well as two major system upgrades.  
Pete stated that the outage management mobile device will not be available for a 
while and that he will reach out to Sense about the dashboard. He also noted that 
he will speak to Jeff and thinks we should be able to quickly resolve the website 
issue for the Connected Homes link.  Commr. Kallay noted that on page 21 in the 
Board book the Sense dashboard lists some customer specific information that 
should be removed going forward. 
 
Pete stated that the electric department has been working on the 4kv conversion 
in the center of town. The old outdoor gear at the Mc Grail station has been 
removed and are now working on asbestos abatement. This station will now be 
converted to an IT disaster recovery site as well as having a storage area.  
Commr. Boettcher noted that the station looks so much better after all the work 
that has been completed.  Pete mentioned that the Burns substation will be retired 
by the end of next year.  Commr. Warchol inquired as to what will take its place.  
Pete stated that it would become a switching station with pad mounted switches 
that would take up less of a footprint.   Commr. Warchol asked if this would still be 
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dedicated to Burns.  Pete explained that we can rededicate the station as the 
Burns Switching Station with a new memorial plaque.  Commr. Kallay inquired if 
we could leave the footprint as is to allow for a battery in the future.  Pete replied 
that he was not sure if the footprint would allow for a battery, but we can leave 
the footprint as is for future use. 
 
Pete noted that the gas department is meeting monthly with both the DPW and 
Police departments.  He commented that we are working closely with the town, to 
keep police details available to them. He explained that we are going back to work 
on Vernon and Lowell Streets in the next two weeks. The work on the regulator 
station on Lowell Street will start in the beginning of August.  In the last part of 
year, we will begin work on Cedar and Emerson Streets.  Meter replacements and 
relocating meters outside have been ongoing.  Pete noted that the Town keeps 
shutting down NGRID, however NGRID still needs to finish the work on Broadway 
and Albion streets.  He said that we have been working with the town to keep our 
police details down and available to NGRID by working on the side streets, but 
there may be a time in the future where this does become an issue, when we have 
to start work on the main streets. 
 
 
COVID 
 
Pete noted that the Governor did sign an extension on the meeting law that allows 
for remote meetings.  He stated that with numbers ticking back up and the 
challenge of potentially policing the public that attends the meetings as to if they 
are vaccinated or not, he would suggest keeping the meetings remote.  He is not 
opposed to staying in this format, but this is certainly open for the Board to 
discuss. Commr. Kallay stated that she would love to be back in person but 
understands challenge with members of the public.  She inquired if we have the 
ability to host the public and any presenters remotely in the conference room.  
Pete stated that they are working on that issue now.  He went on to say that no 
one is allowed in the building without a mask.  Our mask rule states that only 
those that have demonstrated that they have been vaccinated are allowed in the 
building without a mask.  Pete noted that if we have a public meeting there is no 
way to turn people away.  Commr. Boettcher said he checked on the Open Meeting 
law for clarification and if we were to meet in person and follow the guidelines 
established, we could follow a hybrid model where the Chair has to be in person 
and other members could be remote, but we cannot exclude the public to remote 
session only.  The meeting would have to be open to both in person as well as 
remote for members of the public.  You can ask if they have been vaccinated, but 
they do not have to tell you.  You can implement a mask policy that anyone who 
cannot prove vaccination is required to wear a mask.  This does involve a lot of 
extra work to police this.  He said the remote format is cleaner, easier and has 
provided more opportunities for the public to attend.  Commr. Boettcher stated 
that he is fine with either format.  Commr. Courcy noted that he is neutral on this 
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issue and is fine with whatever the Board decides.  Commr. Prifti stated that he is 
open to either format.  Commr. Warchol explained that he would prefer in person 
but does not have an issue with delaying for a couple more months.  Commr. 
Boettcher asked Pete if he prefers the remote format.  Pete explained that we 
should plan on having the September meeting remote and see what the COVID 
numbers look like and address it again at that time.  Commr. Courcy said that 
there has not been any pressure from the public to go back to in person meetings.  
Pete said that he has heard that people prefer the remote sessions because it is 
easier for them to attend meetings from home without having to deal with 
logistics.  Commr. Boettcher said we can look at it on a month-to-month basis.  
Pete said if we do add another meeting in August for Mr. Canestaro that will be 
remote as he would not be planning to attend in person. 

 
 Project 2015A Update and Discussion 
 

Pete said that MMWEC is due to provide the DPU awith an update on the pause  
tomorrow, July 15, 2021, and that MMWEC will be issuing a statement on the next 
steps.  MMWEC is working on the reply to the DPU which will be out tomorrow.  
Pete will share this response with the Board as soon as it is announced.   He noted 
that the plan is to move forward within the next week or two. He stated that there 
have been some changes to the design during the pause and we are working on a 
couple of issues with Peabody Municipal Light Plant.  Once these are resolved we 
will ask the DPU to restart their review of our application to finance.  
 
Pete noted that obviously everyone knows there was a public hearing on June 22, 
2021, at the Peabody Senior Center with about 120 people in attendance and 
about 75 were opponents.  This was a good meeting with a lot of information 
shared by MMWEC and a lot of questions asked.  A lot of the answers have been 
posted on the MMWEC 2015A website and more answers will be posted.  He stated 
there is a wealth of information out there about this project.  From the Wakefield 
perspective, if this project were to be cancelled, we would be expected to 
contribute $2.7 million for our share of the cancellation, which would be a huge 
loss for the utility.  We still strongly feel this project is a piece of the long-term 
solution and is an important piece of our supply mix going forward.  Commr. 
Kallay said she listened to the forum and thought it was a good exchange of 
information, conversation and questions and hopes we see more of these for some 
of our other projects and that this becomes part of how we operate. She thinks 
that no matter what happens, communities appreciate being able to come to the 
table with questions and comments.  
 
Commr. Boettcher stated that he did listen to the forum after the fact and had 
questions about the numbers.  Pete said if you are looking at the last proforma, 
those numbers are one year old now.  The last forward capacity auction took place 
in February and even those numbers are dated.  The forward capacity analysis has 
come forward even more significantly based on the fact that we had divergence 
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between the NEMA zone and other zones in New England so that capacity analysis 
is even stronger.  Commr. Boettcher inquired if the project were to be cancelled is 
there an insurance policy or force majure that would cover the $2.7 million dollars.  
Pete said there is no insurance for project development.  We signed an Engineer, 
Procure, and Construct (EPC) contract with Pratt Whitney, so that is why we are on 
the hook for a significant portion of it. Commr. Boettcher asked if there were an 
off ramp to the contract.  Pete stated that the off ramp is the $21 million dollar 
cancellation clause.  Commr. Kallay asked for the cancellation clause to be 
repeated.  Pete stated that we have paid $9 million dollars out of our pocket so far 
and if we cancelled the project than we would owe Pratt the $21 million dollars 
stated in the cancellation clause. Our share of this is $2.7 million dollars.  Commr. 
Kallay said that during the forum she thought Ron, from MMWEC, mentioned that 
the cancellation clause was removed to reduce the project cost by $2 million 
dollars. Pete noted that he will check to see if the cancellation clause was 
removed.  He stated that no one back in 2018 or 2019 would have forecasted that 
a very small number of people would have an issue with this project.  Commr. 
Kallay stated that she would like to know what level of protection did that 
cancellation clause offer in exchange for the $2 million price decrease. 
Commr. Boettcher inquired what the revenue difference is between a PPA or  
unit ownership for capacity payments.  Pete stated that in the case of Project 
2015A we would own it versus a PPA were we would be buying the fixed entity 
which would be the capacity. So, we would be getting the revenue for the capacity 
that we bid into the market at $4.68.  We would receive the revenue that we 
would have paid for and offset it against our capacity cost.  If there is a financial 
benefit as to where our position is, we would get the additional benefit.  Pete 
noted that we would get the additional benefit such as we would on Berkshire 
Wind.  That is the benefit of owning instead of the PPA. Pete explained that our 
portfolio includes things we own, as well as PPA’s and other shorter term power 
transactions.  Commr. Boettcher inquired if there has been movement on our 
capacity demand.  Pete said there has not been a big change on the capacity 
requirement. The bigger movement has been on the load management side.  
Running the generators and battery on our side of the meter has had the biggest 
impact on capacity assignment.  Pete mentioned that it is not in our best interest 
to execute another capacity deal until we know about the outcome of the 2015A 
project.  Pete noted that MMWEC did approve Project 2021A at their meeting 
yesterday for the development of a PPA for offshore wind.  By authorizing this 
project, we are authorizing MMWEC to spend some money now to negotiate a 
contract with an offshore wind developer. More than likely MMWEC will bring us 
the option to participate at a Board meeting this fall.  At which time we will take a 
vote to see if we want to participate.  The PPA would be executed in the beginning 
of next year.  This project will follow the same framework and sequence of events 
as project 2015A.  Pete continued to say that he will most likely come back to the 
Board with a recommendation to participate in this project on some level based 
upon the economics, availability, and the diversity of our supply mix.  He noted 
that this project will not be available until the 2025 -2026 timeframe. 
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Gas Systems of the Future 

 
Pete said that he has spoken to heet.org and they would like a municipal partner 
to share data for case studies.  He noted that he has a conference call with them 
and their two consultant’s, Data Analysis and Gas Policy next week.  There is a lot 
of information we can share that can help in different ways than the investor-
owned utilities. 

 
 
New Business 
 

June Heat Waves – Operations Update 
 
Commr. Boettcher said he received kudos for the quick response by WMLGD crews 
in restoring power during the July 6th outage.  Pete commented that we have had 
nine and half inches of rain this month with only one gas service outage compared 
to Mother’s Day back in 2008, when we had four inches of rain with multiple gas 
failures town wide due to water infiltration into the gas system.  He noted that 
from a wind perspective, fortunately these storms were a non-issue.  He stated 
that there were nine days with temperatures over 90 degrees and overall, the 
system performed very well. Dave Polson explained that Vinnie ran all the 
transformers to see what was over 150 percent in the transformer load 
management tool and it identified seven transformers as being overloaded at peak 
and either a second transformer was added (splitting the load) or the transformer 
was upgraded, depending on the situation.  There were no failures during the heat 
wave.  Dave stated that the transformer load management tool is critical in design 
and analyzing any issues.  Commr. Boettcher stated to please pass on his thanks 
and appreciation for all the work that has been done.  Commr. Kallay commented 
that as we see the uneven effects of electrification it will be great to monitor the 
system as there may be pockets created that present distribution challenges and 
the need for new infrastructure.  Pete commented that he has asked Dave and 
Vinnie to look at the system standards as far as services, secondaries, and 
transformers, in anticipation of enhanced capacity in the future. 
So that as customers add load, our system will not require as much upgrading on 
the fly.  We are fortunate that we can be fed off four separate transmission lines 
and we have transformer capacity at both Wallace and Beebe substations.  He 
noted that we have more than ample capacity for the next 30 years at that level 
and at the distribution level the 13.8kv conversion work being done now and the 
final mile is the secondaries, transformers, and services.  Dave Polson commented 
that Pete had a great idea of looking at the size of individual house service mains. 
Dave said that Vinnie is now looking to see how many permits were issued over 
the last few years to see service size and this information will be added to the GIS 
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system. Commr. Prifti stated that he was involved in similar projects in Lawrence 
where they went down to the service level and has a few ideas he can share with 
Vinnie.  
2021 Goals and Objectives – Mid- year Update 
 
Pete provided the Board with the following updates: 
 

• Lost time accidents - None 
• Motor vehicle accidents - None 
• Osha reportable injuries - Two 
• Employee Training- Appreciating Diversity Training was taken by supervisors 

and will be rolled out to all Town employees. 
• COVID Current Building Policy those vaccinated not have to wear masks. 

Those who are not vaccinated are required to wear masks. He cannot ask 
you if you have been vaccinated, but if you want to prove that you are 
vaccinated then you are exempt from wearing a mask. Compliance among 
employees has not been an issue. 

• Operations - On target for SAIFI and CAIDI  
• Capital Projects – On the Electric side, some of 4kv work on the overhead 

has slipped a bit because we lost sometime on the underground replacement 
on the feeder section for circuit 4.  We will probably not finish all the 4kv 
conversion on the Water St. side of Wakefield Ave because we are focusing 
on the other side on West Water, Richardson area which ties more into 
Burns Station and based on operational need.  On the gas side, we have 
modified our schedule adding Grafton, Sylvan, and Gail as to stay on the 
side streets to free up police details.  We will be getting back to work on 
Vernon and Lowell streets next.  Cedar and Emerson will be completed next 
year. 

• Maintenance and operational Services- On target 
• Vegetation- Complete 
• Class II Leaks- 2 or 3 
• Class 3 -on target 
• Customer Service - The About Us and Solar sections of the website have 

been updated.  As a side note, Pete mentioned that we budgeted 
$75,000.00 for the Solar project.  Due to Dave and Vinnie’s hard work and 
organization, they found that a few other Munis were not going to use their 
portion of the DOER funding, so we were able to receive another 
$36,000.00. He told the Board that he will provide them with an update if 
we are going to exceed the budgeted amount. 

• Customer Feedback Education- We have completed two educational sessions 
and will work on having another one for the Fall.  We enlisted ABODE as a 
consultant to provide heating system education, and consultation services 
for our customers.   

• Electric Vehicle- The challenge is the availability of EV vehicles.  We are on a   
waiting list for an EV pickup truck and a replacement for our Nissan LEAF. 
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• The Commercial Energy Efficiency program has been rolled out, but we have 
only received one or two inquiries. 

• Financial- Mark Cousins stated the receivables are on track and making 
progress.  He thought due to COVID we would have lost ground. Pete said 
that we will begin with shutoffs this week and noted that the last time we 
shutoff was back in 2019.  He stated that this is a testament to Robin, Mark 
and Sylvia for all the work they have been doing reaching out to customers.  
Mark noted that we have been making phone calls and working with people 
to reduce their balances. 

• Communications- Ongoing, should talk about next steps for strategic 
planning at upcoming board meetings 

• Communications with Boards- At high level and will continue.  Working 
closely with the DPW 

• Staff capabilities- Pete noted that senior staff has been attending Board 
meetings.  Jeff will attend the September meeting to provide an IT update. 
Sara will attend either the October or November meeting. 

• Environmental Legislation – We are well on our way to be compliant with the 
2050 goal.  We are going to be almost at 50 percent this year. We may have 
some opportunities over the next several years to go beyond 50 percent. 
Some of the projects that may become available over the next ten years will 
move us well past the 2030 goal well in advance of the 2030 goal. Examples 
of these would be some offshore wind projects, as well as a potential hydro 
project out of Maine.  Pete stated that you are not going to see major pieces 
of large power plants any longer because they simply are not being built, so 
we will have a lot more pieces of smaller projects to layer into our supply 
portfolio. 

• Supporting decarbonization of the heating and transportation sectors – We 
are probably one of the leaders in the Muni world on the electric vehicle side 
in terms of public chargers and our EV program. In community support we 
are working with ABODE to educate our customers on heating system 
electrification and will continue to increase our efforts there.  The 
moratorium real impact is that the over 1000 new housing units being built 
in Wakefield will be all electric heat. 

 
Commr. Kallay noted that we need to make sure that we are informing our 
customers about heat pump options. Pete noted that anyone looking to install a 
gas service for a single family is required to have an energy audit.  Commr. 
Boettcher inquired if the audit would trigger a consultant with ABODE.  Pete stated 
that the auditors are knowledgeable of our programs.  Commr. Boettcher 
requested an update on the Green Choice Program.  Pete stated that the 
information will be available on our website, as well as going out as a bill stuffer. A 
press release is scheduled for next week.  
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Any other matter not reasonably anticipated by the Chair. 
 
No comments. 
 
A motion to adjourn was made at 9:02 pm by Commr. Courcy and seconded by 
Commr. Kallay. 
 
Roll Call Vote: Commr. Courcy  Aye 
   Commr. Kallay  Aye 
   Commr. Prifti  Aye 
   Commr. Warchol  Aye 
   Commr. Boettcher Aye   
The motion was approved unanimously 5-0. 
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WMGLD Thomas H. Boettcher, Chair

P.O. BOX 190  480 North Ave. Elton Prifti, Secretary

Wakefield, MA 01880 Jennifer L. Kallay

Tel. (781) 246‐6364  Fax (781) 246‐0419 John J. Warchol

Peter D. Dion, General Manager  Philip R. Courcy

SAIFI CAIDI Salem St. Battery Total
May 0.51            53               RNS Benefit 59,521$     8,309$      67,830$       
Jun 0.55            55               Capacity Benefit -             -           -               
Jul 0.56            58               Debt Service (53,151)      (20,539)     (73,690)        
Cal YTD 0.56            54               Net Benefit 6,370$       (12,230)$   (5,860)$        

Replaced System Total YTD FY22 Conservation Revenues
4" 6,438          174,150      YTD FY22 Paid out to Customers:
6" 50               151,317      42 Appliances & Thermostats 
8" 840             81,045        5 Air Sealing ( insulation/windows )

15 Heating & Cooling 
3 Residential Solar 

Electric Gas

May 3                 4                 July Inception
Jun 2                 2                 Green Choice Revenues 24$           24$              
Jul 3                 2                 KwH billed on GC Rate 1,078        1,078           

Number of Customers 22             40                
Solar Generation 69 Customers

Generated Back to WMGLD Current Year Peak ( Nov '20 → May '21 )
CYTD 1,161,658   435,090      Prior Year Peak ( Nov '19 → May '20 ) 1,020,971 CCF

Comm'l 6,155,880   1,275,200   All-Time Peak - Jan '18 1,370,554 CCF

Res 1,560,516   848,747      #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Inception 7,716,396   2,123,947   

Prior Year Current Year
May 29.1 Mw 32.9 Mw
Jun 36.7 Mw 43.9 Mw
Jul 44.0 Mw 38.4 Mw

7/28/20 6/30/21
44.0 Mw 43.9 Mw

12/17/19 1/29/21
28.6 Mw 28.0 Mw

1/2/14 8/2/06
36.5 Mw 50.7 Mw

Winter YTD Peak

All Time Peak

Monthly & Annual Peaks

Summer YTD Peak

GREEN CHOICE RATE

Natural Gas Peak Usage

  1,118,751 CCF

(2,297)$              
(5,450)                

(10,180)              
New Services on the System (13,206)              

18,231$             

J U L Y          2 0 2 1    W M G L D    C O M M I S S I O N E R ' S    D A S H B O A R D

Outages ( Elec ) FYTD WMGLD Generation - July

CYTD Pipe Replacement CONSERVATION BUDGET

Hydro 9.5%
Wind 4.1%

Solar 1.8%

Gas 59.6%

Nuclear
45.3%

Hydro Wind Solar Gas Nuclear

WMGLD's Power Portfolio Fuel Mix
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Date Issue Resolution

December 15, 2020 Question regarding answering service / 
office calls not being returned in a timely 
manner for a real estate agent / property 
sale / final bill 

Realtor was given an office single point 
of contact.

August 24, 2020 Customer called indicating that during 
storm clean-up our contracted tree crew 
had damaged a retaining wall & 
customers driveway

WMGLD's E & O Manager along with 
representative from tree company met 
with the customer at his home and 
explained the damage was caused by 
erosion during the storm, not tree crew 

July 2, 2020 Customer requested billing name 
change on account to reflect the name 
of a close relative who did not own & did 
not lease the property

Explained that the customer of record 
can only be the owner or lessor of the 
property

3/16/20 to 5/1/20 Slow down in posting payments to 
customer accounts due to continued 
Century Bank LockBox processing 
delays

Currently in communications with 
Century Bank & have re-tooled to 
process additional payments in-house 
with clean environment 

January 16, 2020 Customer claimed move out in 
November but did not notify WMGLD 
until January.  Disputed Nov - Jan 
billings.  Posted on social media

Discussed with customer the 
responsibility of timely notification of 
move out

November 5, 2019 Customer requested service termination 
on account in his name, not living at 
service location anymore due to divorce

Explained service termination process 
involving move in / move out and 
spousal rights & responsibilities as it 
relates to the customer of record

October 8, 2019 Collections & payment plan.  Customer 
contacted the DPU regarding protection 
from service termination

Service was terminated on customer 
account due to non payment and non 
response

Wakefield Municipal Gas & Light Department
Customer Issues Log

https://wmgld-my.sharepoint.com/personal/mcousins_wmgld_com/Documents/Commissioners/Customer Issue Log
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COMMISSI0NER REQUESTS LOG Requested By Request Date

Completion 

Date NOTES

Review net metering policy JK 12/5/2018 1/9/2019

Add completion dates to this form JW 12/5/2018 1/9/2019

Remove identifying information on customer requests JW 12/5/2018 1/9/2019

Add solar to supply mix JK 12/5/2018 1/9/2019

Streetlight conversions to be added to Dashboard JW 2/1/2018 2/26/2018

Dashboard to reflect KWH demand JW 2/1/2018 2/26/2018

3 double poles on Nahant Street KC 3/1/2018 3/2/2018 VZ

Review Employee handbook KH 3/1/2018 4/11/2018

Subcommittee of JW and JK on survey development JW 5/24/2018 6/20/2018

Update Gas service Request List  KC/JK 5/24/2018 6/20/2018

Berkshire Pro‐Formas to Board JW 3/1/2018 4/11/2018

Access to be provided to website under construction JK 6/20/2018 6/27/2018

Minutes to webpage JK 9/12/2018 9/19/2018

Review Energy audit format WT 11/1/2018 12/5/2018

Progress made fixing gas leaks JW continuing

Copy of Ngrid 345 KV contract JK 2/13/2019 when available

Share Strategic Planning dates with Town Administrator JK 2/13/2019 2/14/2019

Provide Board with size of solar projects TB 6/5/2019 9/4/2019
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COMMISSI0NER REQUESTS LOG Requested By Request Date

Completion 

Date NOTES

Provide Board with additional information for EE proposal JK, JW, TB 7/7/2019 9/4/2019

Updates to EE proposal including rates hearing JK, JW, TB 9/4/2019 10/2/2019

Meet to discuss goal setting with Manager  JW ‐ PC & KC 10/2/2019 10/15/2019

Next year's goal setting meet with GM PC & KC 11/13/2019 11/22/2019

Provide pricing on Renewable Energy Credits = 15% JK 11/13/2019 11/20/2019

Provide detailed data on gas leaks TB 11/13/2019 11/27/2019

Provide information on data structures and fields in Customer 

Informtion System ( Cogsdale ) JK 12/4/2019 1/8/2020

Rework solar consumption as presented on solar bills TB 1/8/2020 1/31/2020

Update Electric Vehicle Dashboard to include cost data TB 5/6/2020 6/3/2020

Revise 2020 General Manager Goals due to COVID‐19  PC 6/3/2020 7/15/2020

Mission statatement development JK 7/15/2020 9/2/2020

Rebates ‐ Sense Rebate to Webform & Add WIFI Thermostats to 

Connected Homes Program TB, JK 9/2/2020 10/7/2020

Provide additional details on Customer Accounts Receivable / 

Collections JW 12/2/2020 1/6/2021

EV Charger ‐ Year 1 summary data reporting TB 2/3/2021 3/3/2021

Earth Day Brochure TB 3/12/2021 3/30/2021

Upload 5 years of DPU reports to WMGLD website JK 5/5/2021 5/19/2021

Outage map functionality on mobile device TB 5/5/2021

Green Choice Rate information updates to website JK 7/14/2021 7/16/2021
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                RAW  DATA  -  RECEIVABLES  GRAPHS          RAW  DATA  -  RECEIVABLES  GRAPHS

< 31 1,889,746$ 69.3% 1,362,000$ 68.3% 1,673,904$ 79.0% 1,825,927$ 85.7%

31 → 60 456,451      16.7% 283,499      14.2% 200,696      9.5% 171,261      8.0%

> 61 380,915      14.0% 348,628      17.5% 242,608      11.5% 133,225      6.3%

Total 2,727,112$ 22.2 1,994,127$ 17.6 2,117,208$ 19.6 2,130,413$ 20.1

< 31 2,065,026$ 66.3% 1,698,882$ 61.3% 1,586,577$ 66.2% 1,806,083$ 73.5%

31 → 60 562,873      18.1% 505,584      18.2% 292,435      12.2% 260,495      10.6%

> 61 488,322      15.7% 566,939      20.5% 517,823      21.6% 390,947      15.9%

Total 3,116,221$ 25.1 2,771,405$ 24.0 2,396,835$ 22.0 2,457,525$ 23.1

< 31 2,343,803$ 75.0% 1,773,019$ 73.4% 1,515,872$ 75.7% 1,841,972$ 80.9%

31 → 60 512,670      16.4% 391,478      16.2% 255,234      12.7% 244,917      10.7%

> 61 270,412      8.6% 251,457      10.4% 231,097      11.5% 192,105      8.4%

Total 3,126,885$ 23.4 2,415,954$ 19.4 2,002,203$ 16.5 2,278,994$ 19.5

Notes: Gross Receivables from customer accounts are aged at month-end.
At 7/31/21, the >61 day balance of $133,225 was analyzed in detail - results include
110 unique accounts which make up $98,448 of the $133,225 balance with 
>61 day account balances ranging from $10,814 to $500
DSO Ratio is also presented in RED

    REVENUES      REVENUES      REVENUES      REVENUES      REVENUES      REVENUES

4/30/21 5/31/21 6/30/21 7/31/21

ELECTRIC 1,901,715   1,700,305   2,173,125   2,551,705   
GAS 892,185      543,699      317,197      226,642      

TOTAL ## 2,793,900$ 2,244,004$ 2,490,322$ 2,778,346$ 

4/30/20 5/31/20 6/30/20 7/31/20

ELECTRIC 1,938,168   1,805,315   1,982,953   2,513,139   
GAS 876,110      652,296      314,787      211,699      

TOTAL ## 2,814,278$ 2,457,611$ 2,297,740$ 2,724,838$ 

4/30/19 5/31/19 6/30/19 7/31/19

ELECTRIC 1,990,000   1,973,487   2,950,307   2,351,647   
GAS 1,080,599   623,717      293,575      232,289      

TOTAL ## 3,070,599$ 2,597,204$ 3,243,882$ 2,583,936$ 

4/30/20 5/31/20

4/30/19 5/31/19

4/30/21 5/31/21 6/30/21 7/31/21

6/30/20 7/31/20

6/30/19 7/31/19
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SENSE Monitors 

June 2021 Summary 
 

 

 

 

To be updated
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Electric Vehicle Public Charging Stations  
Dashboard – June 2021 

 

 

    

          

 

Locations Utility Billing KWh
Town Revenue 

From Charge 
Point 

KWh

Vets Field $65.10 345 $60.68 332
Civic Center $7.40 45 $11.82 45

Public Parking Lot $183.31 1072 $226.41 1006
Totals $255.80 1462 $298.91 1384

EV Charging Stations 
Utility Billing and Town Revenue 

Jun-21

To be upated
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To be updated
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General Manager’s Report 
 
The following is the General Managers Report for September, 2021 
 

Engineering and Operations Report 
 
 

 
Major New Customer Projects: (1,035 new residential housing units) 

• Harvard Mills – convert portion of building to 190 apartments – Project 
under construction.  
Convert building from 4kv ckt 397-03 to 13.8kv ckt 0005 (customer cost).   
Ductbank and switch installed, customer working on transformer 
foundation and mainline cable installed.  Transformer installed on 
12/15/2020 – waiting on customer to finalize easement agreement 
before we energize.   

• Water St. at Delcarmine - New 23 unit building residential - Working on 
the foundation 

• 581-583 Salem St.  – New 19 unit apartment build – Permitting Phase  
• 525-527 Salem St – New 22 unit building – Permitting Phase 
• 404 Lowell St.  – 8 Residential units – WMGLD doing prep work on 

Lowell St, taking outage on Aug 28 to change transformer 
• 610 Salem St – 20 Residential units – Permitting Phase  
• Foundry Street phase 2 – 58 unit condo complex and commercial space 

– Permitting Phase 
• Hopkins Street @ Tarrant Lane - Project approved by the town 173 

apartments 4 buildings proposed – Planning and Permitting  
• 200 Quannapowitt – 485 Apartments / 4-5 buildings / parking garage – 

Permitting and Planning Phase   
• 127 Nahant St. – 26 Residential units proposed – Planning 

stage   
• 1000 Main Street – 30 Residential units proposed – Planning stage 

 
 
Gas Department 

 
• The gas main installation by contractors on Lowell and Vernon Streets and 

on Cedar and Emerson Streets is complete.  Services and tie overs will 
begin in September and continue through the rest of the year. 
 

• Gas main installation and service tie overs on Milbrook Street was 
completed and new work required on Wiley Place is underway.  
  

• 1037 meters have been replaced so far this year with a target of 1153 for 
the year.  
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• There are currently 2146 inside gas services and 2962 outside services. 
81 services have been moved outside this year. 

 
• Leaks     Class 1 – 0*    Class 2 – 2   Class 3 –74  

 
 *(0 -  Class 1 Leaks this month)    
 
 
 
 

Financial Reports 
 
Monthly Financials for through May and Consumption Reports through July are 
enclosed.   
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Board of Commissioners 

September 1, 2021 
Agenda Item No. D-1 

 
Project Updates 

 
COVID 19  
The department was reopened on May 3.  35 of our 43 employees have 
been vaccinated.  We are following all CDC guidelines and we are 
maintaining a mask requirement for customers entering the building and 
for anyone on the staff that has not been vaccinated.   
 
 
NGrid 345kv Project Update NGRID 
  
Project Schedule Updates:  
  

• Work in the public ways resumed on March 8, 2021  
• United Civil – currently working on Broadway and Albion St.    
• Eversource is also working on manholes and duct bank construction in 

Woburn and Stoneham. 
• Approximately 85% of the ductbank is complete. 
• MBTA Crossing 

o Town of Wakefield is awaiting decision(s) by Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) 

 
 
 

 
Wakefield Ave Substation – All new switchgear and (2) 3750kva 
transformers were energized on 9/30/2020.  4Kv cutovers completed as the 
end of 2020;  

• Circuits 6 & 9 cutover to new equipment – COMPLETE 
• Circuit 11 load cutover to 126-W27 – COMPLETE  
• Circuit 4 load cutover to the new equipment – COMPLETE  
• Circuit 3 load cutover to the new equipment – COMPLETE  
• Circuits 3 and 4 tie – COMPLETE  
• Old 4 KV switchgear de-energized – COMPLETE  
• Old Transformers “F” and “H” de-energized and disconnected on 

both the 13.8kv and 4kv sides, also oil drained from both units.   
These transformers were 65-70 years old, equipment liability 
eliminated. - COMPLETE  
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• 13.8Kv Cutovers scheduled in 2021 Lines 1386 (complete), 1301 
(complete), 1302 (complete) 126-W27 / 1718 (complete) & 1920 / 
0005 (Complete) 

• Milestones – all old outdoor 13.8kv equipment has been de-
energized and all indoor 4kv and 13.8kv equipment has been de-
energized - REMOVAL of inside equipment is completed,  
outside equipment removal is in progress – will be removed in 
early June 

• Asbestos Abatement scheduled to start on 5/10 and inside and 
outside equipment scheduled to be removed starting on 5/28 – (In  
Progress)  

4kv to 13.8kv conversions:  
• Converting portions of ckt 9 on Water to ckt 443-W32 – (on hold) 
• West Water St, Richardson and Foster St area – Preparing to convert 

from 4kv 397-02 to 13.8kv - 1302 / 0005 in Progress - Verizon 
completed their pole sets  

• 397-04 Ballister St area convert to 1302/0005 – (ordering material).  
• 397-03 Lake St. and Maple to 0005 – (on hold)  

System Maintenance: 
• Circuit 4 upgrade – Replace and splice 9 sections of cable from 

Wakefield Ave substation to Albion St. This circuit supplies the 
downtown area.  Currently downtown is serviced by circuit 3 
(COMPLETED) 

 
Town Projects:  
• Albion Street – Town is upgrading drains, water, street paving, & 

sidewalks.   As part of the Town’s project they have requested we 
upgrade, replace, and relocate 18 street lights and possibly another 36 
in the area.  Underground construction is complete and new 
streetlights have been ordered.  Delivery not expected until the end of 
the year.  Lights will be installed as weather permits when they arrive. 
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Board of Commissioners 
September 1, 2021 

Agenda Item No. D-2 
 

2015 A  
 
The DPU held its formal hearing on the financing of MMWEC Project 2015 A on 
Monday April 26, 2021.   Consistent with some questions and discussion about the 
plant, there was testimony against the project but most of the testimony was not 
connected to the question before the DPU and pertained more to site issues.   After 
the public comment period, the DPU Hearing Officers heard testimony from MMWEC 
and MCAN as a limited participant in the hearing.  MMWEC announced on May 11, 
following a Special Meeting of its Board to authorize a pause of plans for the siting of 
the peaking plant for a minimum of 30 days to further engage stakeholders and 
discuss alternatives.  On July 15, 2021, MMWEC informed that DPU that following 
some design improvements to the project and a commitment from Peabody to delist 
Unit 1 at the site when the new unit is completed, the project financing approval 
process will continue.   On August 12, 2021, the DPU issued an order approving the 
financing of the project 
 
 
No votes required at this time - Discussion only 
 
 

 
Board of Commissioners 

September 1, 2021 
Agenda Item No. D-3 

 
 
2020A 
 
WMGLD voted in October of 2020 to participate in a solar project to be 
constructed at the Stoney Brook Energy Center in Ludlow.   Bidding for a project 
contractor is completed and permitting continues.  Some site work will be 
completed this Fall, but the project will be completed in the Spring of 2022.  A 
detailed update of the project is enclosed. 
 
No votes required at this time - Discussion only 
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Board of Commissioners 
September 1, 2021 

Agenda Item No. D-4 
 

 
Wakefield Solar Project 
 
Designs and bid packages are being completed.  It will be out to bid in 
September with the potential install for late Fall or early Spring.   
 
No votes required at this time - Discussion only 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Board of Commissioners 
September 1, 2021 

Agenda Item No. E-1 
 

 
Information Systems Update 
 
IT Manager Jeff Morris will make a presentation on the current and planned IT 
projects including discussions on cyber security, system upgrades and future 
projects. 
 
No votes required at this time - Discussion only 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Executive Session 
 If necessary 
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Comparative Balance Sheet - Electric Fund

ASSETS

Sinking Fund - Self Insurance 179,585.27$       179,972.63$       
Depreciation Fund 182,764.07         182,901.19         
Consumer Deposits 875,183.46         881,145.68         
     Total Investments 1,237,532.80   1,244,019.50   
Operating Cash 12,835,821.78    13,860,875.70    
Depreciation Fund 2,721.24             2,722.60             
Consumer Deposits 286,646.24         340,528.21         
Petty Cash 525.00                525.00                
     Total Cash 13,125,714.26 14,204,651.51 
Accounts Receivable-Rates 3,523,284.54      3,099,274.84      
Accounts Receivable-Other 2,351,614.18      1,774,670.85      
Inventory 530,631.40         738,211.93         
Prepayments Miscellaneous 893,744.34         862,776.20         
Prepayments Power 3,690,860.66      3,886,675.36      
Other Deferred Debits 1,113,976.18      1,189,309.95      
     Total Other Assets 12,104,111.30 11,550,919.13 
     Total Current Assets 26,467,358.36   26,999,590.14   

Distribution Plant 20,364,799.13    19,643,731.69    
General Plant 1,397,124.32      1,450,232.62      
     Net Fixed Assets 21,761,923.45   21,093,964.31   

     Total Assets 48,229,281.81$ 48,093,554.45$ 

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY

Accounts Payable 163,075.40$       234,901.72$       
Consumer Deposits 1,161,829.70      1,221,673.89      
Other Accrued Liabilities 7,558.53             1,830.31             
Reserve for Uncollectable Accounts 108,563.84         218,397.21         
     Total Current Liabilities 1,441,027.47   1,676,803.13   
Compensated Absences 460,003.07         467,256.96         
MMWEC Pooled Loan Debt 13,948,272.15    12,010,986.86    
OPEB Liability 1,915,566.25      1,936,702.25      
Pension Liability 7,948,500.00      7,743,000.00      
     Total Long Term Liabilities 24,272,341.47 22,157,946.07 
     Total Liabilities 25,713,368.94   23,834,749.20   

Retained Earnings 8,619,962.70      10,396,846.32    
Year to Date Income 2,758,639.86      1,924,591.26      
Sinking Fund Reserve-Self Ins 179,585.27         179,972.63         
Contribution in Aid of Construction 3,705,337.66      3,705,337.66      
Investment in Fixed Assets 7,252,387.38      8,052,057.38      
     Total Equity 22,515,912.87   24,258,805.25   

     Total Liabilities and Equity 48,229,281.81$ 48,093,554.45$ 

5/31/2021 5/31/2021
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Income Statement - Electric Fund

For the Eleven Months Ending, May 31, 2021

FY  2020 FY  2021 FY  2020 FY  2021
 

Energy Revenue (Net of Discounts)
 Residential Sales 915,196.96$       800,171.12$       11,866,526.09$    12,497,337.90$    
 Commercial Sales 800,079.63         810,437.99         11,349,741.10      10,250,989.91      
 Street Lighting 15,678.00           15,678.00           172,453.00           172,453.00           
 Municipal Sales 66,996.11           82,297.07           1,008,951.04        978,467.27           
 Private Area Lighting 7,364.00             7,399.00             81,872.57             81,205.83             
 Total Energy Revenue 1,805,314.70   1,715,983.18   24,479,543.80  23,980,453.91  
Other Revenues

Unbilled Revenue -                      -                      -                        -                        
 Interest Income-Consumer Deposits 723.60                419.88                12,219.96             5,251.38               
 Interest Income-Depreciation Fund 11.75                  11.75                  130.72                  127.09                  
 Interest Income-Self Ins Sinking Fund 96.20                  15.70                  2,905.53               322.93                  
 Interest Income-MMWEC 656.19                3,490.06             32,046.07             10,127.98             
 Income from Merchandise & Jobbing (4,371.20)            (3,111.26)            (64,981.92)            (186,564.51)          
 Other Revenues -                      133.70                (770.83)                 (5,876.56)              
 Sales Tax 44,651.13           43,387.24           615,832.56           557,756.69           
 Conservation Charge 7,534.24             14,314.37           66,204.63             138,880.84           
 Reconnect Fees 300.00                -                      4,675.00               800.00                  
 Comcast & RCN Pole Fees 17,168.91           16,293.50           50,932.27             120,248.87           
 Insurance Reimbursements 5,000.00             7,618.95             41,796.19             13,718.95             
 Other Electric Revenue 1,131.93             9,637.59             5,698.90               12,209.23             
 Total Other Revenue 72,902.75        92,211.48        766,689.08       667,002.89       
 Total Revenue 1,878,217.45   1,808,194.66   25,246,232.88   24,647,456.80   
 

Power Costs
 Purchased Power (995,328.13) (959,933.87) (12,966,000.53) (12,466,365.71)

Power Expense Generation (10,519.44)          (9,218.44)            (121,874.51)          (107,403.26)          
 Power Expense Battery (7,155.95)            (6,719.86)            (91,434.95)            (75,930.69)            
 Total Power Costs (1,013,003.52) (975,872.17)    (13,179,309.99) (12,649,699.66) 
 
 Gross Profit 865,213.93$    832,322.49$    12,066,922.89$ 11,997,757.14$ 
 
 Operating Expenses

Miscellaneous Operating Expenses
 Depreciation Expense (240,435.59) (240,062.49) (2,527,126.56) (2,642,925.67)
 Sales Tax (44,725.74) (43,387.24) (615,832.56) (557,756.69)
 Interest Expense-Consumer Deposits (1,979.31) (383.39) (30,395.32) (13,960.06)
 Interest Expense-MMWEC (23,436.60) (21,570.28) (247,550.72) (231,310.77)
 Total Misc Operating Expenses (310,577.24)    (305,403.40)    (3,420,905.16)   (3,445,953.19)   
Distribution Expenses
 Operations Supervision and Engineering (24,967.25)          (37,874.16)          (198,392.90)          (195,760.94)          
 Operations Labor 990.70                9,221.44             6,122.09               38,740.01             
 Substation Salaries and Expense (36,745.87)          (61,173.20)          (469,236.26)          (581,232.56)          
 Customer Installation Expenses (469.48)               (841.07)               (3,228.67)              (20,990.97)            
 Miscellaneous Distribution Expenses (36,196.01)          (47,951.07)          (634,946.19)          (588,625.60)          
 Total Distribution Expenses (97,387.91)      (138,618.06)    (1,299,681.93)   (1,347,870.06)   

CURRENT MONTH YEAR TO DATE

FOR MANAGEMENT DISCUSSION PURPOSES - UNAUDITED AND SUBJECT TO REVISION
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Income Statement - Electric Fund

For the Eleven Months Ending, May 31, 2021

FY  2020 FY  2021 FY  2020 FY  2021
 

CURRENT MONTH YEAR TO DATE

Maintenance Expenses
 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering (17,075.00)          (17,159.10)          (173,240.10)          (198,533.30)          

Maintenance of Station Equipment -                      (220.42)               (367.95)                 (1,755.26)              
 Maintenance of Other Equipment (4,353.00)            (147.00)               (10,933.04)            (6,919.02)              
 Maintenance of Overhead Lines (108,245.67)        (46,051.27)          (664,457.82)          (684,200.21)          
 Maintenance of Underground Lines (491.95)               (4,807.05)            (14,697.79)            (15,440.48)            
 Maintenance of Line Transformers -                      (4,049.06)            (877.50)                 (12,414.06)            
 Maintenance of Street Lighting -                      -                      (24,964.29)            (201.25)                 
 Maintenance of Meters (469.48)               (841.07)               (35,941.87)            (550.50)                 
 Maintenance of Misc Distribution Plant (6,003.07) (7,150.45) (52,989.04) (46,670.41)

Total Maintenance Expenses (136,638.17)    (80,425.42)      (978,469.40)      (966,684.49)      
Customer Account Expense
 Meter Reading Expense (3,930.82) (3,208.73) (39,865.99) (64,596.23)
 Customer Records & Collection Exp (50,634.48) (53,500.71) (655,674.74) (644,787.16)
 Total Customer Account Exp (54,565.30)      (56,709.44)      (695,540.73)      (709,383.39)      
Administrative and General Expenses
 Community Relations & Advertising (10,536.84)          -                      (190,461.86)          (43,828.72)            
 Administrative Salaries and Expense (18,102.32)          (13,442.78)          (202,339.36)          (193,440.07)          
 Business Mgr and Accting Salaries and Exp (11,690.10)          (39,591.08)          (135,133.72)          (159,025.84)          
 MIS Salaries and Expense (9,082.13)            (9,529.99)            (215,937.28)          (154,287.37)          
 Outside Services -                      -                      (19,875.00)            (20,250.00)            

Conservation & Rebates (60,542.61) (41,883.32) (193,022.31) (275,263.98)
 Property Insurance (4,740.25)            (5,375.08)            (52,142.75)            (59,125.92)            
 Injuries and Damages (6,392.31)            31,870.21           (64,396.65)            (15,962.91)            
 Employee Pensions and Benefits (152,386.70)        (138,105.63)        (1,558,740.45)       (1,588,632.92)       
 Miscellaneous General Expenses 100.50                (5,045.77)            (67,242.63)            (71,249.54)            
 Maintenance of General Plant (5,053.75)            (10,651.78)          (109,859.18)          (126,889.79)          
 Total Admin & General Expenses (278,426.51)    (231,755.22)    (2,809,151.19)   (2,707,957.06)   

Net Income (Loss) Before Surplus 
Adjustments (12,381.20)$     19,410.95$      2,863,174.48$   2,819,908.95$   

Surplus Adjustments
 Additions
      Sale of Scrap -                      17,874.45           7,028.74               43,507.60             
      MMWEC Refund -                      -                      534,347.98           46,343.35             
 Total Additions to Surplus -                  17,874.45        541,376.72       89,850.95         
 Subtractions
      Interest on Sinking Fund 96.20                  15.70                  2,905.53               322.93                  
      Payment in Lieu of Taxes 56,532.00           57,380.00           621,852.00           631,180.00           
      Plant Removal Costs -                      -                      21,153.81             353,665.71           
 Total Subtractions from Surplus 56,628.20        57,395.70        645,911.34       985,168.64       
 Net Income (Loss) (69,009.40)$     (20,110.30)$     2,758,639.86$   1,924,591.26$   
 
 
 
 

FOR MANAGEMENT DISCUSSION PURPOSES - UNAUDITED AND SUBJECT TO REVISION
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Comparative Balance Sheet - Gas Fund

ASSETS

Sinking Fund - Self Insurance 179,585.27$        179,972.63$        
Consumer Deposits 96,111.55            96,774.06            
     Total Investments 275,696.82       276,746.69       
Operating Cash (14,209,816.88)    (15,225,044.68)    
Consumer Deposits 188,218.45          198,898.62          
Petty Cash 175.00                 175.00                 
     Total Cash (14,021,423.43) (15,025,971.06) 
Accounts Receivable-Rates 1,005,614.13 774,651.51          
Accounts Receivable-Other 133,341.36 -                       
Inventory 502,731.32 472,489.09          
Prepayments Miscellaneous 90,708.80 93,706.14            
Other Deferred Debits 436,185.34 393,939.79          
     Total Other Assets 2,168,580.95    1,734,786.53    
     Total Current Assets (11,577,145.66)  (13,014,437.84)  

Distribution Plant 23,437,614.24 24,894,405.67
General Plant 495,120.48 500,034.82
     Net Fixed Assets 23,932,734.72   25,394,440.49   

     Total Assets 12,355,589.06$ 12,380,002.65$ 

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY

Accounts Payable 26,741.29$          (927.53)$              
Consumer Deposits 284,330.00          295,672.68          
Other Accrued Liabilities 4,644.12              454.78                 
Reserve for Uncollectable Accounts 108,563.83          218,397.21          
     Total Current Liabilities 424,279.24       513,597.14       
Compensated Absences 235,784.91 267,026.80
OPEB Liability 537,034.75 544,080.75
Pension Liability 2,649,500.00 2,581,000.00
     Total Long Term Liabilities 3,422,319.66    3,392,107.55    
     Total Liabilities 3,846,598.90     3,905,704.69     

Retained Earnings (15,599,805.12)    (16,102,248.00)    
Year to Date Income ( Loss ) 997,905.34          630,551.66          
Sinking Fund Reserve-Self Ins 179,585.27          179,972.63          
Contribution in Aid of Construction 13,600.00            13,600.00            
Investment in Fixed Assets 22,917,704.67     23,752,421.67     
     Total Equity 8,508,990.16     8,474,297.96     

     Total Liabilities and Equity 12,355,589.06$ 12,380,002.65$ 

5/31/2021 5/31/2021
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Income Statement - Gas Fund

For the Eleven Months Ending, May 31, 2021

FY  2020 FY  2021 FY  2020 FY  2021
  

Energy Revenue (Net of Discounts)  
 Residential Sales $498,118.63 $390,368.63 $6,619,440.86 $6,565,082.74  
 Commercial Sales 121,879.86 117,340.67 1,918,027.94 1,987,855.19  
 Municipal Sales 32,297.67 35,989.20 656,025.24 717,563.80  
 Total Energy Revenue 652,296.16      543,698.50      9,193,494.04    9,270,501.73     
Other Revenues  

Unbilled Revenue -                      -                      -                        -                        
 Interest Income-Consumer Deposits 80.39                  46.65                  1,357.79               583.52                   
 Interest Income-Self Ins Sinking Fund 96.20                  15.71                  2,905.53               322.92                   
 Income from Merchandise & Jobbing (1,055.52)            1,702.11             224,672.27           37,660.61              
 Special Gas Charges -                      100.30                4,065.02               3,622.60                
 Sales Tax 5,803.32             5,283.70             90,794.57             94,614.37              

Reconnect Fees -                      -                      50.00                    50.00                    
 Insurance Reimbursements -                      -                      -                        -                         
 Other Gas Revenue 74.03                  74.03                  20,230.48             7,143.30                
 Total Other Revenue 4,998.42          7,222.50          344,075.66       143,997.32        
 Total Revenue 657,294.58 550,921.00 9,537,569.70 9,414,499.05  
  
 Gas Purchased (118,528.23) (157,534.15) (4,635,810.33) (4,640,627.78)  
  
 Gross Profit 538,766.35$    393,386.85$    4,901,759.37$   4,773,871.27$    
  
  

Operating Expenses  
Miscellaneous Operating Expenses  
  
 Depreciation Expense (156,760.47)        (163,872.56)        (1,474,820.27)       (1,759,925.24)        
 Sales Tax (5,943.69)            (5,283.70)            (90,794.57)            (94,614.37)             
 Interest Expense-Consumer Deposits (494.83)               (95.84)                 (7,598.83)              (3,490.01)               

Interest Expense-MMWEC -                      -                      (2,925.80)              -                        
Total Misc Operating Expenses (163,198.99)    (169,252.10)    (1,576,139.47)   (1,858,029.62)    

Distribution Expenses  
 Operations Supervision and Engineering (19,839.89)          (30,874.75)          (185,540.79)          (212,964.53)           
 Station Labor and Expenses (10,641.68)          (16,346.44)          (181,821.92)          (167,180.89)           
 Mains and Service (4,347.15)            3,690.05             (57,761.40)            (40,417.86)             
 Customer Installation Expenses (31,510.37)          (5,440.73)            (219,348.30)          (101,846.99)           
 Miscellaneous Plant Expenses (2,236.62)            (5,355.08)            (87,405.76)            (73,069.63)             
 Total Distribution Expenses (68,575.71)      (54,326.95)      (731,878.17)      (595,479.90)       
Maintenance Expenses  
 Maintenance of Mains (43,642.01)          (14,295.00)          (300,790.58)          (278,033.96)           
 Maintenance of Meters and House Regulators (900.00)               (2,170.78)            (15,089.40)            (16,886.63)             
 Maintenance of Other Equipment (98.81)                 (122.48)               (18,742.00)            (24,705.52)             
 Total Maintenance Expenses (44,640.82)      (16,588.26)      (334,621.98)      (319,626.11)       
Customer Account Expense  
 Meter Reading Expense (1,310.28)            (1,069.57)            (13,288.71)            (21,532.06)             
 Customer Record and Collection Expenses (18,876.48)          (19,833.56)          (239,594.39)          (232,866.02)           
 Total Customer Account Expenses (20,186.76)      (20,903.13)      (252,883.10)      (254,398.08)       

CURRENT MONTH YEAR TO DATE
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Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Income Statement - Gas Fund

For the Eleven Months Ending, May 31, 2021

FY  2020 FY  2021 FY  2020 FY  2021
  

CURRENT MONTH YEAR TO DATE

Administrative and General Expenses  
 Advertising (1,066.45)            -                      (4,545.33)              (5,524.56)               
 Administrative Salaries and Expense (5,834.10)            (4,280.92)            (76,216.51)            (62,279.98)             
 Business Mgr and Accting Salaries and Exp (4,162.02)            (3,377.27)            (42,157.99)            (53,389.26)             
 MIS Salaries and Expense (3,027.37)            (3,176.65)            (71,978.99)            (51,429.10)             
 Outside Services -                      (3,068.57)            (21,908.50)            (14,156.07)             
 Property Insurance (300.67)               (329.08)               (3,307.33)              (3,619.92)               
 Injuries and Damages (2,224.76)            (674.40)               (38,431.01)            (12,415.90)             
 Employee Pensions and Benefits (51,738.10)          (38,139.98)          (429,238.48)          (428,964.48)           
 Miscellaneous General Expenses (103.65)               (3,231.39)            (27,875.49)            (42,445.84)             
 Maintenance of General Plant (1,684.59)            (2,077.00)            (36,951.92)            (23,939.91)             
 Total Admin & General Expenses (70,141.71)      (58,355.26)      (752,611.55)      (698,165.02)       

Net Income (Loss) Before Surplus 
Adjustments $172,022.36 $73,961.15 $1,253,625.10 $1,048,172.54  

Surplus Adjustments  
 Additions -                      -                      -                        -                         
 -                      -                      -                        -                         

 Subtractions  
      Interest on sinking fund investment 96.20                  15.71                  2,905.53               322.92                   
      Payment in Lieu of Taxes 18,844.00           19,126.67           207,284.00           210,393.33            

     Plant Removal Costs -                      -                      45,530.23             206,904.63           
 Total Subtractions from Surplus 18,940.20        19,142.38        255,719.76       417,620.88        
 Net Income (Loss) $153,082.16 $54,818.77 $997,905.34 $630,551.66  
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Total Kilowatt Hours Sold by Month

2015 18,740,892 17,690,022 16,080,730 15,466,811 14,598,701 14,223,390 17,889,206 18,246,969 20,317,312 14,434,902 13,189,867 14,852,037 114,689,752 195,730,839

2016 16,533,974 15,797,950 14,772,758 14,634,278 12,966,436 15,255,131 16,901,222 20,390,535 18,447,864 14,084,731 14,517,900 14,862,522 106,861,749 189,165,301

2017 16,621,327 15,070,229 15,380,671 14,453,301 13,037,016 13,930,871 16,639,208 18,069,872 14,713,966 14,432,674 13,077,414 13,830,767 105,132,623 179,257,316

2018 17,781,658 13,643,198 14,968,016 14,337,800 12,863,470 12,441,286 15,974,013 19,698,047 17,452,170 13,030,487 12,439,795 14,124,456 102,009,441 178,754,396

2019 15,603,457 15,622,295 13,945,735 12,101,427 12,149,665 12,351,319 14,712,024 17,745,521 15,394,404 12,913,523 12,257,655 13,307,183 96,485,922 168,104,208

2020 14,828,122 14,373,838 13,299,621 11,620,258 10,978,443 12,406,390 15,909,116 18,062,379 14,494,332 12,189,623 11,444,845 12,998,123 93,415,788 162,605,090

2021 14,315,035 13,860,939 13,975,661 11,872,008 10,531,822 13,728,211 16,181,525 0 0 0 0 0 94,465,201 94,465,201
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Residential Kilowatt Hours Sold by Month

2015 8,178,424 7,676,232 6,887,656 6,114,348 5,604,983 5,522,641 7,546,631 8,356,952 9,266,873 6,082,228 5,246,984 5,899,584 47,530,915 82,383,536

2016 7,213,246 6,462,572 6,152,141 5,983,207 4,954,943 5,656,308 7,510,425 9,575,466 8,857,734 5,745,728 5,748,680 6,120,760 43,932,842 79,981,210

2017 7,467,150 6,424,129 6,270,260 5,869,151 5,160,098 5,826,264 8,024,557 8,439,346 6,581,965 6,158,377 5,483,264 6,253,864 45,041,609 77,958,425

2018 8,381,831 6,634,709 6,019,617 6,286,768 5,394,451 5,580,611 8,081,951 9,761,016 8,872,178 5,715,595 5,291,009 6,301,934 46,379,938 82,321,670

2019 7,355,946 7,154,845 6,221,898 5,239,541 5,205,792 5,339,985 7,199,576 9,395,819 7,528,296 5,721,653 5,370,353 6,105,033 43,717,583 77,838,737

2020 7,106,825 6,598,732 6,252,606 5,879,621 5,608,073 6,424,574 8,879,896 10,682,850 8,020,241 5,915,271 5,522,660 6,595,284 46,750,327 83,486,633

2021 7,615,309 7,068,224 7,051,410 5,762,053 4,899,949 6,865,329 8,905,241 0 0 0 0 0 48,167,515 48,167,515
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Commercial Kilowatt Hours Sold by Month

2015 9,967,369 9,469,303 8,613,429 8,821,582 8,262,753 8,094,609 9,621,561 9,232,271 10,201,316 7,791,890 7,309,757 8,355,668 62,850,606 105,741,508

2016 8,673,865 8,689,011 7,999,923 8,051,075 7,445,033 8,872,760 8,766,522 10,055,972 8,941,165 7,779,242 8,150,450 8,087,516 58,498,189 101,512,534

2017 8,523,398 8,036,867 8,440,054 7,944,183 7,284,920 7,449,910 7,967,311 8,893,548 7,485,167 7,489,927 6,972,575 6,974,940 55,646,643 93,462,800

2018 8,672,072 6,454,777 8,202,783 7,408,045 6,850,856 6,298,357 7,254,302 9,246,878 7,926,678 6,730,578 6,558,328 7,202,785 51,141,192 88,806,439

2019 7,598,845 7,821,861 7,121,215 6,321,095 6,359,892 6,410,293 6,948,166 7,687,622 7,224,317 6,582,051 6,298,066 6,622,414 48,581,367 82,995,837

2020 7,099,814 7,145,647 6,479,516 5,287,598 4,976,694 5,480,761 6,462,708 6,769,061 5,912,086 5,713,612 5,380,420 5,840,667 42,932,738 72,548,584

2021 6,120,226 6,226,617 6,338,424 5,549,735 5,114,423 6,164,934 6,586,022 0 0 0 0 0 42,100,381 42,100,381
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Year to Date Annual
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru Jul Total

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
Demand Summary by Month

2016 32,943         32,626         28,103         27,751         34,030         37,581         45,442         47,999         41,318         26,069         29,200         33,750         238,476 416,812
2017 32,945 31,399 28,795 26,326 37,549 44,504 41,984 40,522 35,784 27,334 27,166 34,658 243,502 408,966
2018 34,692 29,316 26,712 24,091 28,039 35,145 43,210 43,982 40,807 26,527 27,350 28,308 221,205 388,179
2019 30,896 28,694 28,005 23,973 24,561 31,013 42,538 39,245 32,423 22,226 24,847 28,610 209,680 357,031
2020 27,031 25,166 23,806 21,823 29,147 36,658 43,966 42,773 31,971 23,789 25,149 27,898 207,597 359,177
2021 28,023 27,300 25,704 22,075 32,944 43,864 38,381 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 239,291 323,291
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

2015 1,009,763 1,262,240 1,132,746 790,303 376,704 162,785 143,849 113,013 124,003 165,477 321,060 533,054 4,878,390 6,134,997

2016 765,531 931,089 806,477 625,895 377,396 196,282 137,576 114,295 119,858 159,642 383,967 676,788 3,840,246 5,294,796

2017 992,147 922,194 871,001 770,881 341,035 219,847 138,513 127,619 122,846 150,433 318,338 704,061 4,255,618 5,678,915

2018 1,370,550 1,004,477 802,171 848,137 396,183 170,309 137,249 120,845 127,950 187,532 487,660 867,528 4,729,076 6,520,591

2019 1,027,554 1,198,806 997,533 657,267 405,201 224,983 136,083 116,142 129,215 189,712 435,624 847,819 4,647,427 6,365,939

2020 994,568 1,020,971 852,440 608,122 461,181 202,283 125,139 113,927 122,475 182,071 398,894 701,805 4,264,704 5,783,876

2021 1,018,323 1,118,751 1,067,083 609,268 368,207 197,298 131,406 0 0 0 0 0 4,510,336 4,510,336

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Total CCF Sold by Month
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

2015 709,258 882,366 804,314 567,283 271,108 114,243 102,782 78,644 86,567 113,195 226,095 377,416 3,451,354 4,333,271

2016 535,549 662,659 582,337 451,806 273,729 139,457 95,766 78,465 81,548 109,253 273,630 478,948 2,741,303 3,763,147

2017 706,641 652,293 608,703 537,827 246,194 156,746 96,121 88,308 83,699 102,620 227,364 517,605 3,004,525 4,024,121

2018 955,996 719,247 559,069 604,296 284,006 117,101 94,578 81,483 83,489 126,051 341,704 606,524 3,334,293 4,573,544

2019 723,933 849,023 702,875 462,667 288,440 158,602 93,767 78,965 86,479 129,638 304,511 593,201 3,279,307 4,472,101

2020 691,648 718,153 623,618 449,871 347,517 150,699 92,145 81,363 86,869 126,324 274,836 481,957 3,073,651 4,125,000

2021 708,777 783,101 741,456 426,617 259,753 140,299 91,521 0 0 0 0 0 3,151,524 3,151,524

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Residential CCF Including Heat Sold by Month
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Year to Date Annual

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Thru July Total

2015 211,670 280,348 255,703 184,532 88,149 42,594 37,791 32,329 34,412 42,841 69,578 114,429 1,100,787 1,394,376

2016 163,042 211,741 186,069 141,396 86,581 52,156 39,363 33,659 36,024 43,452 82,379 138,006 880,348 1,213,868

2017 216,460 207,247 199,361 195,882 77,406 56,935 39,707 36,467 35,684 42,359 68,622 146,446 992,998 1,322,576

2018 290,000 222,668 168,757 188,150 99,393 47,799 39,904 37,080 41,507 49,921 97,681 184,325 1,056,671 1,467,185

2019 218,646 263,667 218,111 153,398 93,310 58,477 39,440 34,670 38,851 48,314 85,137 181,045 1,045,049 1,433,066

2020 217,069 219,428 172,432 117,609 89,169 46,614 30,586 30,645 31,361 41,120 80,742 148,067 892,907 1,224,842

2021 222,839 240,034 243,002 138,014 82,144 50,536 37,188 0 0 0 0 0 1,013,757 1,013,757

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department

Commercial CCF Including Heat Sold by Month
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Procedural History 

On March 3, 2021, Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company 

(“Company” or “MMWEC”) filed a petition with the Department of Public Utilities 

(“Department”) requesting approval to issue revenue bonds, notes or other evidences of 

indebtedness in an amount not to exceed $170,000,000 pursuant to St. 1975, c. 775, §§ 5(p), 

9, 11, and 17.  The Company states that it will use the revenue to construct, own, and 

operate a fast-starting nominal 60 megawatt (“MW”) duel fuel simple cycle peaking electric 

generating unit (“Project”).  MMWEC’s Enabling Act requires the Department to issue a 

decision within 30 days of the final hearing in a financing matter.  St. 1975, c. 775, § 17. 

The Department has docketed this matter as D.P.U. 21-29.  

On March 23, 2021, the Hearing Officer issued a Notice of Filing, Public and 

Evidentiary Hearings and Procedural Conference (“Notice”).  The Notice established a 

deadline of April 7, 2021, for interested persons to file petitions for leave to intervene or to 

participate in the proceeding (Notice at 2).  On April 7, 2021, Mass Climate Action 

Network, Inc. (“MCAN”) filed a petition for leave to intervene as a full party (“MCAN 

Petition”).  On April 9, 2021, the Company filed a response to the MCAN Petition.  On 

April 15, 2021, the Hearing Officer issued a ruling denying MCAN’s Petition to intervene as 
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full party but allowing MCAN limited participant status (“MCAN Ruling”).1  On April 20, 

2021, Peter McAvoy submitted a late-filed petition to intervene (“McAvoy Petition”).  

MMWEC filed a response to the McAvoy Petition on April 22, 2021.  The Hearing Officer 

issued a ruling denying Mr. McAvoy’s request to intervene on April 23, 2021 (“McAvoy 

Ruling”).   

Pursuant to the Notice, the Department held a public hearing immediately followed by 

an evidentiary hearing on April 26, 2021.  Forty-three people and entities provided statement 

at the April 25, 2021 public hearing and/or written comments.  Twenty-four individuals 

spoke at the public hearing.  Several commenters opposed the petition, and described their 

environmental, economic, public health, environmental justice, and transparency concerns 

with respect to the Project (see Berkshire Environmental Action Team Comments at 2-5; 

Pipeline Awareness Network of Northeast Comments at 2; Climate Code Blue Comments 

1-3, Mothers Out Front Comments at 1-3; Citizens for Holden Comments at 1-2; Sustainable 

Marblehead Comments at 1-2; Mass Clean Action Network Comments at 1-3; Greater Boston 

Physicians for Social Responsibility Comments at 1-4; Community Action Works, Tr. at 

45-47; and Tr. 10-85).  The following municipal light plants submitted written comments in 

favor of the petition:  Peabody Municipal Light Plant, South Hadley Electric Light 

Department, Russell Municipal Light Plant, West Boylston Municipal Light Plant, Wakefield 

 
1  As a limited participant, MCAN was allowed to attend evidentiary hearings, receive 

copies of all filings and submissions made throughout the course of these proceedings, 
and may make arguments on brief for the Department’s consideration (MCAN Ruling 
at 3).  220 CMR 1.03(1)(e). 
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Municipal Light Plant and Marblehead Municipal Light Plant (see Peabody Municipal Light 

Plant Comments at 1-2; South Hadley Electric Light Department at 1-2; Russell Municipal 

Light Plant at 1-2; West Boylston Municipal Light Plant at 1-2; Wakefield Municipal Light 

Plant at 1-2; Marblehead Municipal Light Plant at 1-2).  These municipal light plants stated 

that the project will help them to:  (1) meet future capacity obligations as required by the 

Independent System Operator-New England (“ISO-NE”); (2) provide cost-effective rate 

stability by reducing each municipal light plant’s exposure to capacity market price volatility; 

and (3) ensure reliability of capacity resources and electric service to their customers.  Two 

municipal light plants submitted written comments notifying the Department that each 

withdrew from the project (see Holyoke Municipal Light Plant Comments at 1; Chicopee 

Municipal Light Plant Comments at 1).  In addition, a state senator, state representative, city 

councilor and three elected municipal light board members representing their personal views 

testified in opposition to the Project or to express concern about the public review process of 

the Project (see Sen. Joan Lovely Comments at 1; Rep. Sally Kerans Comments at 1-2; 

Councilor Julie Smith-Galvin Comments Tr. at 23-28; Jennifer Kallay Comments at 1-2; 

Jacob Vaillancourt Tr.at 34-38). 

On April 23, 2021, MCAN and Mr. McAvoy filed appeals to the Hearing Officer 

rulings denying their respective intervention requests in this proceeding (“MCAN Appeal” 

and “McAvoy Appeal”, respectively).2  On April 30, 2021, MMWEC filed responses to 

 
2  Mr. McAvoy filed a document entitled “Supplement to Petition of Intervenor Status of 

Peter McAvoy.”  Though the document does not explicitly state that it is an appeal of 
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MCAN’s and Mr. McAvoy’s appeals (“MMWEC MCAN Response” and “MMWEC 

McAvoy Response”, respectively).  The appeals are addressed in this Order in section V.A, 

below. 

On May 11, 2021 MMWEC filed a motion pursuant to 220 CMR 1.02(5) to extend 

the briefing schedule for the proceeding.  On May 12, 2021 the Department issued a ruling 

staying the proceeding indefinitely, and requiring MMWEC to file an update no later than 

June 15, 2021.  On June 14, 2021 MMWEC filed an update requesting the opportunity to file 

an additional update on or before July 15, 2021.  On June 15, 2021 the Department issued a 

Hearing Officer memorandum continuing the stay until July 15, 2021 and requiring MMWEC 

to file an update on or before that date.  MMWEC filed its second update on July 15, 2021, 

stating that it was prepared to resume the proceeding as of July 29, 2021.  On July 23, 2021, 

MMWEC filed supplemental responses to discovery to reflect updates to its proposed 

Project.3  Pursuant to a July 20, 2021 Hearing Officer memorandum, the Department ended 

the stay as of July 29, 2021 and established a briefing schedule.   

 
the Hearing Officer ruling denying Mr. McAvoy’s intervention petition, it appears 
that is what Mr. McAvoy intended, and we treat it as such. 

3  MMWEC states that it no longer plans to a proposed new 200,000 gallon oil storage 
tank and that MMWEC will now use urea, a non-hazardous substance, rather than 
ammonia, as a scrubbing agent for NOx emissions (Exh. DPU 2-1, supp.).  In 
addition, MMWEC is exploring the potential to incorporate green hydrogen into the 
fuel mix to further reduce CO2 emissions from the Project (Exh. DPU 2-1, supp.).  
The Department commends MMWEC’s continuing examination of its proposal to find 
additional ways to minimize the environmental impacts of the Project, including the 
potential retirement of an existing natural gas plant on the same location as the 
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MMWEC’s filing includes three exhibits:  (1) the joint direct testimony of Ronald C. 

DeCurzio, the Chief Executive Officer of MMWEC and Glenn Truiera, the former manager 

of the Peabody Municipal Light Plant (“PMLP”);4 (2) the direct testimony of Michael Mace, 

of PFM Financial Advisors LLC; and (3) the direct testimony of Paul J. Hibbard, Principal 

at Analysis Group, Inc., as well as 13 attachments to those testimonies.  MMWEC responded 

to 26 information requests from the Department.5  

B. MMWEC 

MMWEC is a body politic and corporate and political subdivision of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 14; MMWEC-1, Att. 4, at 4; 

MMWEC-3, at 6).  St. 1975, c. 775, § 2; Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Co. 

v. Town of Danvers, 411 Mass. 39, at 41 (1986).  MMWEC was created by a special act of 

the Legislature, St. 1975, c. 775, § 1-25. (“MMWEC Enabling Act”), for the purpose of 

financing the purchase of electric power by municipally owned utilities within and outside of 

Massachusetts (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 14).  See Town of Danvers, 411 Mass. 39, at 41. 

 
proposed Project.  See https://www.salemnews.com/news/local_news/peabody-utility-
plans-to-shutdown-older-plant/article_6f73ce91-6ae6-5eab-b99b-83d6e64a8032.html.  

4  Mr. Truiera remains employed on a part-time basis by PLMP (Exh. MMWEC-1, 
at 2).  

5  On its own motion, the Department moves into evidence MMWEC’s initial filing 
(Exhs. MMWEC-1, and Atts. 1-8; MMWEC-2, and Atts. 1 and 2; MMWEC-3, and 
Atts. 1-3) and responses to information requests, including supplemental responses 
(Exhs. DPU 1-1 through DPU 1-18; DPU 1-5, supp.; DPU 2-1 through DPU 2-6; 
DPU 2-1, supp.; DPU 2-6, supp.). 
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MMWEC is a voluntary membership organization, whose membership comprises 

cities and towns in Massachusetts having municipal light departments (Exh. MMWEC-1, 

at 14).  Town of Danvers, 411 Mass. 39, at 41.  Any Massachusetts city or town having a 

municipal light department may become a member of MMWEC by majority vote 

(Exh. MMWEC-1, Att. 4, at 4).  St. 1975, c. 775, § 3.  Currently, 20 Massachusetts cities 

or towns having municipal light departments are members of MMWEC (Exh. MMWEC-1, 

at 15).  All MMWEC members have the exclusive legal obligation to provide electric service 

to their customers who are the residents and businesses within their respective service 

territories (Exh. MMWEC-1. at 15).  To fulfill this obligation, members must have sufficient 

and diverse power supply resources, and sufficient and adequate assets such as distribution 

facilities and equipment, to allow them to meet their customers’ electric needs 

(Exh. MMWEC-1, at 15).  Upon joining MMWEC, each member must sign a service 

agreement pursuant to which MMWEC provides a variety of planning, development, and 

administrative services to meet its members’ electric capacity and energy requirements 

cost-effectively (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 22).   

MMWEC sells capacity and energy from four New England generating facilities that 

it owns, either in whole or in part, to municipalities and other utilities pursuant to power 

sales agreements (“PSAs”) (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 24; DPU 1-6).  MMWEC also acts as a 

wholesaler, purchasing electricity in bulk and reselling it to member and non-member 

municipal light departments within and outside of Massachusetts (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 22).  

Town of Danvers, 411 Mass. 39, at 41.  Thus, small utilities and municipal electric systems 
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are able to aggregate their resources and enjoy the economic benefits associated with 

centralized power facilities.  Town of Danvers, 411 Mass. 39, at 41. 

MMWEC’s Enabling Act authorizes MMWEC, subject to Department approval, to 

borrow money by the issue of its bonds for any of its corporate purposes, and to issue 

refunding bonds for the purpose of paying any of its bonds at maturity or upon acceleration 

or redemption.  St. 1975, c. 775, §§ 9, 11.  To date, MMWEC has sought financing 

authority from the Department over 25 times and has issued approximately $7 billion of 

bonds and refunding bonds, both short and long-term, bearing both taxable and non-taxable 

fixed and variable interest rates (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 30; MMWEC-1, Att. 8).  In addition, 

MMWEC has issued approximately $23.7 million of short-term commercial paper and has in 

place a $25 million line of credit and a $15 million line of credit with a commercial bank 

(Exh. MMWEC-1, at 30).  As of April 12, 2021, MMWEC has issued and has outstanding 

approximately $21 million derived from a revolving line of credit note with a commercial 

bank for its Pooled Loan Program6 (Exh. DPU 1-16). 

 
6  The Department approved MMWEC’s petition to finance its Pooled Loan Program in 

a total aggregate amount not to exceed $400,000,000 (Massachusetts Municipal 
Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 13-162, at 17 (2014)).  As of the filing date, 
MMWEC had approximately $9 million outstanding as part of its Pooled Loan 
Program, but during the instant proceeding MMWEC closed on an additional $12 
million loan, for a current total of approximately $21 million (Exhs. MMWEC-1, 
at 9; DPU 1-16). 
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II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

To approve MMWEC’s issuance of bonds, the Department must determine that the 

proposed borrowing is reasonably necessary to accomplish some legitimate purpose in 

meeting MMWEC’s service obligations, pursuant to St. 1975, c. 775, §§ 9, 11, 177. 

Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company v. Department of Public Utilities, 395 Mass. 836, 

842 (1985) (“Fitchburg II”), citing Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company v. Department 

of Public Utilities, 394 Mass. 671, 678 (1985) (“Fitchburg I”). The Department’s authority 

under St. 1975, c. 775, § 17 to determine whether MMWEC’s issuance of bonds is 

“reasonably necessary” accords with the Department’s authority under G.L. c. 164, § 14 to 

make a similar determination for electric and gas companies.  Fitchburg II at 841-843; see 

also Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 89-230, at 10 n.4 

(1992).  

The Supreme Judicial Court has found that, for the purposes of G.L. c. 164, § 14 and 

St. 1975, c. 775, § 17, “reasonably necessary” means “reasonably necessary for the 

accomplishment of some purpose having to do with the obligations of the company to the 

public and its ability to carry out those obligations with the greatest possible efficiency.” 

Fitchburg II at 842, citing Lowell Gas Light Company v. Department of Public Utilities, 

319 Mass. 46, 52 (1946) (“Lowell Gas”).  In cases where no issue has been raised about the 

reasonableness of management decisions regarding the requested financing, the Department 

limits its review to a determination of reasonableness of the company’s proposed use of the 
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proceeds of a bond issuance.  Canal Electric at 20; see, e.g., Colonial Gas Company, 

D.P.U. 90-50, at 6-7 (1990). 

The Fitchburg I, Fitchburg II, and Lowell Gas cases also established that the burden 

of proving that an issuance is reasonably necessary rests with the company proposing the 

issuance, and that the Department’s authority to review a proposed issuance is not limited to 

a perfunctory review.  Fitchburg II at 842-843, citing Lowell Gas at 52; Fitchburg I at 678.  

Where issues concerning the prudence of a company’s capital financing have not been raised 

or adjudicated in a proceeding, the Department’s decision does not represent a determination 

that any specific project is economically beneficial to the company or to its customers.  See, 

e.g., Boston Gas Company, D.P.U. 95-66, at 7 (1995). 

III. MMWEC’S PROPOSAL 

A. MMWEC’s Financing Request  

1. Introduction 

The Company seeks approval to issue up to $85,000,000 in long-term fixed or 

variable-rate debt in the form of revenue bonds, notes, or other forms of indebtedness for the 

purpose of financing the construction of the Project (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 10-11; 

MMWEC-2, at 6, 12).  The Company also requests approval to issue from time to time up to 

$85,000,000 in additional long-term debt in the form of revenue bonds, notes, or other forms 

of indebtedness for the purpose of refinancing the initial issuance at such times and such 

amounts where refinancing would be in the public interest and on economic and/or 

advantageous terms for the Project (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 10; MMWEC-2, at 8). 
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2. Initial Issuance Authority 

For the initial issuance, MMWEC intends to borrow through publicly offered 

long-term, tax-exempt revenue bonds sold to investors having either fixed interest rates or 

variable interest rates, depending on the interest rates prevailing at the time of issuance 

(Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 32; MMWEC-2, at 8).  While municipal bond pricing is largely based 

on the Municipal Market Index7 plus a spread determined at the time the securities are 

issued, investors in these types of securities have traditionally preferred coupon rates of five 

percent8 (Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 14-15, Att. 2; DPU 1-13).  Consequently, over the past 

decade the prevailing municipal market bond and couponing structure has resulted in coupon 

rates that are higher than the actual yield because these bonds sell for greater than their par 

value9 (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 14; Tr. at 107).  While market conditions at the time of 

 
7  The Municipal Market Index is a daily publication that reports a wide range of bond 

maturity, coupon, and credit ratings (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 14-15). 

8  According to MMWEC, while the overall industry-standard coupon continues to be a 
five percent premium bond, over the past year many long-term, fixed-rate, tax exempt 
bond transactions have been at a mix of coupon rates of three to four percent, or less 
(Exh. DPU 1-13).   

9  For example, a municipal bond with a coupon rate of five percent may have a 
market-based yield of three percent.  In order to price such a bond at this market rate, 
the sale price of the bond might be 120 percent of the par value of the underlying 
bonds (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 14).  In the current municipal bond market, many bonds 
have initial offering proceeds of over 120 percent and up to over 130 percent of par 
value (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 14). 

 Similarly, investor-owned utilities may at times issue debt at a small amount less than 
par value because pricing points are set at finer increments than coupon rates in the 
public market.  Massachusetts Electric Company, D.P.U. 15-144, at 19 n.16 (2016).  
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issuance will determine the actual coupon and yields associated with the Initial Issuance, 

MMWEC anticipates that based on current and near-term conditions, the Initial Issuance 

would carry a combination of coupon rates of four and five percent, with yields ranging up to 

2.47 percent (Exhs. MMWEC-2, Att. 2, at 2-3. DPU 1-13; Tr. at 106-108). 

MMWEC requests authority to issue either fixed rate debt or variable-rate debt 

(Exh. MMWEC-1, at 32).  According to the Company, variable interest rates are currently 

very low, with variable-rate products typically including features such as:  (1) “put” options 

whereby the holder of the security can demand purchase of the bond by the issuer at par at 

predetermined intervals; (2) predetermined intervals for interest rate changes; (3) some form 

of liquidity agreement or credit support to provide security upon the exercise of a “put” 

option; and (4) convertibility to a fixed-rate bond under specified conditions and procedures 

(Exh. MMWEC-2, at 23-24).  The Company states that based on historical experience, 

provided that variable-rate debt represents a manageable portion of total capitalization and 

there is a willingness to accept certain periods of high interest rates, it is reasonable to expect 

that variable-rate debt will be less expensive than fixed-rate debt over the long run10 

(Exh. MMWEC-2, at 24-25). 

MMWEC states that because one of the purposes of the Project is to provide rate 

stability to the project participants (i.e., municipal light plants), the debt service on the initial 

 
10  The Company states that while the proportion of variable-rate debt in a total bond 

package is based on many considerations, it anticipates that based on general industry 
guidelines, no more than 20 percent of its total debt issuance would be in the form of 
variable-rate debt (Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 26; DPU 1-16). 
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issuance will be levelized so that the annual total of principal and interest payments for each 

will be the same as for other years (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 16, Att. 2).  According to the 

Company, this levelized debt service feature will allow participants in the Project to maintain 

stable rates for their own customers, as well as provide a hedge against price instability for 

capacity in the capacity markets (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 16).  

3. Refunding Bond Authority 

MMWEC would refund all or a portion of the initial issuance through either (1) an 

advance refunding or (2) a current refunding (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).  An advance 

refunding would be necessary if the bonds to be refunded are not callable at the time of the 

refunding, and a current refunding would be used if the bonds to be refunded are callable 

within 90 days of issuing the refunding bonds (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).   

Under advance refunding, MMWEC would issue refunding bonds, using the proceeds 

to purchase United States Treasury obligations (“Treasury Obligations”) that MMWEC would 

then place in an irrevocable escrow account maintained by the Company’s bond fund trustee 

and used to pay off the bonds from the initial issuance that are to be refunded11 

(Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).  The Treasury Obligations would secure the refunded bonds that 

are placed in the escrow account, instead of using MMWEC's revenues as security 

 
11  Once MMWEC establishes the escrow account, the Treasury Obligations in the 

escrow account held by MMWEC’s bond fund trustee will secure the Initial Issuance 
Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18-19; Att. 1, at 4-51).  Consequently, under the operation of 
the general bond resolution, the existing lien on MMWEC's revenues under the terms 
of its general bond resolution would be fully discharged, and the Refunded Bonds 
would no longer be outstanding (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18-19, Att. 1, at 49-51). 
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(Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).  The bond fund trustee would match the interest and principal 

coming due on the Treasury Obligations to the interest and principal coming due on the 

refunded bonds prior to and at their first call date (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).  The payment 

on the first call date would include the interest due on that date, plus all of the principal and 

premium, if any, on all the bonds being called (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 19).  MMWEC would 

determine the actual amount of refunding bonds issued to refund the initial issuance through 

an advance refunding based on:  (1) the amount of bonds to be refunded; (2) the terms, 

maturities and call provisions of the initial issuance; (3) a range of assumed interest rates of 

the refunding bonds; (4) the assumed original issue price; (5) a range of assumed interest 

rates on U.S. Treasury obligations deposited in the escrow account; and (6) an allowance for 

expenses (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 20). 

In a current refunding, issued within 90 days of the call date of the refunded bonds, 

MMWEC would instruct its bond fund trustee to redeem the initial issuance from one to 

90 days after MMWEC receives the proceeds of the refunding bonds in accordance with the 

terms of the initial issuance (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 21-22).  Under certain conditions, a tender 

program would enable MMWEC to redeem bonds that are not currently callable by 

purchasing the bonds in the open market (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 22).  In a tender program, an 

underwriter or group of underwriters would first identify the current bondholders of the 

particular series of bonds to be refunded (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 22).  MMWEC would 

determine an appropriate tender price for the bonds, and then solicit the affected bondholders 

with offers to purchase those bonds at the tender price (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 22).  Unlike an 
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advance refunding, a tender program does not require the creation of an escrow account 

because once MMWEC purchases the initial issuance bonds, the Company would 

immediately afterward retire the purchased bonds (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 22). 

B. Positions of the Parties  

1. MMWEC  

MMWEC asserts that, pursuant to its Enabling Act, MMWEC may borrow money by 

the issue of its bonds for any of its corporate purposes (MMWEC Brief at 8, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-1, Att. 4).  MMWEC further argues that it is authorized to finance, 

construct, operate, use, and maintain energy facilities, also pursuant to its Enabling Act 

(MMWEC Brief at 9, citing Exh. MMWEC-1, Att. 4).  MMWEC disagrees with MCAN’s 

arguments regarding the scope of the proceeding and avers that, to approve MMWEC’s 

petition, the Department must determine that the proposed financing is reasonably necessary 

to accomplish some legitimate purpose in meeting MMWEC’s service obligations pursuant to 

its Enabling Act (MMWEC Brief at 10, citing St. 1975, c. 775, §§ 9, 11, 17; Massachusetts 

Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 13-162, at 13 (2014), citing Fitchburg II, 

395 Mass. 836, 842; Fitchburg I, 394 Mass. 671, 678; MMWEC Reply Brief at 5, citing St. 

1975, c. 775, §§ 9, 11, 17; D.P.U. 13-162 at 13; Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 

Electric Company, D.T.E. 99-91 at 3-4 (2000)).  MMWEC argues that the Supreme Judicial 

Court has found that, for the purposes of MMWEC’s Enabling Act, “reasonably necessary” 

means “reasonably necessary for the accomplishment of some purpose having to do with the 

obligations of the company to the public and its ability carry out those obligations with the 
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greatest possible efficiency” (MMWEC Brief at 10, citing D.P.U. 13-162, at 13-14 (2014) 

citing Fitchburg II, 395 Mass. 836, 842 and Lowell Gas, 319 Mass. 46, 52).   

MMWEC also contends that MCAN’s reliance on Fitchburg II and its argument that 

Fitchburg II requires the Department to scrutinize the reasonable necessity of the Project, in 

addition to the financing, are misplaced (MMWEC Reply Brief at 6).  MMWEC asserts that 

extraordinary circumstances existed in Canal Electric Company, et al, D.P.U. 84-152 (1985) 

(“Canal Electric”), the Department decision the Supreme Judicial Court reviewed in 

Fitchburg II, that led the Department to review the economics of the Project in that case 

(MMWEC Reply Brief at 7, citing Canal Electric at 22).  MMWEC asserts that, were it not 

for the extraordinary circumstances surrounding the project in Canal Electric, the Department 

would not have scrutinized the economics or prudence of the underlying purpose of the 

financing requested, but rather, would have deferred to management’s decisions (MMWEC 

Reply Brief at 7, citing Canal Electric at 20-21).  MMWEC contends, therefore, that because 

there are no extraordinary circumstances in this case, the Department need not scrutinize the 

economics or prudence of the Project as argued by MCAN (MMWEC Reply Brief at 9).  

MMWEC further maintains that the decision-making processes of MMWEC and the project 

participants were reasonable and are entitled to deference (MMWEC Reply Brief at 10, citing 

Board of Gas and Electric Commissioners of Middleborough v. Dept. of Public Utilities, 363 

Mass. 433, 438 (1973)).  Therefore, MMWEC argues, the Department must limit its review 

of MMWEC’s petition to determining whether MMWEC’s proposed use of the proceeds is 
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reasonable, and that the use of a bond issuance is reasonably necessary (MMWEC Brief 

at 11, citing Canal Electric  at 20). 

MMWEC argues that the Department should approve its financing request because the 

resulting funds are reasonably necessary for the purpose of funding the Project, which will 

provide required capacity and rate stability to participating MMWEC members and their 

customers (MMWEC Brief at 7).  MMWEC states that the purpose of the initial issuance is 

to pay for the cost of acquisition and construction of the Project, including contingencies, for 

the benefit of participating MMWEC members and their customers (MMWEC Brief at 9).  

MMWEC further notes that the purpose of the refunding bonds authority is to refund all or 

part of the initial issuance as the public interest, economic circumstances, the interest rate 

environment, or other factors, make such refunding beneficial to the participants and their 

customers (MMWEC Brief at 10, citing Exh. MMWEC-1, at 12).  MMWEC asserts that its 

requested financing authority would accomplish the purpose of financing the Project to meet 

MMWEC’s service obligation to is members by meeting the participants capacity obligations, 

with stable rates at the lowest possible costs (MMWEC Brief at 10). 

MMWEC asserts that rate stability is a key objective in fulfilling MMWEC’s member 

obligations, and MMWEC’s members achieve this objective by obtaining a diverse mix of 

resources to meet their capacity and energy requirements, while minimizing risk, and 

maximizing long-term viability, sustainability, and rate stability (MMWEC Brief at 14, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-1, at 16, 23).  MMWEC states that ISO-NE requires all load-serving entities, 

including all MMWEC members, to have sufficient capacity and energy to meet their 

65



D.P.U. 21-29   Page 17 
 

 

respective loads (MMWEC Brief at 12, citing Exh. MMWEC-1, at 16).  MMWEC further 

states that ISO-NE imposes a capacity and energy requirement on each load-serving entity 

based on the entity’s prior demand plus a reserve requirement (MMWEC Brief at 12, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-1, at 18).  MMWEC states that its member municipal electric light 

departments are subject to these ISO-NE requirements, and therefore can either own 

generation to provide capacity and energy, contract for capacity and energy, or purchase 

capacity and energy on ISO-NE’s open capacity market (MMWEC Brief at 12, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-1, at 17).   

MMWEC argues that the ISO-NE open capacity market prices fluctuate, exposing 

MMWEC members to price volatility for the capacity each member purchases on that market 

(MMWEC Brief at 19, citing Exh. MMWEC-3, at 13).  Specifically, MMWEC asserts that 

the ISO-NE open capacity market clearing price and the projected clearing price for capacity 

into the future vary significantly (MMWEC Brief at 19, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 25; 

MMWEC-1, Att. 5).  Further, MMWEC argues that the pricing in the forward capacity 

auctions, in accordance with which ISO-NE markets are set, is volatile and uncertain, and 

current conditions threaten to sustain a higher level of uncertainty around the forward 

capacity auctions going forward (MMWEC Brief at 19, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, Att. 5; 

MMWEC-3, at 13; Tr. at 102-103).  MMWEC contends that, absent a stably priced capacity 

resource, MMWEC participants would necessarily continue to acquire the same amount of 

capacity resources from the ISO-NE open capacity market (MMWEC Brief at 19, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-3, at 13).  MMWEC asserts that MMWEC members’ reliance on the 
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fluctuating ISO-NE market, which exposes them to uncertainty and price volatility for the 

entire amount of capacity purchased from the ISO-NE market, is averse to MMWEC 

members’ objective of rate stability (MMWEC Brief at 13, 22, citing Exh. MMWEC-1, 

at 20; Tr. at 112). 

MMWEC argues that its evidence demonstrates that project participants have a 

capacity requirement and that exposure to price fluctuations in the capacity market puts them 

at risk (MMWEC Reply Brief at 13, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 20-22; MMWEC-1, Att. 6; 

Tr. at 112).  MMWEC states that MCAN does not acknowledge the project participants’ 

requirement to meet capacity obligations (MMWEC Reply Brief at 13).  MMWEC argues 

that the Project will allow each participating MMWEC member to reduce the amount of 

capacity it must purchase from the ISO-NE open capacity market, thereby reducing its 

exposure to the volatility of the ISO-NE open capacity market (MMWEC Brief at 14, 20, 

citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 26; MMWEC-3, at 13).  More specifically, MMWEC maintains 

that the Project would offset the price volatility of the ISO-NE markets by adding 

approximately eight percent more owned capacity to the capacity portfolios of the 

participating MMWEC members (MMWEC Brief at 20, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 26; 

MMWEC-1, Att. 6).  MMWEC further argues that the Project is an efficient, low cost, 

flexible capacity and peaking resource that will be added to the MMWEC participants’ 

capacity portfolio used to meet their capacity obligations (MMWEC Brief at 20, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-3, at 13).  MMWEC asserts that to provide further rate stability, it will 

ensure that debt service on the bonds to be issued will be levelized, meaning the annual total 
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of principal and interest payments for each year will be roughly equal (MMWEC Brief at 20, 

citing Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 16; MMWEC-2, Att. 2).  MMWEC asserts that the levelized 

debt service results in a known annual capacity cost over the life of the bonds that allows 

MMWEC participants to maintain more rate stability (MMWEC Brief at 20, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-2, at 16).  MMWEC argues that the financial structure of the Project is 

identical to the structure of other MMWEC projects for which the Department authorized 

MMWEC to issue long term debt (MMWEC Brief at 23).  MMWEC asserts that the Project 

includes a “take or pay” provision in accordance with MMWEC’s Enabling Act that imposes 

an unconditional obligation on the MMWEC participants to pay for their purchased Project 

capability, whether or not the resource that is the source of the capacity and energy “is 

undertaken, completed, operable or operating and notwithstanding the suspension, 

interruption, interference, reduction or curtailment of the output,” of the Project (MMWEC 

Brief at 23-24, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 29; MMWEC-1, Att. 7; MMWEC-2, at 9-10).  

MMWEC further contends that the Project imposes an obligation on the participants to set 

their rates at levels sufficient to enable participants to meet their obligations under the “take 

or pay” provision (MMWEC Brief at 24, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 29; MMWEC-1, Att. 

7; MMWEC-2, at 9-10).  MMWEC argues that these provisions guarantee MMWEC a 

stream of revenue with which to pay the principal and interest on the issued debt (MMWEC 

Brief at 24, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 29; MMWEC-2, at 9-10).   

MMWEC states that the Department has previously approved approximately seven 

billion dollars in MMWEC revenue bonds pursuant to the Enabling Act, and has also 
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previously approved of MMWEC issuing refunding bonds (MMWEC Brief at 22, citing 

Exh. MMWEC-1, Att. 8).  MMWEC also argues that the anticipated approach for the initial 

issuance is the same approach MMWEC used previously in the issuance of revenue bonds 

(MMWEC Brief at 24, citing Exh. MMWEC-2, at 17).   

On reply brief, MMWEC also addressed other issues raised by MCAN.  MMWEC 

disagrees with MCAN’s contention that this proceeding is the only available mechanism to 

review the Project (MMWEC Reply Brief at 12).  MMWEC argues that MCAN fails to 

recognize the environmental reviews the Project has undergone conducted by the 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Office (“MEPA”), and the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection (“DEP”) (MMWEC Reply Brief at 12, citing 

Exhs. DPU-26; DPU-26, Atts. 1, 2, and 3).  MMWEC states that the MEPA Office issued a 

MEPA certificate, finding that an Environmental Impact Report was not necessary, and the 

DEP issued an air permit and an EPA acid rain permit (MMWEC Reply Brief at 12).  

MMWEC states that the MEPA and DEP proceedings were open for public comment 

(MMWEC Reply Brief at 12).  Further, MMWEC notes that DEP conducted an extensive 

emissions review of the Project before issuing the air permit and acid rain permit (MMWEC 

Reply Brief at 12, citing Exh. DPU-26, Att. 1). 

MMWEC notes that although Act Creating a Next-Generation Roadmap for 

Massachusetts Climate Policy (the “Climate Act”) was not in effect when the MEPA 

certificate was issued, the MEPA review addressed the Supreme Judicial Court’s decision in 

Kain v. Department of Environmental Protection, 478 Mass. 278 (2016), which interpreted 
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G.L. c. 21N, § 3 (d) to mean that DEP must promulgate regulations to establish actual limits 

on greenhouse gas emissions sources including the electric sector (MMWEC Reply Brief 

at 12, citing 474 Mass. 278).  MMWEC further argues that the MEPA review encompassed 

the emissions limitations of the Global Warming Solutions Act (“GWSA”) (MMWEC Reply 

Brief at 12, citing Exhibit DPU 2-6, Att. 1).  MMWEC also argues that, contrary to 

MCAN’s argument, it considered all relevant circumstances when deciding to proceed with 

the Project, including the GWSA and the Climate Act (MMWEC Reply Brief at 9, citing St. 

2008, c. 298; Acts of 2021, Ch. 8).  MMWEC maintains that the Project will allow the 

project participants to continue to add renewable and non-carbon emitting energy to their 

portfolio and sell non-carbon energy to their customers (MMWEC Reply Brief at 9, citing 

Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 15-26, 33-34; MMWEC-3, at 19-24). 

In conclusion, MMWEC argues that it has provided substantial evidence that the 

Project provides its participating members “with the best alternative to meet their capacity 

requirements at the lowest cost, while maintaining rate stability” (MMWEC Reply Brief 

at 13, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 11-20, 26; MMWEC-3, at 10-14).  Further, MMWEC 

argues that it considered renewable energy resource alternatives to the Project but that these 

resources were insufficient because they are intermittent and came with prohibitively high 

costs (MMWEC Reply Brief at 13, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 35-36; MMWEC-3, 

at 12-14). 
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2. MCAN 

MCAN argues that the Department must review MMWEC’s financing petition to 

determine whether the requested dollar amounts are reasonably necessary and that the 

purpose of the financing, i.e., the Project, is also reasonably necessary (MCAN Brief at 3, 5, 

citing Fitchburg II at 842).  MCAN further asserts that the scope in reviewing MMWEC’s 

petition includes evaluation of the economics of the Project, including the underlying costs, 

because “individual issuances could not be determined to be reasonably necessary” and 

“would be meaningless” without accurate and reliable underlying information (MCAN Brief 

at 4, citing Fitchburg II at 846).  MCAN also contends that the Supreme Judicial Court has 

determined that the Department should evaluate the “risk involved,” including, for example, 

the degree of risk associated with increased costs and the potential for future abandonment 

(MCAN Brief at 4, citing Fitchburg II, at 846).  MCAN asserts that the Department should 

also fully examine MMWEC’s claims that the Project is consistent with the Commonwealth’s 

decarbonization goals and is a necessary, lowest-cost capacity resource providing price 

stability for customers (MCAN Brief at 4, citing Exh. MMWEC-3, at 4-6).  MCAN 

specifically argues that the Department must determine whether the Project is consistent with 

the GWSA and the Climate Act (MCAN Brief at 14).  MCAN asserts that the Department 

must conduct a detailed review of the Project because this docket is the only avenue through 

which the Department can assess whether MMWEC’s activities are in the public interest and 

further, that this proceeding is the only available mechanism to review MMWEC’s activities 

(MCAN Brief at 5).  MCAN also argues that, because MMWEC is different than an 
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investor-owned utility the Department’s review in this proceeding is the only available avenue 

of recourse for customers (MCAN Brief at 5).  Further, MCAN asserts that the Act 

explicitly requires the Department to “prioritize [] reductions in greenhouse gas emissions to 

meet statewide greenhouse gas emission limits and sublimits pursuant to Chapter 21N” 

(MCAN Brief at 14, citing the Climate Act, Sec. 15).   

Specifically, MCAN argues the Department’s review of the petition must include an 

assessment of the Project and “(i) fully consider the [GWSA] and the recently enacted 

[Climate Act] and account for the net zero emissions goal of the Commonwealth, (ii) 

adequately assess available alternatives to the Project, including options that would be 

available to meet capacity (assuming such a need was demonstrated); (iii) compare the costs 

of this Project to other possible alternative resource options; (iv) analyze the risk that the 

Project would be a stranded cost and contribute to climate change; and (v) evaluate the 

environmental justice implications”.  (MCAN Brief at 2, see also, MCAN Brief at 4-7, 9-31.   

In regards to  MMWEC’s price stability arguments, MCAN asserts that there is no 

evidence of price volatility or future price instability in the ISO-NE capacity markets (MCAN 

Reply Brief at 5).  Therefore, MCAN claims that MMWEC’s justifications for the Project 

are wrong (MCAN Reply Brief at 5).  MCAN also argues that ISO-NE’s 2020 Annual 

Markets Report shows that new entry by a gas fired generator is uneconomic (MCAN Reply 

Brief at 6).  Further, MCAN asserts that MMWEC should have presented a detailed 

assessment of the Project as compared to an energy storage facility (MCAN Reply Brief 

at 8). 
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In conclusion, MCAN reiterates its arguments that MMWEC failed to consider the 

GWSA and the Climate Act, evaluate alternative options, confirm that the Project is lowest 

possible cost, assess project risks and consider environmental justice implications (MCAN 

Brief at 31).  MCAN also contends that MMWEC has not shown that the Project is in the 

public interest given the possible alternatives and associated risks and therefore, the 

Department should deny MMWEC’s petition (MCAN Brief at 31, citing St. 1975, c. 775, 

§17).12   

 
12  The Department notes that MCAN attached a report on the Project prepared by 

Strategen Consulting to its Initial Brief (MCAN Initial Brief at 33-51).  MMWEC 
objects to the inclusion of the Strategon Consulting report because:  (1) MCAN is not 
entitled to submit evidence in this proceeding; and (2) the report constitutes unsworn, 
unsubstantiated extra record statements that were not subject to cross-examination 
(MMWEC Reply Brief at 2-4).  In addition, in its Reply Brief, MCAN states that to 
develop a more complete record, the Department should take administrative notice of 
ISO-NE’s 2020 Annual Markets Report (MCAN Reply Brief at 5, n.5).  Pursuant to 
the MCAN Ruling, MCAN is allowed to participate as a limited participant, with the 
opportunity to attend the evidentiary hearing, receive copies of all filings and 
submissions made throughout the course of the proceeding, and make arguments on 
brief for the Department’s consideration (MCAN Ruling at 4).  The Department 
cannot accept extra record evidence and, as a limited participant, MCAN cannot put 
evidence into the record.  220 C.M.R. 1.01(1); MCAN Ruling at 4.  Accordingly, the 
report appended to MCAN’s Brief is hereby stricken from the record and the 
Department does not rely on any arguments based on such report.  220 C.M.R. 
1.01(1).  In regard to ISO-NE’s 2020 Annual Markets Report, the report was 
published after the close of evidentiary hearings and MCAN first requested the 
Department take administrative notice of the report for the first time on reply brief, 
providing MMWEC no opportunity to review or respond to the request.  Accordingly, 
the Department declines to take administrative notice of the report and it will not be 
considered part of the evidentiary record.  Regardless of the very clear procedural 
issue with the Department’s reliance on the Annual Markets Report, the Department 
notes that the Annual Markets Report does not appear to contradict MMWEC’s 
determination that price instability will exist in the ISO-NE capacity markets because 
the Annual Markets Report’s projections only go through 2025, while MMWEC’s 
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C. Analysis and Findings 

1. Standard of Review and Requirements 

MMWEC’s Enabling Act grants it the authority to “issue only such amount of bonds 

as the department may from time to time vote is reasonably necessary for the proposed 

purpose of such issue, and such approval shall be subject to such reasonable terms and 

conditions as the department may determine to be in the public interest . . .”  St. 1975, 

c. 775, § 17.  Similarly, G.L. c. 164, § 14 provides that gas and electric companies shall 

issue only such amount of stock and bonds, coupon notes and other evidences of indebtedness 

payable at periods of more than one year after, as the Department may vote is reasonably 

necessary for the purpose for which such issue of stock, bonds, coupon notes or other 

evidences of indebtedness has been authorized.  Additionally, in its analysis of financing 

requests, the Department interprets section 14 of Chapter 164 to require a company 

requesting Department approval to issue stocks, bonds, coupon notes, or other evidences of 

indebtedness to show that the requested financing will be used for a purpose which is 

reasonably related to its utility operations.  New England Power Company, D.P.U. 88-49, at 

12 (1988); Boston Edison Company, D.P.U. 87-245 (1988); Colonial Gas Company, D.P.U. 

84-96 (1984).  Accordingly, as outlined in Section II above, the Department applies a similar 

standard of review in both cases. 

 
record evidence on the subject suggests that the aforementioned volatility will not exist 
until approximately 2036.  Further the projections on which MMWEC based this 
determination extend to 2049 (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 25; MMWEC-1, Att. 5).    
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MCAN argues that, pursuant to MMWEC’s Enabling Act, the Department must not 

only review the financing terms but also whether “the proposed Project is reasonably 

necessary, in the public interest, and represents the best option at the lowest possible cost, 

given other possible alternatives and associated risks” (MCAN Reply Brief at 9; see also 

MCAN Brief at 4, citing Fitchburg II; MCAN Brief at 7, citing St. 1975, c. 775 § 17).  

MCAN further argues that “under this standard, the Department should fully examine 

MMWEC’s explicit claims that the Project is consistent with the Commonwealth’s 

decarbonization goals” (MCAN Brief at 4). 

MCAN derives its proposed standard of review from two sources:  MMWEC’s 

Enabling Act and Fitchburg II (MCAN Brief at 4, 7).  MCAN misinterprets both sources.  

First, MCAN interprets the words “public interest” in section 17 of MMWEC’s Enabling 

Act, which states that the Department’s approval of bonds “shall be subject to reasonable 

terms and conditions as the department may determine to be in the public interest”, to argue 

that the Department should assess the public interest and reasonable necessity of the Project 

itself, including compliance with the GWSA and the Climate Act in this docket (see MCAN 

Brief at 4 and 7).  This interpretation ignores the plain language of the statute and 

Department precedent.   

When interpreting a statute, the “statutory language should be given effect consistent 

with its plain meaning and in light of the aim of the Legislature unless to do so would 

achieve an illogical result.”  Welch v. Sudbury Youth Soccer Assoc., Inc., 453 Mass. 352, 
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354-355 (2009), quoting, Sullivan v. Brookline, 435 Mass. 353, 360 (2001).  The Supreme 

Judicial Court has also stated: 

[n]one of the words of a statute is to be regarded as superfluous, but each is to 
be given its ordinary meaning without overemphasizing its effect upon the 
other terms appearing in the statute, so that the enactment considered as a 
whole shall constitute a consistent and harmonious statutory provision capable 
of effectuating the presumed intention of the Legislature. 

Bolster v. Comm’r of Corps. and Taxation, 319 Mass. 81, 84-85 (1946); see also 

International Org. of Masters, Mates and Pilots, Atlantic and Gulf Maritime Region, AFL-

CIO v. Woods Hole, Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket S.S. Authority, 392 Mass. 811, 813 

(1984).  Where ambiguities exist, the Court will interpret a statute: 

according to the intent of the Legislature ascertained from all its words 
construed by the ordinary and approved usage of the language, considered in 
connection with the cause of its enactment, the mischief or imperfection to be 
remedied and the main object to be accomplished, to the end that the purpose 
of its framers may be effectuated. 

Commonwealth v. Welch, 444 Mass. 80, 85 (2005) (quoting Bd. of Ed. v. Assessor of 

Worcester, 368 Mass. 511, 513 (1975)); see also Sperounes v. Farese, 449 Mass. 800, 804 

(2007) (quoting Hanlon v. Rollins, 286 Mass. 444, 447 (1934)). 

The statute states that the approval of bonds shall be subject to reasonable terms and 

conditions “as the department may determine to be in the public interest.”  St. 1975, c. 775, 

§17 (emphasis added).  Interpreting this sentence to require the Department to review the 

reasonableness of the entire project underlying a financing to be in the public interest 

suggests that the Legislature, in crafting MMWEC’s Enabling Act, did not use clear, plain 
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language.  The phrase “public interest” in section 17 of the Enabling Act clearly applies to 

“reasonable terms” to which MMWEC shall be subject at the Department’s discretion.   

Next, MCAN argues that Fitchburg II requires that the Department conduct an 

extensive review of the Project, including the economics of the Project, because the 

Department did so in Canal Electric, which the Supreme Judicial Court upheld in Fitchburg 

II.  Fitchburg II can be readily distinguished from the instant case because the Department’s 

review of the economics of the project in that case only came about due to the presence of 

extraordinary circumstances which raised questions about the viability of the underlying 

project and the efficacy of the purpose of the financing.  Canal Electric at 21, quoting 

Eastern Edison Company, D.P.U. 1633 (1984); MMWEC, D.P.U. 1627-Phase I (1985).  

The “extraordinary circumstances” related to the strength and certainty of the financing 

request, as well as whether the project would ever be fully constructed, and were specifically 

listed by the Department as:  (i) the substantial increases in the cost estimates and delays in 

completion; (ii) the fragile financial condition of the then lead participant in Seabrook, Public 

Service Company of New Hampshire (“PSNH”); (iii) the magnitude of the financing 

requested in light of the relatively recent financings approved previously for other projects; 

and (iv) the projected increase in the proportion of MMWEC’s debt obligations associated 

with one construction project.  Canal Electric at 21, 66-67.   

In the instant case, the Department has seen no evidence supporting any suggestion 

that such extraordinary financial circumstances or risk of project not being completed exist.  
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In fact, MCAN’s argument is premised on the assumption that the project will be built in a 

timely manner.   

MCAN overlooks another important part of the Department’s standard of review, 

which is that  

if a company establishes a reasonable utility purpose for the proposed financing 
and if there is no issue as to whether a reasonable decision-making process 
underlies the management decisions that have brought about the requested 
financing, then the Department has a sufficient basis to approve is as being 
reasonably necessary without scrutinizing the economics or prudence of the 
underlying purpose of the financing. 
 
Canal Electric at 21. 

With respect to decision making, MMWEC underwent its usual process for 

establishing projects to assist its member municipal light plants with their energy and capacity 

obligations (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 24-25).13  As such, the extraordinary circumstances that 

required scrutinizing the economics or prudence of the underlying project described in 

Fitchburg II do not apply to the instant case.  See Canal Electric, at 20-21.  Rather, absent 

an issue concerning a reasonable decision-making regarding the financing, the Department 

limits its review to the question of whether proceeds from an issuance will be used for a 

 
13  Based on its research and findings with respect to capacity markets, MMWEC 

proposed the Project and recommended participation to MMWEC members that could 
use the Project to hedge their open capacity position (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 26).  Then, 
each MMWEC member municipal light board or board of commissioners voted on 
whether or not to join the Project and authorize their respective managers to execute a 
power sales agreement with MMWEC (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 27).   
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purpose that, on its face, is reasonable.  Canal Electric, at 20; D.P.U. 90-50, at 6-7; D.P.U. 

95-66, at 7.   

Finally, the Department notes that MCAN’s statutory interpretation ignores the overall 

statutory framework for approval of energy projects.  The Department is not the sole 

arbitrator of every aspect of an energy project.  Rather, as in this case, projects are typically 

required to get approvals of different aspects of the project from specific agencies.  For 

example, the DEP is responsible for determining whether an energy facility’s emissions is in 

compliance with the GWSA.  See G.L. c. 21N; 310 C.M.R. 7.74; see also Exh. DPU 2-6, 

Att. 2.  MCAN seeks to have the Department expand its scope of authority in a manner not 

contemplated by the Enabling Act and duplicative of DEP’s review under the GWSA, as well 

as MEPA review.14  Such an interpretation is contrary to the plain language of law and 

would have illogical results.   

 
14  Both parties discuss the GWSA and the Climate Act to support their position.  

MMWEC states that the Project is consistent with the Commonwealth’s environmental 
goals and that the Project will allow the Project participants to own or purchase 
significant renewable energy sources, which will help to meet the requirements of the 
GWSA and the Climate Act (MMWEC Reply Brief at 9, citing Exhs. MMWEC-1, 
at 15-26; MMWEC-3, at 19-24).  MMWEC also has demonstrated that it has already 
received its MEPA certificate finding that the Project does not require an 
Environmental Impact Report and its Final Air Quality Permit which addresses 
compliance with greenhouse gas emission limits, as well as its Final Phase II Acid 
Rain Permit (MMWEC Reply Brief at 12, citing Exh. DPU 2-6, Atts. 1 through 3). 

MCAN argues that the Project is completely inconsistent with the Commonwealth’s 
legislation mandating net zero carbon targets and the “Legislature does not condone 
the building of a new thermal fossil generating facility or authorize the approval of 
such by any regulated entity of the Commonwealth” (MCAN Brief at 10, 16).  
MCAN, however, does not provide any citation to support that the GWSA or the 
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The Department considers reducing greenhouse gas emissions to be a top priority and, 

when within our authority, seeks to enforce compliance with the GWSA and the Climate 

Act.15  While MCAN may have significant concerns about the underlying Project, its impact 

on environmental justice communities, and whether the Project is consistent with the 

 
Climate Act requires the Commonwealth to immediately discontinue or prevent the 
creation of new fossil-based electricity sources.  G.L. c. 21N § 2(a); G.L. c. 21N, 
§ 3(b); G.L. c. 21N, § 4(e).  The Climate Act requires “a 2050 statewide emissions 
limit that achieves at least net zero statewide greenhouse gas emissions” and that “in 
no event shall the level of emissions in 2050 be higher than a level 85 per cent below 
the 1990 level.”  G.L. c. 21N, § 3(b).  In other words, the Legislature recognizes 
that there will be a need for limited greenhouse gas emissions in 2050 and set a net 
zero, and not a zero, statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit.  G.L. c. 21N, § 3(b).  
Further, the Climate Act specifically directs the Secretary of the Executive Office of 
Energy and Environmental Affairs when setting emission limits and sublimits, to 
consult with state agencies and regional authorities that have jurisdiction over sources 
of greenhouse gases to specifically consider electric generation, load based standards 
or requirements, the provision of reliable and affordable electric service and statewide 
fuel supplies.  G.L c. 21N § 4(a).  

15  Several commenters and MCAN suggested that the Department review MMWEC’s 
petition pursuant to newly enacted, G.L. c. 25, § 1A, which provides that in 
discharging the Department’s responsibilities under chapter 25 and chapter 164, the 
department shall, with respect to itself and the entities it regulates, prioritize safety, 
security, reliability of service, affordability, equity and reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions to meet statewide greenhouse gas emission limits and sublimits established 
pursuant to chapter 21N.  The Department notes, however, that this proceeding is not 
being conducted pursuant to chapter 25 nor chapter 164, and therefore, that provision 
is not applicable.  Nevertheless, even if this proceeding fell under the purview of 
G.L. c. 25, § 1A, the scope and outcome of this proceeding would not change.  
Section 1A requires the Department when exercising its discretion under chapters 25 
or 164 to prioritize certain specific issues above other issues that may arise.  
However, each of the specifically enumerated priorities may not be relevant in every 
proceeding.  Accordingly, the Department addresses these priorities on a case-by-case 
basis.  See, e.g., Boston Gas Company, D.P.U. 21-GC-10 (2021); NSTAR Electric 
Company, D.P.U. 21-49 (2021). 
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Commonwealth’s environmental goals, these concerns must be raised in the appropriate 

forums. 

For the above reasons, the Department rejects MCAN’s interpretation of St. 1975, 

c. 775, and applies the same standard of review it has applied to previous MMWEC 

financing requests.  Specifically, the Department must determine that the proposed borrowing 

is reasonably necessary to accomplish some legitimate purpose in meeting MMWEC’s service 

obligations, pursuant to St. 1975, c. 775, §§9, 11, 17.  Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 

Electric Company, D.P.U. 13-162 at 13 (2014); Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric 

Company, D.T.E. 99-91 at 3-4 (2000); Fitchburg II, 395 Mass. 836, 842, citing Fitchburg I, 

394 Mass. 671, 678.  As MCAN notes, the Supreme Judicial Court has found that, for the 

purposes of G.L. c. 164, § 14 and St. 1975, c. 775, §17, “reasonably necessary” means 

“reasonably necessary for the accomplishment of some purpose having to do with the 

obligations of the company to the public and its ability to carry out those obligations with the 

greatest possible efficiency.”  Fitchburg II at 842, citing Lowell Gas, 319 Mass. 46, 52.  In 

this case, the Department limits its review to a determination of reasonableness of the 

company’s proposed use of the proceeds of a bond issuance.  Canal Electric, at 20 (1985); 

see, e.g., Colonial Gas Company, D.P.U. 90-50, at 6-7 (1990); Massachusetts Municipal 

Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 13-162, at 13-14 (2014). 

2. Reasonable Necessity  

MMWEC has demonstrated that the capacity market exhibits price volatility, and that 

on average approximately 42 percent of MMWEC members’ capacity needs were open and 
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exposed to such volatility in 2020 (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 25-26; MMWEC-1, Att. 5; 

MMWEC-3, at 13-14).  While short-term future prices are expected to be relatively stable, 

forecasts suggest additional future price volatility is likely as fossil fuel and nuclear plants are 

decommissioned (Exh. MMWEC-1, Att. 5; Tr. at 103).  The proposed debt issuance would 

mitigate exposure to forward capacity market price volatility or provide a hedge by adding 

approximately eight percent of entitled capacity to meet the Project participant capacity 

obligations (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 26; MMWEC-1, Att. 6). 

MMWEC has demonstrated that the proposed debt issuance is reasonably necessary 

for the purpose of assisting MMWEC participants in meeting their required capacity 

obligations as load-serving entities while providing rate stability (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 10, 

25; Tr. at 7).  Regarding the initial issuance, the Department finds the stated purpose to 

finance the construction of the Project as a capacity resource on behalf of project participants, 

as well as the cost estimates provided, is reasonable (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 12-14; 

MMWEC-1, Att. 3; MMWEC-2, at 6, 13; MMWEC-2, Att. 2; DPU 1-4; DPU 1-8; 

DPU 1-12).  MMWEC has shown that the 60 MW capacity resource will offer needed 

capacity as well as price stability for project participants and their ratepayers 

(Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 6; MMWEC-3, at 5). 

Regarding the refunding bond request, the Department has previously approved 

similar refunding bond issuances for the purpose of refunding outstanding debt without the 

need for further Department approvals (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 10-11).  Massachusetts 

Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 13-162, at 17-18 (2013); Massachusetts 
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Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.T.E. 99-91, at 11-12 (2000); Massachusetts 

Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.P.U. 93-159, at 20 (1994).  Based on current 

market conditions, the Department recognizes the benefit in providing MMWEC with the 

means and flexibility to act quickly to issue refunding bonds without the need to return to the 

Department for refunding bond authority (Exh MMWEC-1, at 10-11).  The record shows 

that these types of refunding bond issues are beneficial to MMWEC’s members in that they 

have previously produced upwards of $45 million in present value savings for MMWEC 

members (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 10-11; MMWEC-2, at 4; DPU 1-9, Att.)  Any debt service 

savings produced by the refunding bond issue would benefit the Project participants 

(Exh. MMWEC-2, at 18).  Based on the foregoing evidence, the Department finds that 

MMWEC has sufficiently demonstrated that the proposed refunding will be used for a 

purpose that is reasonably necessary to accomplish the Company's utility operations in 

accordance with St. 1975, c. 775, § 1-1, et seq. and that the decision-making process 

underlying this proposal is based on a consideration of appropriate factors. 

MMWEC has shown that the total aggregate amount not to exceed $170,000,000 is 

reasonable and necessary for the stated purpose of providing capacity and price stability, and 

accords with the authority granted to MMWEC by the Legislature (Exhs. MMWEC-1, 

at 9-11; MMWEC-1, Att. 4, at 6, 8-12).  Further, the Department has reviewed the Project’s 

costs and timelines, as well as MMWEC’s decision making process, including that each 

participating municipal light plant voted in favor of executing a power sales agreement, and 

the Department finds that this proposal is based on consideration of appropriate factors and 
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does not raise extraordinary concerns requiring analysis of the economics of the underlying 

Project.  The Department's decision in this case does not represent a determination that the 

Project is economically beneficial to the Company or its participants. 

3. Debt Issuance 

a. Initial Issuance Authority 

Regarding the Company's fixed rate financing proposal, the Department finds that the 

proposal is reasonable because it allows participants in the Project to obtain capacity in a 

manner that maintains rate stability for their own customers (Exh. MMWEC-1, at 7-8).  The 

Department therefore approves the use of the Company's fixed rate financing proposal. 

The Company’s proposed levelized debt service feature represents an amortizing loan, 

which is distinguishable from a bullet-type loan in that while the principal balance in a 

bullet-type loan remains constant throughout the term of the loan, the principal balance 

associated with an amortizing loan decreases over time (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 16).  

See Aquarion Water Company of Massachusetts, D.P.U. 11-43, at 27 (2011).  While 

bullet-type financing is a common utility practice, the decision to enter into a bullet-type loan 

or an amortizing loan is within the scope of management judgment, taking into consideration 

the company’s capital needs, interest rates, and market conditions.  Aquarion Water 

Company of Massachusetts, D.P.U. 11-43, at 27 (2011).  In this case, the Department finds 

that MMWEC has appropriately considered the relative merits of its proposed debt features, 

and further finds that the Company’s proposed levelized debt service feature will allow the 

project participants to maintain rate stability for their own customers, and offer a hedge 
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against price instability in the capacity markets (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 16).  Therefore, the 

Department approves the Company's amortizing loan feature.   

Regarding MMWEC’s variable rate proposal, the Department finds that while variable 

interest rates entail the assumption of greater risk by an issuer, the Company has 

demonstrated that prevailing market conditions may make the issuance of variable rate debt 

reasonable for MMWEC and its participants (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 25-28).  In this case, 

however, the evidence demonstrates that current and historic interest rates associated with 

variable-rate obligations remain low, and that any interest rate spikes will be of a moderate 

and manageable duration (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 23-25, Att. 2).  On this basis, the Department 

finds that the Company has appropriately evaluated the financial management and interest rate 

risk associated with variable rate debt, and has demonstrated that prevailing market 

conditions may make the issuance of variable rate debt reasonable for MMWEC and the 

Project participants (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 24-25).  MMWEC has demonstrated that it has 

appropriately evaluated the financial management and interest rate risk associated with 

variable rate debt, and that a variable rate debt limit of approximately 20 percent of the total 

outstanding debt is reasonable from a financial management and interest rate risk mitigation 

standpoint (Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 26; DPU 1-16).  The Department therefore approves the 

uses of variable rate debt as proposed by MMWEC. 

MMWEC has incorporated a contingency of ten percent in its requested debt 

authorization in order to provide for unanticipated construction cost increases and 

pandemic-related expenditures (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 12; DPU 1-8, at 2).  The Department 
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recognizes that some level of contingency is appropriate, and has previously approved the use 

of a ten percent contingency factor for MMWEC.  Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 

Electric Company, D.T.E. 99-91, at 19 (2000); Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric 

Company, D.P.U. 93-159, at 20 (1994).  Based on our prior approvals and our familiarity 

with construction cost estimates, as well as the potential for change orders during 

construction and pandemic-related construction or cost disruptions, the Department finds that 

the use of a ten percent contingency to provide for unanticipated construction cost increases 

and pandemic-related supply chain disruptions is reasonably necessary and prudent in this 

case (Exhs. MMWEC-1, at 12; DPU 1-8; DPU 1-12).  Therefore, the Department approves 

the inclusion of a ten percent contingency in determining the total amount of bonds to be 

issued. 

b. Maximum Interest Rate 

In order to protect ratepayers from unreasonably high interest rates, the Department 

approves a maximum allowable interest rate relative to utility company debt issuances.  See 

Sheffield Water Company and Mountain Water Systems, Inc., D.P.U. 16-37, at 60 (2016); 

NSTAR Gas Company, D.P.U. 15-01, at 11 (2015); Western Massachusetts Electric 

Company, D.P.U. 10-64, at 23 (2011); Southern Union Company, D.T.E. 03-64, 

at 11-12 (2003).  The Department recognizes that the potential for financial market volatility 

requires the allowance of a measure of flexibility in setting maximum interest rates for long-

term debt securities.  Massachusetts Electric Company, D.T.E. 04-51, at 13 (2004); Boston 

Edison Company, D.T.E. 03-129, at 16-17 (2004); The Berkshire Gas Company, 
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D.T.E. 03-89, at 26 (2004).  In addition, in the case of variable rate debt, the Department 

has recognized that the maximum interest rate must be sufficient to allow the interest rate to 

vary over the life of the debt instrument without undue risk to the investor and, in the case of 

insured debt, the insurer.  Massachusetts Electric Company, D.T.E. 04-51, at 13-14 (2004); 

Boston Edison Company, D.T.E. 03-129, at 17-18 (2004); The Berkshire Gas Company, 

D.T.E. 03-89, at 26; Boston Edison Company, D.P.U. 89-44, at 4-5 (1989).  To retain 

relevancy, a maximum interest rate proposal should be based on a realistic appraisal of 

market conditions in both the current and near term.  Boston Gas Company/Colonial Gas 

Company, D.P.U. 17-36/D.P.U. 17-37, at 34 (2017).  Reliance on historical averages to 

develop maximum interest rates will always be subject to distortions in market conditions that 

occur within the historic period, such as the financial market crash of 2008 and recent 

volatility in the markets arising from the COVID-19 pandemic.  Massachusetts Electric 

Company/New England Power Company, D.P.U. 20-61/D.P.U. 20-62, at 51-52 (2020); 

Boston Gas Company/Colonial Gas Company, D.P.U. 17-36/D.P.U. 17-37, at 34 (2017). 

While MMWEC did not propose a maximum interest rate, the Company anticipates 

issuing debt based on the Municipal Market Index and coupon rates at a mix of four and five 

percent (Exhs. MMWEC-2, at 14-15, Att. 2, at 2).  This debt pricing structure implies yields 

to maturity ranging from 1.785 percent to 3.308 percent, and an all-in interest cost of just 

over three percent, at 3.1311 percent (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 25; Att. 2, at 3).  Variable debt 

rates over the past decade have averaged at two percent and less, with the exception of a 

brief surge during 2020 to over five percent (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 25).  Moreover, the 
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Department has recently permitted the use of a maximum interest rate for several 

investor-owned utilities.  NSTAR Electric Company, D.P.U. 20-146, at 20 (2021); 

Massachusetts Electric Company/New England Power Company, D.P.U. 20-61/20-62, 

at 52 (2020).  In view of current interest rates, prevailing municipal bond market conditions, 

and the potential for market volatility, the Department finds that a maximum interest rate of 

six percent per annum for the issuance of long-term debt securities is consistent with the 

public interest.16 

c. Supplemental Resolution 

MMWEC finances, constructs, and operates its projects pursuant to the authority 

contained both in its Enabling Act and its Amended and Restated General Bond Resolution 

(“General Bond Resolution”) adopted in 2021 by its board of directors (Exhs. MMWEC-1, 

at 27; MMWEC-2, at 8-10, Att. 1).  The General Bond Resolution sets forth the general 

provisions and conditions for the issuance of bonds, notes and other evidences of 

indebtedness, as well as the security and sources of payment (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 10).  

MMWEC’s individual debt instruments are issued under the General Bond Resolution in such 

principal amounts as may be determined by MMWEC’s board of directors through the 

adoption of a supplemental resolution authorizing the issuance of such debt instruments and 

setting forth their conditions, terms, and description, subject to the terms and conditions 

 
16  Should extraordinary circumstances exist such that MMWEC cannot issue debt in 

accordance with this maximum interest rate condition, MMWEC may petition the 
Department for a waiver of this provision. 
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contained in the General Bond Resolution (Exh. MMWEC-2, at 11, Att. 1, at 11-12).  

MMWEC states that because the supplemental resolution for the Project will need to 

incorporate the actual issuance and its associated terms, MMWEC will draft the supplemental 

resolution once it determines the amount of the initial issuance (Exh. DPU 1-11). 

As the Department has previously found, approval of underlying loan documents such 

as MMWEC’s supplemental resolution is integral to the statutory scheme under which the 

Company operates, and thus requires review by the Department.  Massachusetts Municipal 

Wholesale Electric Company, D.T.E. 99-91-C at 26 (2000).  See St. 1975, c. 775, § 11, 17; 

see also Fitchburg I, 394 Mass. at 379-380.  In recognition of the fact that the terms of the 

initial issuance have yet to be finalized, the Department’s approvals herein are conditioned 

upon and subject to receipt and review by the Department of the supplemental bond 

resolution five (5) business days prior to its adoption by MMWEC’s Board of Directors.  

Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, D.T.E. 99-91-B at 27 (2001). 

IV. INTERVENTION RULING APPEALS 

A. Introduction 

MCAN and Mr. McAvoy each petitioned the Department for full intervention status 

in this proceeding.  The Hearing Officer denied MCAN’s petition to be a full intervenor but 

allowed MCAN limited participant status (MCAN Ruling, at 3).  The Hearing Officer denied 

Mr. McAvoy’s petition (McAvoy Ruling).  MCAN and Mr. McAvoy have each appealed the 

hearing officer rulings denying their full intervention rights.   
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B. Positions of the Appellants and Parties 

1. MCAN 

MCAN argues that in ruling to deny MCAN full intervention status in this 

proceeding, the Hearing Officer abused her discretion, failed to fully consider applicable facts 

and precedents and that the Department should grant MCAN full intervenor status (MCAN 

Appeal at 1-3).  MCAN asserts that, contrary to the Hearing Officer ruling, MCAN and its 

members as customers will be substantially and specifically affected by the outcome of this 

proceeding (MCAN Appeal at 5).  Specifically, MCAN argues that its interests in this 

proceeding include:  the cost of the Project, the advancement of environmental objectives 

related to the Act, to ensure that the Department evaluates the cost of and alternatives to the 

Project, energy efficiency and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, among others 

(MCAN Appeal at 5-7).  MCAN further attests that it has an interest in providing its 

expertise in municipal light plants, energy efficiency, energy conservation, and emission 

reductions, which would elucidate the Department’s decision (MCAN Appeal at 6).  MCAN 

also claims that it would participate by introducing its views regarding the Act, cost 

effectiveness and impacts of the Project, non-carbon alternatives to the underlying project, 

market implications, and other issues (MCAN Appeal at 6).  MCAN also asserts that it 

would issue discovery, introduce evidence, and may seek to present testimony related to all 

of its interests (MCAN Appeal at 6-7).   

MCAN argues that the Ruling was an abuse of discretion because of the Ruling’s 

reliance on Robinson v. Department of Public Utilities, 416 Mass. 668 (1993), because in 
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this proceeding a number of MCAN’s members are customers of the MLPs participating in 

the Project, who will bear the cost and suffer the impacts of the Project and are not 

represented by any other party (MCAN Appeal at 7-9).  Specifically, MCAN argues that the 

Ruling’s application of Robinson is misguided in this instance because the appellant in 

Robinson was an individual ratepayer, and the court held that an individual ratepayer would 

have to allege a peculiar damage to itself, but, that it is appropriate to allow full intervention 

to representatives of large customers or a large number of utility customers or employees 

(MCAN Appeal at 10, citing Robinson 416 Mass. 668, 671-672 (1993)).  Therefore, MCAN 

asserts, Robinson is inapplicable to MCAN, a non-profit corporation petitioning to intervene 

on behalf of a larger group of customers and not a single ratepayer (MCAN Appeal at 10-11, 

citing Robinson at 671-672).  Finally, MCAN argues that the Supreme Judicial Court has not 

made any findings that would preclude MCAN’s participation as a full intervenor in this 

proceeding (MCAN Appeal at 11).   

2. McAvoy 

Mr. McAvoy’s appeal states numerous allegations about the South Hadley Electric 

Light Department (“SHELD”) and its members and summarizes the appellant’s view of 

events including and involving SHELD, some of which are related to the Project (McAvoy 

Appeal).  Mr. McAvoy makes no legal assertions or arguments and as his other comments 

are completely outside the scope of this proceeding, and many are unsupported allegations of 

misconduct by elected officials, we do not repeat them here (McAvoy Appeal).   
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3. MMWEC 

MMWEC opposes MCAN’s Appeal and Mr. McAvoy’s Appeal and asserts that the 

MCAN and McAvoy Rulings do not constitute an abuse of discretion (MMWEC MCAN 

Response at 1; MMWEC McAvoy Response at 3).  MMWEC argues that a hearing officer 

has broad discretion to grant or deny intervention (MMWEC MCAN Response at 4, citing 

NSTAR Electric Company, D.P.U. 17-05, Interlocutory Order at 6-7 (April 7, 2017); 

MMWEC McAvoy Response at 3).  MMWEC asserts that a Hearing Officer is not required 

to allow everyone who petitions to intervene to participate in proceedings (MMWEC MCAN 

Response, citing D.P.U. 17-05, Interlocutory Order at 6 (April 7, 2017); MMWEC McAvoy 

Response at 3).   

MMWEC asserts that the MCAN Ruling was not an abuse of discretion because the 

Ruling considered all the factors relevant to intervention (MMWEC MCAN Response at 4).  

MMWEC avers that the petitioner bears the burden of proof and demonstrating whether the 

factors considered by the Department warrant intervention (MMWEC MCAN Response at 4).  

Those factors include:  its interests; whether those interests are unique and cannot be raised 

by any other petitioner; and the scope of the proceeding; the potential effect of the 

petitioner’s intervention on the proceeding; and the nature of the petitioner’s evidence, 

including whether such evidence will help to elucidate the issues of the proceeding (MMWEC 

MCAN Response at 4-5, citing D.P.U. 17-05, Interlocutory Order at 6-7 (April 7, 2017)).  

MMWEC further asserts that a petitioner’s status as a ratepayer alone is not sufficient to 

warrant full party intervention (MMWEC MCAN Response at 5, citing D.P.U. 17-05, 

92



D.P.U. 21-29   Page 44 
 

 

Interlocutory Order at 10 (April 7, 2017)).  MMWEC argues that the Ruling correctly noted 

the standard of review and enumerated the appropriate factors to determine whether a 

petitioner is substantially and specifically affected (MMWEC MCAN Response at 5).  

MMWEC avers that the Ruling correctly found that MCAN failed to show how any harm to 

MCAN or its members would be specific to those entities, how MCAN or its members 

would be specifically and substantially affected, and how any impacts the Project may have 

on MCAN and its members differ from the impacts it may have on all customers of the 

participating MLPs (MMWEC MCAN Response at 6). 

MMWEC also argues that the interests of MCAN’s members who are customers of 

participating municipal light plants are already represented by the elected governing boards of 

those MLPs (MMWEC MCAN Response at 9).  MMWEC asserts that the elected members 

of MLP light boards in municipalities that elected to participate in the project underlying the 

petition must be given deference as “public officers acting under legislative mandate” 

(MMWEC MCAN Response at 9-10, citing Board of Gas and Electric Commissioners of 

Middleborough v. Department of Public Utilities, 363 Mass. 433, 438).  MMWEC also 

claims that MCAN has 88 members that are customers of participating municipal light plants, 

or less than 1/20th of one percent of the total customers of the participating municipal light 

plants, a strikingly small percentage of customers with no stated peculiar impact (MMWEC 

MCAN Response at 11).  MMWEC disagrees with MCAN’s position that no peculiar 

damage is necessary to warrant full intervention status, and asserts that peculiar damage, and 

not speculative, indirect, or remote injuries is required for standing to intervene (MMWEC 
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MCAN Response at 11, citing Robinson, 416 Mass. 673, 674).  Finally, MMWEC avers that 

MCAN’s claimed expertise and experience to elucidate important issues is irrelevant with 

respect to demonstrating an abuse of discretion (MMWEC MCAN Response at 11).  

MMWEC argues the Mr. McAvoy fails to set forth any basis on which to conclude 

that the McAvoy Ruling constitutes an abuse of discretion and fails to demonstrate how he or 

the ratepayers he claims to represent would be specifically and substantially affected by this 

proceeding as required by 220 CMR 1.03(1)(b).  Due to this failure to allege an abuse of 

discretion, MMWEC asserts the Department should uphold the McAvoy Ruling (MMWEC 

McAvoy Response at 4). 

C. Standard of Review 

The Department has held that a Hearing Officer has the authority to conduct a 

proceeding in an efficient manner and to make decisions regarding procedural matters that 

may arise during the course of the proceeding. 220 C.M.R. § 1.06(6)(a); Bay State Gas 

Company, D.T.E. 05-27, Interlocutory Order at 5-6 (2005); see also Tofias v. Energy 

Facilities Siting Board, 435 Mass. 340, 349-50 (2001).  Where there is no evidence that the 

Hearing Officer abused his or her discretion in ruling on a pleading, motion, petition, or 

request, the Hearing Officer’s decision must be affirmed.  National Grid/KeySpan Merger, 

D.P.U. 07-30, at 40-41 (2010); D.T.E. 05-27, Interlocutory Order at 6; The Berkshire Gas 

Company, D.T.E. 01-56, at 6-7 (2002). 
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D. Analysis and Findings 

1. Introduction 

The Department requires that a petition to intervene describe how the petitioner is 

substantially and specifically affected by a proceeding.  220 CMR 1.03(1)(b); see 

G.L. c. 30A, § 10.  In interpreting this standard, the Supreme Judicial Court has found that 

the Department possesses broad discretion in determining whether to allow participation, and 

the extent of participation, in Department proceedings.  Attorney General, 

390 Mass. 208, 216 (1983); Boston Edison Company v. Department of Public Utilities, 

375 Mass. 1, 45 (1978) (with regard to intervenors, the Department has broad but not 

unlimited discretion), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 921 (1978); see Robinson v. Department of 

Public Utilities, 835 F.2d 19, 21-22(1st Cir. 1987).  The Department may allow persons not 

substantially and specifically affected to participate in proceedings for limited purposes.  

G.L. c. 30A, § 10; 220 CMR 1.03(1)(e); Boston Edison Company, 375 Mass. at 45.  A 

petitioner must demonstrate a sufficient interest in a proceeding before the Department will 

exercise its discretion and grant limited participation.  Boston Edison Company, 

375 Mass. 1,45.  The Department is not required to allow all petitioners seeking intervenor 

status to participate in proceedings.  Boston Edison Company, 375 Mass. 1, 45.  In 

accordance with the standard of review for appeals from Hearing Officer rulings set forth 

above, the Department’s role here is to determine whether the Hearing Officer’s denial of 

MCAN’s Petition for full intervention was an abuse of discretion.   
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2. MCAN 

The MCAN Ruling demonstrates that the Hearing Officer considered MCAN’s stated 

interests, arguments, and concerns in making her Ruling, and nevertheless found it 

appropriate to deny its requests for full participant status, instead allowing Limited 

Participant status (MCAN Ruling at 4).  It was well within the Hearing Officer’s discretion 

to grant limited participant status based on the facts presented, which are substantially the 

same as the facts presented in MCAN’s appeal although the appeal contained greater detail.  

Moreover, we find that the arguments presented in this appeal are substantially the same as 

those that MCAN presented to the Hearing Officer in its petition to intervene, and we agree 

with the Hearing Officer’s rationale for denying the petitions to intervene.  Thus, we find 

that the Hearing Officer did not abuse her discretion. 

In its appeal, MCAN reiterates the many interests it has regarding this proceeding, 

including, but not limited to the cost implications of the Project, the advancement of several 

environmental goals, including those in the Act, the evaluation of alternatives to the Project, 

and presenting arguments and evidence related to these many interests (MCAN Appeal at 

5-7).  MCAN outlines these interests in an effort to demonstrate how it and its members will 

be affected by the outcome of this proceeding (MCAN Appeal at 5-7).  In this proceeding, 

MCAN alleged no unique or peculiar interest that could not be otherwise considered by the 

Department. See Boston Edison Company, D.T.E. 98-118/98-119/126, at 11-12, 14 (1999) 

citing Ginther v. Commissioner of Insurance, 427 Mass. 319, 323 (1998); Robinson, 416 

Mass. 668, 673-74.  In fact, MCAN admits in its appeal, that all customers of the municipal 
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light plants that have elected to participate in the project underlying this petition will be 

impacted in the same manner as those MCAN members who are also customers of those 

municipal light plants (MCAN Appeal at 8-9).  MCAN fails to describe any way in which 

the alleged impacts of this proceeding would be peculiar to MCAN itself or its members and 

MCAN explicitly argues that it and its members would not suffer any peculiar damage 

(MCAN Ruling at 4, MCAN Appeal at 8-9).   

Further, the Department notes that in its Petition to Intervene, MCAN claimed to be a 

customer of municipal light plants and would be subject to any rate or cost implications 

associated with the Project (MCAN Petition to Intervene at 8).  However, as MMWEC stated 

in its Response, MCAN is an incorporated entity with its place of business in Boston, 

Massachusetts, and is not served by any municipal light plant (MMWEC Response at 3).  

MCAN does not refute such statements in its appeal and appears to now claim that it has the 

right to intervene solely “by and through its members” (MCAN Appeal at 5).  Accordingly, 

the Department finds that with respect to itself, MCAN is not a customer that is substantially 

and specifically affected by the Project, and therefore, finds that the Hearing Officer did not 

abuse her discretion in denying MCAN’s intervention. 

Similarly, MCAN’s numerous assertions that its members are specifically and 

substantially impacted or harmed by this proceeding because some MCAN members are also 

customers of MLPs participating in the Project are simply not supportable.  MCAN attempts 

to differentiate its alleged standing from the Robinson case by claiming that it represents 

more than an individual customer and the status of representing multiple customers alone is 
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sufficient to justify intervention.  MCAN specifically states, “its customer members are 

substantially and specifically impacted because they are customers of Project Participants and 

will be specifically and substantially impacted by the Company’s action, decisions, and 

judgment” (MCAN Appeal at 8).  MCAN has provided no citations to support its claim.17  

The Department has broad discretion to allow participation in its proceedings, and it is well 

established that residential customers status of customers alone is not enough to warrant full 

party intervention.  Robinson at 673-674; Attorney General v. Dept. of Public Utilities, 390 

Mass. 208, 217 (1983).  Accordingly, the Department finds that MCAN has failed to meet its 

burden to demonstrate that some of its members are substantially and specifically affected by 

this proceeding and MCAN may therefore intervene on their members’ behalf.  

MCAN also alleges that the Hearing Officer abused her discretion because MCAN 

would provide evidence and arguments that would elucidate issues and facilitate a just 

resolution in this proceeding (MCAN Appeal at 6).  These areas of elucidation include, but 

are not limited to, energy efficiency, energy conservation, and gas emission reduction 

requirements (MCAN Appeal at 6).  However, as discussed above and as noted by the 

 
17  MCAN does assert that in another proceeding the Department allowed full 

intervention of certain parties who have similar “types of membership” as MCAN 
(MCAN Appeal at 14 n.12, citing Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket 
Electric Company, D.P.U. 10-54).  The Department notes, however, that none of the 
parties to D.P.U. 10-54 were granted full intervenor status based solely on the fact 
that they represented multiple customers.  The Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound 
was denied intervention status to represent its members because it had not stated an 
interest in the proceeding that can be distinguished from the interests of other 
residential ratepayers.  D.P.U. 10-54, Hearing Officer Ruling on Petitions to 
Intervene and Participate at 5 (July 9, 2010). 

98



D.P.U. 21-29   Page 50 
 

 

Hearing Officer at the public hearing, the scope of this proceeding is whether the proposed 

financing is reasonably necessary to meet the goal of the financing, in this case, building and 

operating a power plant, and the reasonableness of the terms of the financing.  St. 1975, 

c. 775, §§ 5(p), 9, 11, and 17; Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, 

D.P.U. 99-91, at 3.  MCAN did not state any interests in the terms of the financing, whether 

the financing would be used for a legitimate utility purpose, or any other issues within the 

scope of this proceeding.  Instead, MCAN seeks to introduce evidence and arguments on 

issues outside the scope of the proceeding and argue that the Department should require 

MMWEC to adopt an alternative project (see generally MCAN Appeal; MCAN Brief; 

MCAN Reply Brief; MCAN Petition to Intervene).  The Department has found that a 

petitioner stating interests that are outside the scope of a proceeding does not itself justify 

intervention.  The Berkshire Gas Company, D.P.U. 15-48, Interlocutory Order at 17 

(June 19, 2015) (finding that appellant’s concerns regarding the project underlying the 

precedent agreement under review were outside the scope of the proceeding and would be 

more appropriately addressed in the siting of the project).  As addressed in detail above, in 

section III.C.1, the Department’s statutory authority allows us, absent extraordinary 

circumstances, to judge only the appropriateness of the financing terms presented by the 

petitioner and borne out by the discovery process and evidentiary hearing.  St. 1975, c. 775, 

§§ 5(p), 9, 11, and 17.  MMWEC’s Enabling Act and Department precedent do not allow 

the Department to substitute its judgement regarding the decisions that MMWEC and its 
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member municipal light plants have made to meet the needs of their customers.  St. 1975, c. 

775, §§ 5(p), 9, 11, and 17; D.P.U. 99-91, at 3  

Because we agree with the Hearing Officer that MCAN has not demonstrated any 

specific and substantial impact to it or its members, and in consideration of the scope of the 

proceeding, the nature of the evidence MCAN sought to introduce would not eludicate the 

issues of the proceeding, the Department finds that the MCAN Ruling denying MCAN full 

intervention in this proceeding was not an abuse of discretion and we uphold the decision to 

allow MCAN Limited Participant status.  See D.T.E. 05-27, Interlocutory Order at 6 

(September 16, 2005). 

3. McAvoy 

Mr. McAvoy’s appeal makes no attempt to allege any basis for his appeal of the 

McAvoy Ruling denying his petition to intervene in this proceeding.  Mr. McAvoy’s original 

intervention petition stated no basis for intervention, and did not allege any specific or 

substantial harm to himself as a result of this proceeding.  Robinson, 416 Mass. 668, 673-74.  

Based on these facts, there is no basis to find that the McAvoy Ruling was an abuse of 

discretion and we uphold the McAvoy Ruling’s denial of Mr. McAvoy’s petition to 

intervene.    

V. ORDER 

Accordingly, after due notice, hearing and consideration, the Department hereby: 

VOTES: That the issuance, from time to time, by Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 

Electric Company of debt obligations in any manner that Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 
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Electric Company determines to be appropriate, including the issuance of notes, bonds, or 

other forms of indebtedness in various modes and at fixed or variable interest rates, including 

refunding bonds in total aggregate amount not to exceed $170,000,000 is reasonably 

necessary for the purpose for which such issuance has been authorized; and it is  

ORDERED: That Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company’s borrowing, 

from time to time, either through publicly offered debt instruments sold to investors or 

through arrangements with commercial banks (or other lending institutions), the total 

aggregate amount not to exceed $170,000,000 to be used solely for the purpose of funding 

the Project is APPROVED; and it is  

FURTHER ORDERED: That Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company 

may fund the Project in any manner that Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric 

Company determines to be appropriate, including the issuance of notes, bonds, or other 

forms of indebtedness in various modes and at fixed or variable interest rates, but that will 

not exceed six percent per annum, including refunding bonds; and it is  

FURTHER ORDERED:  That the net proceeds from issuances shall be used for the 

purposes set forth herein;  

FURTHER ORDERED: That the appeal of Mass Climate Action Network of the 

hearing officer ruling denying its full intervention rights and allowing limited participant 

status is DENIED; and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED:  That the appeal of Mr. Peter McAvoy of the hearing officer 

ruling denying his full intervention rights is DENIED; and it is 
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FURTHER ORDERED:  That Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company 

shall comply with all other orders and directives contained in this Order. 

 
 By Order of the Department, 
 
 
 /s/  
Matthew H. Nelson, Chair 
 
 
 /s/  
Robert E. Hayden, Commissioner 
 
 
 /s/  
Cecile M. Fraser, Commissioner 
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An appeal as to matters of law from any final decision, order or ruling of the Commission 
may be taken to the Supreme Judicial Court by an aggrieved party in interest by the filing of 
a written petition praying that the Order of the Commission be modified or set aside in whole 
or in part.  Such petition for appeal shall be filed with the Secretary of the Commission 
within twenty days after the date of service of the decision, order or ruling of the 
Commission, or within such further time as the Commission may allow upon request filed 
prior to the expiration of the twenty days after the date of service of said decision, order or 
ruling.  Within ten days after such petition has been filed, the appealing party shall enter the 
appeal in the Supreme Judicial Court sitting in Suffolk County by filing a copy thereof with 
the Clerk of said Court.  G.L. c. 25, § 5. 
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Project 2020A Spring Update

Ipswich, Peabody, Wakefield, 
Mansfield, Marblehead, Boylston
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Major Work to Date
• EPC Contract with EDF Renewables signed 3/31/21. 
• Surplus interconnection accepted and SOI filed with 

ISO (Solar will be in 2022 FCA) April 2021
• Approval from FAA/Westover ARB 5/6/21
• Approval from town of Ludlow Conservation 

Commission 5/24/21
• Approval from MEPA 8/9/21
• Stormwater permit issued by DPW 8/9/21
• Project heard by Ludlow Planning Board 8/26/21. All 

present  members in favor but due to need for waiver 
from full planning board, continued until 9/9/21 
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Fall 2021 Outlook
• Finalize all other local permitting 

requirements (building electrical).
• Full notice to proceed on construction 

issued to EDF following approval from 
Ludlow Planning Board (9/9/2021)

• Begin ordering long lead items 
(Transformers/inverters)

• Site clearing and civil work to commence in 
late fall.
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Project Delays
• Originally in discussions with project 

participants, an expectation was set that the 
project would be grid interconnected by the end 
of 2021.

• Following a competitive RFP in the fall of 2020, 
MMWEC engaged in contract negotiations with 
EDF, however delays in reaching a finalized 
contract due to the initial position taken by EDF 
caused this process to take nearly 5 months.

• As a result, and due to the winter season, the 
construction schedule has been pushed into 
2022
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Major Areas of Disagreement
• Title Transfer & Risk of Loss: MMWEC required this 

occur at substantial completion and after all construction, 
gird interconnection and burn in period was competed, 
which differed from EDF. MMWEC was unable to move 
from our position, because without this MMWEC could 
wind up taking title to an array that is incomplete, 
untested and not in a position to insure as part of 
MMWEC’s portfolio in Ludlow. Worse yet if something 
occurred and the array was damaged we could be on the 
hook for the costs.
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Major Areas of Disagreement
• Burn In Period: Tied to issues above, MMWEC 

required EDF to complete a 90 day burn in 
period and operate the array grid. EDF sought to 
transfer the array to MMWEC following 
mechanical completion. Because of MMWEC’s 
insurer requirement for a burn in period as well 
as MMWEC inability to take title to untested 
array, we spent inordinate time working with 
EDF to reach an agreement to integrate a 90 
day burn in period into substantial completion.
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Major Areas of Disagreement
• MMWEC required Warranties and Guarantees for 2 

years: In addition to standard OEM warranties for panels 
and inverters, MMWEC required not only wrap 
warranties from EDF, but also performance guarantees 
for the project . While warranties covered work, there 
was no mandate for repair timeline so EDF could honor 
their warranty even if performance suffered due to 
delays (costing the participants money). MMWEC and 
EDF were ultimately able to reach consensus on this 
with EDF providing 90% guarantee on output (based on 
PV syst), with EDF paying shortfall damages if the array 
does not meet this. In exchange MMWEC has retained 
EDF to perform PM for the first 2 years.
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Major Areas of Disagreement
• Force Majure Response: MMWEC pushed 

back and worked to create mandates so that 
EDF would not be able to delay the project 
indefinitely during a Force Majure. While 
reasonable schedule delays were allowed by 
MMWEC in the contract, without these 
requirements, EDF would be allowed indefinite 
schedule delays in the event of a declared Force 
Majure.
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Major Areas of Disagreement
• Payment Milestones: MMWEC worked as part 

of contract negotiations to ensure that contract 
payments were directly tied to major work 
competed. By contrast EDF initially tried to front 
load the majority of contract payments with 
minimal retention in the back end. In the end 
MMWEC succeed in retaining nearly $700,000 
to final completion to ensure that motivation 
existed to complete punchlist work and closeout 
documents.
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Next Steps and Project Schedule
• Based on the delays in contracting we expect 

to issue a full Notice to Proceed (begin work) 
to EDF 9/1/2021. 

• EDF is expected to begin work including site 
clearing, civil work and driving posts in the 
fall of 2021.

• Major install work of racking, modules and 
panels is expected to begin in March 2022, 
with the grid going live in the summer of 
2022.
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WMGLD

Information Technology 
Updates

Presented by Jeff Morris – IT 
Manager September 1, 2021114



Brief overview of current 
projects

Upcoming Projects

&

115



Cyber Security-
Added Layers of Protection

• Two additional high-end 
firewalls
• Strategic placement 

to further minimize 
intrusion

• New Threat Intelligence 
Gateway
• Relieves traffic on 

internal firewall
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New Payroll System

Dynamics Great Plains

• Direct integration with our new 
work order system

• Direct integration from Payroll to 
General Ledger
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New Time-off Request Portal

• Direct Integration 
with our new payroll 
system

• More secure vendor 
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New Customer Portal

• Replaces Customer Web

• Provides -
• Flexibility 
• Improved customer 

experience
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New Customer Portal
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New Customer Portal
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Added and Improved Backups

Azure Backup
• Off-site
• More secure
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New Call Center

• Continental Message Solutions

• Directly feeds into our Outage Management System
• Enhanced call volume capabilities
• Smoother connection with the Town’s phone system
• To be completed in Q4
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Cooperative Projects

• Mass Energy Insights (MEI)
• Data supplied for monthly 

consumption analytics for 
municipal buildings for the 
town’s application to 
become a Green 
Community

• The Home Energy Efficiency 
Team (HEET)
• Gas consumption data 

provided to support efforts 
to help shape the future of 
the natural gas industry in 
the state
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Future Projects

- Upgrading billing system
o Cogsdale (CSM)
o Great Plains
o SQL Server
o Windows Servers

- Upgrading Scada System
o Version
o Workstations
o Servers
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